ED 334 5394
AUTHOR
TITLE
INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY

PUB DATE

NOTE

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE

DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
CS 212 965

Aston, Jean A., Ed.; And Others

Making Thinking Visitle: Collaborative
Planning--Concepts, Processes, and Assignments: A
Casebook.

Center for the Study of Writing, Pittsburgh, PA.;
Howard Heinz Endowment, Pittsburgh, PA.

Office of Educational Research and Improverent (ED),
Washington, DC.

S0

142p.; For an introduction to the project, see CS 212
864.

Reports - Descriptive (141) -- Collected Works =-
General (020)

MFO01/PCO6 Plus Postage.

Classroom Observation Techniques; Classroom Research;
Classroom Techniques; *Cognitive Processes; Higher
Education; High Schools; =*Teaching Methods; #*Writing
Assignments; =*Writing Instruction; =sWriting
Strategies

*Collaborative Inquiry; Collaborative Learning;
*Collaborative Writing

This casebook is part of a set of materials wri’.ten

by the members of the Making Thinking Visible Project. It offers high
school, college, and community college teachers' multiple
perspectives on the teaching and learning of collaborative planning,
and on classroom inquiry and practice. The casebook explains
collaborative planning (a writing strategy that helps students
develop a piece of writing by discussing key rhetorical
considerations with a partner) and suggests ways that teachers may
want to use this technique as part of the way they teach writing. It
offers 14 articles in 3 sections. The first section, "Clarifying
Concepts," includes "Introduction to Collaborative Planning and the
Making Thinking Visible Project" (Linda Flower and others);
"Reflecting Upon Our Project" (Nancy Nelson Spivey); "Writers
Planning: Snapshots from Research That Helped To Frame Collaborative
Planning" (Linda Flower); and "Engaged, Involved Supporters: Keys to
Effective Collaboration" (Rebecca E. Burnett). The second section,
"Tracing Processes," includes "An Investigation into the Process of
Critical Thinking and Collaborative Planning" (Leonard R. Donaldson);
"The Right Metaphor" (Michael A. Benedict); "Planners' Options: A
Collaborative Planning Tool Helping Inexperienied Writers/Planners
Make Thinking Visible" (Thomas Hajduk); "Transforming Topic
Knowledge: SixX Portraits of Collaborative Planning" (David L.
Wallace); "Transferring Talk to Text" (Jane Zachary Gargaro);
"Student Teachers and Collaborative Planning: Transfer and Adaptation
from Representation to Practice" (Linda Norris); and "Collaborativ.
Planning and the Classroom Context: Tracking, Banking, and
Transformation" (Jean A. Aston). The final section, "Adapting
Assignments." contains "A Beginne.''s Map: From Collaboration to
Collaborative Planning" (Leslie Byrd Evans); "Actual Classroom
Experiences Using Collaborative Planning" (Andrea S. Martine); and "aA
Reflective Look at Teaching Planning in High School" (Karen Gist).
Notes on the editors and contributors are attached. (PRA)



\
S
o~
?
g
)
N

ED3345944

COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

CoNCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS

A CASEBOOK

|

THEe CENTER FOR THE STUDY oF WRITING
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

THE HowaRD HEINZ ENDOWMENT
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA

1990

PoudIpny

Purpose S
or :
Key Point

Supporter ] Teacher/Researcher

REST COPY AVAILABLE

U.8. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Oftice of Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

“Thus documant has been reproduced as

received from the person or organization
onginating it

3 Minor changes have been made to impiove
reproduction quahly

® Poinls of view or op:mions siatedin this gocu
ment do NOo! necessarty represent oticial
QE Ri posiion or polCy



© 1990, The Making Thinking Visible Project, Center for the Study of Writing,
Carnegie Mellon University

Additional information about the Making Thinking Visible Project is available by contacting:

Linda Norriy, Educational Coordinator
Making Thinking Visible Project
Center for the Study of Writing
English Department

Carnegie Mellon University
Pittsburgh, PA 15213-3890

412-268-6286
ARPAnct: InOh@andrew.cmu.edu
BITnet: InOh%andrew@cmcevb



COLLABORATIVE PLANNINGW i ®

CoNCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS || Thinking
A CASEBOOK k Visible

EDITORS

JEAN A. ASTON

CoMMUNITY COLLEGE OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY
LiNDA NORRIS

CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

PAMELA TURLEY

Communimy CoLLeG® oF ALLEGHENY COUNTY

ADVISORS

LiNDA FLOWER

CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY
NANcY NELSON SPIVEY
CARNEGIE MELLON UINIVERSITY

L.AayouT AND DESIGN

MIcHAEL A. BENEDICT
Fox CHaPEL AREA HIGH ScriooL

THE CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF WRITING
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

THE HowarRD HEINZ ENDOWMENT
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA

1990




COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS
A CASEBOOK Visibl

Making \
Thinking

e

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface and ACKNOWICAZEIMENLS ........ccuuwereveimmsesssensensssmssssssmsssssssesesssssesesssssssesssssmssssssosssesssesseeeess oo s v

SECTION ONE: CLARIFYING CONCEPTS

Introduction to Collaborative Planning and the Making Thinking Visible Project
LINDA FLOWER, ReBECCA E. BURNETT, THOMAS HAJDUK, DaVID L. WALLACE, Linoa NORRIS

WAYNE C. PECK, NANCY NELSON SPIVEY .c.cvcvverrsrsrsessersssssssmmssssssnmssmsssnonmsesssssesssssssssesssssmmmmmssnsosssssssssoesss 3
Reflecting Upon Our Project

NANCY NELSON SPIVEY 11vvuuuvsssvsssrsssmusssssesssessssssssmsssnmmssssessossssssssessassssssmsssssssesesssssmessssmseessssesssoeseesees s 12
Writers Planning: Snapshots from Research that Helped to Frame Collaborative Planning

LINDA FLOWER tuvvvevesssnusenssssssssssssssssss s sessssssssssssssssssnssssssssssssssssossessmssssosssmsseseseomesmseseessesesee oo 16
Engaged, Involved Supporters: Keys to Effective Collaboration

REBECCA E. BURNETT cocvvvvvvuvsnsssnssnsmnsssssssssssssssssossssssssssssesssssss asssssossssssssssssssesssosssmesssssssossseesseeesess s 23

SECTION Two: TRACING PROCESSES

An Investigation into the Process of Critical Thinking and Collaborative Planning

LEONARD R. DONALDSON wvvvvsssuvsvsssessssssecsssess sessssssssssssnsssssssesssssmsessessssseseseomsnsesseeseosssomses e sessss e 41
The Right Metaphor
MICHAEL A, BENEDICT «..ccvvvevssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssesssssssssesessosessss sesmssssessmssssesossmmsessssssns s 49

Planners' Options: A Collaborative Planning Tool Helping Inexperienced Writers/Planners Make
Thinking Visible

THOMAS HAIDUK wovvesvsvsosssssesssmssssssssssssssssssssinsss sossssssssssmssssssnss ssesssesssssssssesssssssssomesseeemssssss 60
Transforming Topic Knowledge: Six Portraits of Collaborative Planning

DAVID L. WALLACE cccccsservrsssssress s mssssssssessessessassssssssssassssessessassssssssssmssssoosmsssesesseese s 71
Transferring Talk to Text

JANE ZACHARY GARGARO w.vvvvvvsssasssssessses sossssssssossssssssessssessosssessnssesesossssseeessesessessses s esesssasaanee 81
Student Teachers and Collaborative Planning: Transfer and Adaptation from Representation to

Practice

LINDA NORRIS e 1cvs1s vt cassssstssssss s ssssssssssssesssssssasssssosssssssssmssssssss s sossesssossossses e 91
Collaborative Planning and the Classroom Context: Tracking, Banking, and Transformation

JEAN A ASTON wovesssevt s ssssssssssssesssossssssssnssossssssssosssessessmsssssssoeses oo sseees s s 107

SECTION THREE: ADAPTING ASSIGNMENTS

A Beginner's Map: From Collaboration to Collaborative Planning

LESLIE BYRD BVANS covvvtuustcvvvesrecssss s sssss s sssssss ssssssomsssssssssssnssssssessssssssss s s s 125
Actual Classroom Experiences Using Collaborative Planning
ANDREA S. MARTINE tvvscvsscctvesssssssssassssssssssessesessesssssssssssssssessssssessosssosses s eoeses s 129
A Reflective Look at Teaching Planning in High School
KAREN GIST s stvtnsssssrssssesssssssssnss s osss s susssns s sssssseseese s ssssosse oo oo ss oo 135
Notes on EAitors and  CONETIDULOLS v.muvmsuussssssmcrssmussssnsesesesssmsessssssssssssessomeesesessesssss e .. 139
J



COLLABORATIVE PLANNING
CoNcEPTs, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS

PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This casebook is composed of fourteen papers on classroom in-;uiry and practice and reflects
the three main goals of the Making Thinking Visible Project inits query into collaborative planning:

* to help students develop a repertoire of strategies for planning and writing

* to encourage students to become more reflective and more aware of themselves as
problem solvers and critical thinkers

* to discover ways that classroom inquiry can enhance the teaching and learning of
composition.

The papers in this collection represent a 1ange of classroom settings (college, community
college and high school), disciplines (English and sodial studies), and questions about writing
pedagogy and process. The members of this diverse group share tha common denominator of
discoveries about the teaching and learning of collaborative planning, a writing technique
de~eloped by Linda Flower at the Center for the Study of Writing, Camegie Mellon University.

When you look closely at the front cover of this casebook, what you see depends upon what
you observe. Some will notice the graphics, some the print, some the texture and/or color of the
cover. Those who notice the design may see it as rectangles within a larger square, or as different
shaded boxes placed neatly side-by-side, and some may even see i{ as a multi-design patchwork
quilt. People bring different perspectives to what they observe. Just as the cover of this book can be
scen from a variety of angles, this casebook presents our readers with multiple perspectives on
collaborative planning. Each teacher-researcher in our project spent all of last year carefully
examining a question or set of questions he or she wanted to address while using colluborative
planning with a group of student writers. The papers in this collection present the persp.ctives of
each project member: our work in progress, our observations, reflections, and discoveries about
collaborative planning. Some describe how they used it, why they used it, and what they found
outaboutit. Gthers provide background information about collaborative planning, examples of
writers planning, and analyses of specific student planning sessions. Sti'i others examine issucs of
pedagogy, transfer of knowledge, and the movement from planning collaboratively to producing
texts.

Project members’ discovery papers arecateyjorized under the following headingsin theTable
of Contents: Clarifying Concepts, Tracing Processes, and Adapting Assignments. For those who
may be unfamiliar with collaborative planning and the Making Thinking Visible Project, the
opening chapter of Section One describes the technique and provides background information
about the project itself. Nancy Spivey’s paper follows, providing an overview of the specific
methods project membeis used to conduct theirinquiriesand to reflect on their student writersand
themselves as writing teachers Clarifying Concepts also includes papers which provide some
background and explanation of the history of collaborative planning arid of doing classroom
research, and which define the roles of planners and supporters. Section Two, Tracing Processes,
includes papers which track the development of writers in light of a speciic issue or issues. And
Scction Three, Adapting Assignments, zontains three papers written by classroom teachers who
adapted collaborative planning to tneir particular classroom situation and to an already-detor-
minad curriculum.

We would like to thank all of the members of the Making Thinking Visible Project for writing
these papersand forallowingus to place themin this casebook forothers, espedially thoseinterested
in writing and classroom research, to read. We would also like to thank Mike Benedict, English
teacher at Fox Chapel Area High School, for putting the casebook together on the Aldus Page-
Maker® program. And we would like to thank our families for their encouragement and devotion
while .ve took time this summer and fall to edit this cascbock.

LiNDA NORRIS
JeaN A, AstON
PAMELA TURLEY
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SecTION ONE: CLARIFYING CONCEPTS

Section One of this casebook addresses fundamental information
about the Making Thinking Visible Project and about the collaborative
planning technique used by the project members to conduct their classroom
inquiry. The first paper is a preview for those not familiar with collaborative
planning or this project—its focus is what this technique is all about and
what the goals of the project are,

Nancy Nelson Spivey’s paper follows as a foreword of sortc for the
papers which follow. She describes several of the methods used by the
project members to conduct their inquiries and highlights the substance and
purpose of each of the casebook papers.

Linda Flower’s paper provides background on the project itself as well
as theory and concepts based on research about writers’ planning and
thinking processes. Through five Aifferent portraits of student writers,
Flower addresses the issues of helping writers to monitor their own think-
ing and of moving writers from knowledge-driven planning to constructive
planning.

Rebecca E. Bumett’s paper focuses on the natire of the supporter in
the collaborative planning session and the important differences that
involved, engaged supporters .nake in & variety of writing situations. All of
these papers help to clarify what collaborative planning is and what it may
contribute to making writers’ thinking more visible.

o
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INTRODUCTION TO COLLABORATIVE PLANNING AND

THE MAKING THINKING VISIBLE PROJECT

LiNnDA FLOWER, REBECCA E. BURNETT, THOMAS HAJDUK,
DAviD L. WALLACE, LINDA NORRIS,
WAYNE C. Peck, NANCY NELSON SPIVEY

CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

The lcrger implications of making this process teachable go beyond instructional
methods. They involve a new» way to see and diagnose problems that gets at fundamental
difficulties students face in their thinking and writing processes. And they show how we
can capitalize on the veal abilities of students, including those at risk in the schools. . . .

WHAT 1S COLLABORATIVE PLANNING?

Collaborative planning is a way to help writers to use planning, at various
stages in the writing process, to explore and develop their own plans for writing.
Collaborative planning is a loosely structured planning process in which a writer
explains and elaboratesa planto a supporter. The supporter listens, asks questions,
and encourages the writer to develop his or her plan. The writer (planner) and
supporter may then switch roles, and the second writer has an opportunity to talk
out a plan for his or her own paper. Collaborative planning is a process which uses
the metaphor of a planner’s blackboard (shown on the following pages) which
helps students visualize the areas of topic, audience, purpose, and text conventions
which they need to plan.

PRINCIPLES OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

Collaborative planning takes many forms, from conversations in the hall, to
informal sessions in a dorm room or in class, to scheduled meetings or conferences
whereaplannerlaysoutideasto a group. Forcollaborative planning tobeeffective,
students must adapt it to the specific writing task they face. Students can use
collaborative nlanning before they write, in the middle of a draft, or as part of
reviewing a text. However, when they design their planning sessions, three
principles sh¢ uild apply:

o Authority (and the “floor”) belongs to the writer as a planner and
thinker.

Collaborative planning is a chance for the writer to talk, think, and explore
options. Focusing on the writer as a thinker (rather than on the text or a reader’s
response) encourages the writer to articulate and elaborate ideas, to recognize
problems, and to build a plan based on his or her own ideas and emerging
intentions.

¢ Theaimofthis plunning processistobuild arichernetwork of goals, plans,
ideas, and possibilities thit are connected to one another across all areas
of planning.

The Planner’s Blackboard (sec the section titled, “The Planner’s Blackboard:
A Conceptual Framework for Building Better Plans”) should help students become
more aware of their own ideas and planning process. It also prompts them to
elaborate their goals, to build “how-to” plans for the text, and todiscover connections
among their ideas.

¢ The supportar creates a collaborative social context that encourages the
writer to shapehis orher own purposeand build amorereflective plan for
turning those goals into text.

Although the supporter may see problems and offer criticism or suggestions
as well asdraw the writer out, he or she works in a spirit of collaboration to help the
writer develop the writer’s plan.

Col1.ABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS 3
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Basic ELEMENTS OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

Collaborative planning needsonly three things: a
planner, a supporter, and a tentative plan. You can
explain to student writers that they might want to use
the following process when they are in the role of the
planner. (This explanation of the process is addressed
directly to writers as planners.)

* THINK OVER YOUR PLAN FOR YOUR PAFER, Get a sense
of key ideas, main point, purpose, organization, and so
on. You may want to jot notes or even draft pieces of
text. Meet with your partneror supporter when youare
ready to talk about your plan.

* TAKE CHARGE OF YOUR PLANNING SESSION, Tell your
supporter how he or she might help you most. Doyou
want to use your collaborative session to brainstorm, to
let you try out ideas in a loose and informal way? Do
you need to talk out your understanding of the as-
signment? Or do you want your supporter to listen like
areader (or yourinstructor) might, to spot problems, to
notice gaps?

Since writers need different kinds of help at dif-
ferent times, design this session about what you need
most. Make the planning session work for you. How-
ever, it is also important to be flexible and receptive;
your supporter may notice problems or possibilities
you don’t see.

* EXPLAIN, EXPLORE, ELABORATE YOUR PLAN. Where
should youstart? If your planisstill sketchy, you might
want to start by talkirg over the task as you see it or
examining ideas you find interesting and want to in-
clude. Tell your supporter about tentative ideas, al-
ternatives, things you would like to accomplish; alk
about what you think your readers might expect or
how they mightrespond. It your plan ismore developed,
you might jump right in by explaining your purpose
and goals for this paper and zeroing in on key points.

The Planner’s Blackboard gives you a way to
visualize key elements that experienced writers often
includeintheir planning. Use the Planner’s Blackboard
as a prompt to be sure you have covered the important
things that need to be in a good plan. Your supporter
can play a critical role here by noticing where you need
to think about what your reader needs, where your
purpose seems unclear, or where you could start
planning how to translate a good idea into text using
different conventions, formats, or techniques, such as
problem/purpose statements, examples or headings.
But be careful not to let the blackboard become a
straitjacket or to let your planning session turn into a
rigid question-and-answer session. Although the goal
istoexploreyour wholeplan, you may want tofocuson
aspecialarea. Remember thatyou, asthe planner, have
to take charge of this session and make it to work for
you.

* OBSERVE AND THEN REFLECT ON YOUR OWN PLAN-
NING. Collaborative planning gives you an exceptional
window onyour planning process that letsyou discover
strategies that work well for you as well as decisions or
strategies that may cause trouble. The best reflection
comes when you can actually observe (not just re-
menmiber) what you and your supporter said and did.
You may want to use a tape recorder (placed
unobtrusively) to make a tape of the entire planning
session. Just turn it on and ignore it until you are done,
as your private, silent scribe. Listening to your tape
after the session can help you give a name to some
effective “thingsyou havealways done without thinking
about it.” But it may also reveal some things which
surprise you.

AN EXAMPLE OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

When your students do collaborative planning,
you might hear an exchange like this one between two
college freshmen planninga paper. In thisexcerpt from
a planning session, a student writer works with a
supporter to identify examples that the audience will
respond to.

Planner: Andmyaudience...they’re probably gonna

expect a lot of examples. I'm gonna haveto
use a lot of examples to prove, to prove it to
them that different writing styles exist, and |
want my audience to be able to relate their
own experiences tc this and maybe see how
it affects them.

Supporter: So, what kind of examples are you gor..a
use? Can you give me an example? An
example...

Um...Okav. I'llgive youareal bigexample.

Switching from high school writingtocollege

writing. [The writer goes on to elaborate his

idea.]

Supporter: Great, ... It’s e.cellent. Um... But...
Okay, so that’s an example for one of your
points. What about an example for [your
other idea of] how writing varies?

Notice that the supporter notonly encourages ne

writer to elaborate hisideas and then assesses them, but
also helps him keep track of where he is in his planning.

SoME BENEFITS OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

One of the most effective ways to get ideas and to
improve writing is for the writer to talk over the plan
with a good listener. You can explain to students that
when they talk about their plan, four important things
can happen.

* As you explain and explore your ideas, your
purpose, your point, you are actually
claborating and developing your plan. You
may even have breakthroughs to new ideas
and sce new connections.

* Talking out your plans to someone else helps
you stand back, see the big picture, and test

Planner:




ideas before you produce draft that you might
be reluctant to change.

* Your partnercanrespond ina variety of specific
ways, depending on what you need-—giving
you support and encouragement by noting
what works well, asking questions that help
you elaborate parts of the plan (such as
imagining how a reader will respond), making
suggestions, or responding like a reader or
sounding board on which to test this plan for

your paper.

e Finally, doing collaborative planning (and
making notes or a tape) lets you observe your
own thinking and problem-solving processin
action—it lets you reflecton the strategies that
work for you and become more aware of your
own writing process.

THE ROLE OF THE SUPPORTER

Supporters play a critical role in making a col-
laborative planning session work. Supporters differ
from critics, peer editors, or teachers: their job is not to
find faults or to tell the writer “how you would do it.”
Supporters help *:e writers develop and elaborate their own
plans. Good supporters listen carefully to the writer’s
plan and figure out how to help the planner keep
thinking. We have found that the following comments
and strategies, addressed directly to students, are ef-
fective for introducing the supporter’s role.

How cAN YOU BE A GooD SUPPORTER? Because you
are the one who gets tosit and listen, you will be able to
keep the goals of the Planner’s Blackboard inmind. Try
to figure out how you can encourage your planner to
build a better or more developed plan, especially in the
key areas of the blackboard. Here are some thingsgood
supporters do. But you will have to decide which of
these supporting strategies will help your plannermost.

* Listen carefully and reflect the “gist” of what
you heard back: “What I hear you saying is
that . Am 1
hearing you right?

 Ask the planner to elzborate. “You just said
. ; tellmemoreabout ______ ‘what
you mean or why you said that).

* Ask about key parts of the blackboard that the
planner has only explained in a sketchy way.
“If your purpose is , how are you
going to do that? What are your other goals™”

* Ask-—from time to time— how different parts
of the plan are connected, especially whenyou
see possible links or problems. “If your key
point here is , how do you think your
readers willrespond tothat?” Or “Isthereany
link between your purpose and the formatyou
plan to use?”

» Shareyour perception of the task oralternative
strategies the writer might consider. “Isaw
the assignment a little differently; let’s talk
about whatouroptionsare, ” Or, “Youmight
usean example here.” Or “That'sanimportant
point you could emphasize.”

Let the writerknow when youfzel confused or
see a problem. You don’t need to have a
solution; just give feedback sbout how the
plan works for you. “I feel lojst at this point;
why did you say that?” “I d¢n’t know what
you mean when you say 1.” ”Canyou tell
me how this part of the paperlis linked to that
part?” Your feedback as i “live reader/
listener” (rather than as a critic or advice-
giver) can help the writer begin to imagine
how other readers might respond and start to
plan with them in mind.

THE PLANNER’S BLACKBOARD: A CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK FOR BuiLDING BETTER PLANS

What does a good plan look like? A “good plan”
is going to be unique and specific:to the writer’spurpose.
However, the plans that experienced writers build
often look different from those of less experienced
writers in two ways: first, they focuson three key arcas
(purpose, audience, and text zonventions) in addition
to what the writer wants to say (topic/content). Sec-
ond, these expert plans are more elaborated and de-
veloped with more links between different parts of the
plan.

For example, when student writers plan, they
often use brainstorming or freewriting to develop lots
of ideas. These are good strategies, but a good plan
includes more than ideas about the topic or “things to
say” in the text. When expert writers plan, they spend
a gond deal of their time not only on topic knowledge,
but thinking about what their key points should be and
deciding on their purpase or goals (things they want to
accomplish in writing, this paper).

They also try ‘o imagine their readers: Expert
writers often ask themselves questions such as “What
do my readers expect? What do they already know?
How will they respond to my plan, to my ideas, or my
presentation?”

Expenenced writers then go a step furtner: they
think about different ways they could carry out their
goals in text—ways to emphasize a key point, to con-
vince a readcr, or to develop a paragraph. They think
aboutthedifferentconventions of written text they might
use such as the genre features of a journal entry or an
editorial, organizing plans such as comparison/con-
trast, rheiorical techniqueslikeexamplesand quotation,
and ways to format and present a text such as using
headings to organize, italics to emphasize, or bullets to
list.

CoLLABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND /\SSIGNMIENTS



Finally, these writers not only build a more
elaborate plan, withideas in all of these four areas, they
also think about links between these parts of their plan.
For example, they talk about text conventions that
might dramatize their key point. They come up with
ideas that anticipate questions a reader might have.
And they develop their own goals and plans by imag-
ining what their reader already kncws or thinks or
expects.

Purrose, AUDIENCE, TEXT, AND Toric. These are
only four areas, but they can add up to a lot to keep in
mind fora student writer whoisplanninga paper. And
sometimes writers find it hard to tear themselves away
from just generating things to say (topic information).
The Planner’s Blackboard is a graphic reminder to
build a plan that covers all of these areas. We have
found the following comments are one useful way of
introducing and explaining the Planner’s Blackboard:

Imagine that you have a set of mental
blackboardsinthe back of your mind, waiting to be

Think of it as a prompt—a visual metaphor that
reminds you to think about the four areas of topic
information, purpose, audience, and text
contentions when you are planning. Or use it to
review your plan-as-it-now stands: Where is it
elaborated and where does it seem skimpy or even
blank? Or when you are a supporter, listen with
the blackboards in mind: What areas could you
encourage the writer to elaborate on?

Youdon’t need to havea literal blackboard with
blank spaces; you can jot yourideas on any sheet of
paper or computer. The blackboard image is to
remind you to consider a variety of important
elements in your planning. When they first see the
blackboards, some writers use them as a kind of
outline—actually writing little notes to themselves
in the different boxes. For most writers, however,
the tiny space on the blackboards is a rather rigid
straitjacket on their ideas, and they prefer the
freedom of talking out ideas and taking notesin a
more normal way.

filled with plans and ideas—the more the better.
Whenever you come with an idea or think about
thereader, or visualize the way your text might be
organized, you have just posted another idea on
one of these blackboards. Whenever you seea link
between your purpose and audience or between a
text convention and your key point, you have
drawnanew link between thoseblackboards. Your
goal is a mental blackboard filled with scribbled
notes and lin' s,

How should you usethe Planner’s Blackboard?

Purpose and
Key Point

AR AR
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Topic Information

Encourage your students to treat the Planner’s
Blackboard as an imaginary, metaphorical blackboard
and a prompt, rather than a check sheet to fill in or a
recipe to follow.

The following figures illustrate three ways to
visualize the Plarner’s Blackboard. Showing your
students different representations enables them to un-
derstand that the Planner’s Blackboard is a flexible
concept, not a rigid prescription. In fact, you can
encourage them to construct a representation of their
own Planner’s Blackboard.
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Purpose &
Key Point

Figure 1 shows four planning areas that writers
need to consider in separate, clearly defined areas,
reminding students that they need to give attention to
each during their planning. The linking line reminds
them that these areas are not isolated; rather, they are
interdependent. For example, decisions about what
content to include are certainly influenced with the
audience. And identification of audience influences
conventions such as organization of the content.

Figure 2 lets you imagine that the topic informa-
tion is the background you start with. On top of this
topic information, you need to make decisions about
your purpose and key point, your audience, and the
text conventions you plan to use. Once you have
selected the topic information and determined the pur-
pose and key point, the audience, and the text con-
ventions, you begin to establish links between the
blackboards, represented by the arrows on the figure.
Following the figure are alist of the kinds of ideas that
writers can post on their own mental blackboards.

Figure 3 illustrates another way to depict the
same information in a Writer's Maze, part of a com-
puter program called Planner’s Options. This repre-
sentation of a Planner’s Blackboard (actually a screen
that students see on their computer) shows that there is
no one correct path to follow when planning and dis-
cussing ideas about purpose, audience, topic, text
convention, and task definition. Students determine
which planning space to explore by clicking on a
planningareaand invoking a “planning assistant” that
provides promptsand questions for planners todiscuss
and also allows them to record their responses.

Audience

Students find it very helpful to learn about the

+ inds of information that they can post on their mental

vackboards—regardless of how they represent it— as

they take notes on their own paper or write at their
computer workstation.

Topic INFORMATION BLACKBOARD

* Interesting ideas, relevant points you want to
include

* Specific words, phrases, draft sentences

PurrosE AND KEy POINT BLACKBOARD
* The main purpose of the paper
* The supporting goals, plans, or things you
hope to accomplish
* The key point you want to get across
AUDIENCE BLACKBOARD
* Things your reader expects or needs to know
* Whatyou wantsomeone to thinkafterreading
the paper
* Ways your reader might respond to what you
have just said
Text CONVENTIONS
(THE HOW-TO-DO-IT-IN-WRITING) BLACKBOARD
* Features of different genres that fit your
purpose (e. g. a problem/purpose statement,
citation of sources, dialogue, a news “lead,” a
graph, an anecdote)

* Conventional patterns of organization and
development (e.g., topic sentences, summaries,
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Text

Convention

Purpose

The

Writers

definitions, comparisons, reasons, examples,
transitions)

* Visual cues to the reader (e.g, headings,
sections, italics, bullets)
LINKS BETWEEN BLACKBOARDS
* Ideas that involve Information, Purpose,
Audience, and/or Text

* Reasons for one plan based on another
blackboard (e. g, setting a goal or using a text
convention because of the audience)

(For more description of collaborative planning
and the planning blackboard, see issues of Planning to
Write, the project newsletter, February, 1989 and Fall,
1989 and Making Thinking Visible: Classroom Inquiry in
Collaborative Planning, Project Book, 1990.)

WHAT IS THE
MAKING THINKING VISIBLE PROJECT?

Making Thinking Visible is a classroom research
projectin which teachersand students use collaborative
planning as a window through which to view the
processes of thinking and writing. The purposes are
threefold:

* to hely students develop a repertoire of
strategies for planning and writing

¢ to encourage students to reflect on their own
problem-solving strategies and become more
aware of themselves as thinkers

-Task
Definition

* todiscover waysclassroom inquiry conducted
by teachersand students can enhance teaching
and help make the processes of thinking,
planning, and writing more visible.

WHAT ARE THE OVERALL
OBJECTIVES OF THE ProJECT?

The primary objective for the project is ambitious
butsimple. By working together, we wanttoexplore a
new way of thinking about teaching writing that puts
thinking processes in the forefront of instruction. If we
can make thinking processes in writing visible in dra-
matic and well-articulated ways, we can make them
teachable. That is, we can reduce some of the mystery
that surrounds effective writing in theminds of teachers
and students. And we can make sensible problem-
solving strategies that successful writers use more
available to our students.

The larger implications of making this process
teachable go beyond instructional methods. They in-
volvea new way toseeand diagnose problems that gets
atfundamentaldifficultiesstudents facein their thinking
and writing processes. And they show how we can
capitalize on the real abilities of students, including
those at risk in the schools, by giving them more and
earlier experiences of being self-aware problem solv-
ers, effective communicators, and successful learners.

To help achicve this objective, this group has
formed an educational experiment in making thinking

\J



visible throughout the greater-Pittsburgh area. The
focus is on writing as the area of instruction and a new
technique called collaborative planning, in which stu-
dents use and reflect upon their own problem-solving
strategies in planning to write. As students use col-
laborative planning, we demonstrate both their un-
tapped potentialand the strategies of literacy they nced
to learn.

At the same time, we are helping establish a
cooperative structure that supports this change. This
structure, whi ~ links teachersand community leaders
as well as schools, colleges, and community centers,
will help to create a climate of opinion in Pittsburgh
area schools in which writing is treated as thinking,
enabling teachersand studentsto approachliterateacts
asproblem-solving. We hope thiseducational structure
will exrand into an informed network of teacher-
researchers throughout the area.

WHAT ARE THE ORIGINS OF THE PROJECT?

This project has its roots in inquiry, research, and
teaching that started at Carnegie Mellon and has come
to involve teachers throughout Pittsburgh. In the last
ten years of research in education, the “cognitive
revolution” has given us a new picture of how humans
behave—of how experts solve problems, of how nov-
ices struggle, and of how studentslearn. Since much of
the pioneering work in understanding writing as a
thinking process has been done at Carnegie Mellon,
this is a good time and place to take the process a step
further. This research has provided some theoretical
models and detailed observations of the strategies and
mental processes that highly skilled writers use when
they face new and difficult writing tasks. We believe
these models provide invaluable help for guiding less
experienced writers. However, we hope to discover a
good deal more about the different ways teachers and
students can apply this knowledge in the classroom.

Even though the Pittsburgh area has some of the
best schools in the country, helping every student
become fully literate is difficult. Many students who
could become literate members of their community are
lost, and many students who could become powerful,
competent communicators never become effective
writers. One way to give students the power of literacy
is to explore the roots of the problem—treating writing
as a dynamic thinking process and teaching the prob-
lem-solving strategies that give writers control over
that process. The barrier we face in teaching literacy is
the barrier we hit in teaching all basic skills: students
need to have a sease of themselves as problem solvers.
They need to see and understand what it means to be
learners, to be communicators, to be writers, and to be
thinkers. By taking advantage of the recent research on
writing as a thinking process, we believe we can help
students learn to better control their own thinking

processes so that they can achieve greater success in
school and in their community.

Given all the constraints under which writing,
likeotherbasicslills, is currently taught, it makes sense
to consider dramatic and workable innovations. Such
innovations should question some traditional as-
sumptions (e.g., seeing writing only in terms of cor-
rectness) and demonstrate what s possible by showing
thinking processesii action—to studentsand teachers.
Oneinnovative method for making the thinking process
more visible is collaborative planning. This technique
allows students to work together while confronting
real problems of communication. They can think
through those problems and explore their own goals
and strategies as writers—and in that process demon-
strate what it means to have a reflective control of their
own writing and problem-solving processes.

WHAT 1S THE ROLE OF
COLLABORATIVE PLANNING?

The educational innovation on which the project
is based is collaborative planning—a process in which
students carry out their problem solving and planning
aloud with the help of a collaborator. As collaborators,
students help each other by modeling the planning
process. Supporters also encourage writers to clarify
their plans, sometimes contribute to plans, and occa-
sionally challenge plans. The structure that underpins
these collaborative planning sessions is provided by a
set of research-based planning strategies, prompted by
the Planner’s Blackboard. The Planner’s Blackboard is
a visual metaphor representing elements writers con-
sider when planning and the way these elements are
linked to one another.

This combiration of a collaborative process and
the structured approach of the Planner’s Blackboard
for prompting writers not only helps teach problem-
solving and planning strategies, but it also helps make
the process of writing more visible to students and
encourages them to be open to reflection. Thus, col-
laborative planning provides a base for a variety of
activities—teaching and learning new strategies for
planning, observing one’s own thinking, and reflecting
on the thinking and writing processes.

Collaborative planning is based upon six years of
basic research in planning by Linda Flowerand JohnR.
Hayes at Carnegie Mellon—work supported by the
National Science Foundation and theNational Institute
of Education—that examined how expert writers’
planning strategies differed from those of novices. In
acdition to this research on expert/novice planning,
collaborative planning is also the subject of two cther
majcr research projects at the Center for the Study of
Writing at Camegie Mellon. Although thesc studies
are ongoing, it is clear that students tend to do rela-
tively little problem solving or evaluation of their ideas
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on their own; however, a partner’s direct prompting to
plan makes a significant difference in what students
can do, and these collaborative planning sessions
stimulate far more self-aware thinking.

WHAT ARE THE OBJECTIVES AND GOALS?

The first objective is to create a visible change in the
quality of students’ thinking. Recent research shows that
inexperienced writers who plan at all concentrate their
thinking on the topic—thinking of things to say.
However, to be strategic thinkers and effective com-
municators, they need to consider the whole problem
in a writing task—to think about their purpose and
audience, to anticipate how other people respond, and
to use theirknowledge of textual conventionstoachieve
a purpose. They need to have control of their own
thinking that leads them to review and consolidate
plans in the way we now see only in more experienced
writers.

Therefore, achieving the first objective includes
prompting and documenting visible changes in the
kind and quality of planning that students are able to
do. Using video and audio tapes allows us to monitor
students’ growth as they learn to use more of their own
potential, providing early information about students
who need more or different kinds of help. Unlike most
educational projects, we have theenormousadvantage
of looking directly at thinking and intervening directly
in that process.

A second objective is to enable students to t :com.
more self-aware problem solvers. Learning new strategies
for thinking about communication problems isn’t
enoughif students don’t transfer themto new situations.
Schools can improve the chances for such transfer by
teaching strategies in a variety of contexts. Helping
students themselves become more aware of their own
strategies is a second way.

Achieving the second objective involves pro-
moting and documenting an increase in students’ own
reflectivenessand self-aware control of theirown prob-
lem solving. Various techniques including self-inter-
views, taped collaboration sessions, video letters,and a
computer program developed for collaboration allow
teachers to monitor (and show others) both the process
of self-aware problem solving and the growth in stu-
dents’ sense of options and control.

A third objective is to understand how collaborative
plunning can be adapted to meet the needs of developing
writers in a variety of high school, college, and community
contexts. Meeting this objective requires an in-depth
understanding of these diverse social and educational
contexts. Thus, a major goal of this project is to under-
stand how coilaborative planning can be adapted to
help student writers develop both more sophisticated
writing strategics and an increased sense of awareness
about their own thinking processes.

Oneresult of the obsery ations that teachers in this
project make will be a series of brief discovery memos
that will be shared with other members of the project.
These memos will record and comment on classroom
observations, giving everyone an on-going story of the
students.

WHAT ARE THE CRITERIA
FOR JOINING THE PROJECT?

When you join The Making Thinking Visible Project,
you become a Fellow of the Center for the Study of
Writing and work with a collaborative planning team.
Unlike teachers asked to pilot a curriculum, everyone
on this project is a full collaborator who will naturally
want to adapt the ideas and methods developed so far
to fit their own teaching or institutional goals and their
own students. Becoming a member of this working
group of teachers who conduct classroom inquiry is
based on the following criteria:

* aninterest in finding new ways to supportand
teach writing and an interest in classroom
inquiry

* a determination to discover something about
your own students such as how they plan,
how writers collaborating can help each other,
how writersadapttodifferentassignments, or
how students might use technology (audio
and videc tapes or computers) in planning to
write

* anenthusiasmforlookingclosely at what your
studentsactually doand forencouraging them
to look at their own writing processes and
problem-solving strategies

* a willingness to share your observations,
discoveries, and reflections in writing and
discussion with other teachers.

WHAT ARE COMMITMENTS OF TEACHERS
JOINING THE PRrOJECT?

Being a Fellow of the Center and working on this
project entails the following commitments:

* attendinga colloquiumoncollaborative planning
and classroom inquiry early in the school year

* initiating collaborative planning in at least one
of your classes each term so that you have
opportunitiestoobserve vourstudents’ planning

* scheduling time for your students to observe,
reflect, and write about their own planning and
writing processes

* collecting data on what your students are doing
and saying in collaborative planning sessions;
typically, in this kind of classroom inquiry, data
collection includes observing yourstudentsand
taking notes, making some audio or video
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recordings of students who are collaborating,
or gathering copies of students’ assignments
and written reflections about writing

* joininga monthly seminar at the Center for the
Study of Writing where Fellows from all the
teams help each other by talkingabout waysto
conductclassroominquiry, makingsuggestions
on lesson plans and assignments, and
presenting their observations about teaching
collaborative planning and the discoveries
being made by their students

« reflectingonyourownobservationsandsharing
them with the other members of the project in
brief but regular discovery memos

* meeting as needed with your team for planning
and discussion sessions

* consolidating your discovery memos and
summarizing the results of your inquiry at the
end of the . Different ways teachers are
already sharingideasinclude writinganarticle
for teachers unfamiliar with collaborative
planning, writing a report for publication by
the Center, submitting an article to an
educational journal, presenting at an
educational conference.

Project members will have support in their in-
quiry through on-going consultation with other
members of their project team and access to a variety
of relevant resources.

How HASs THE PROJECT BEEN
SUPPORTED AND DEVELOPED?

The Making Thinking Visible Project has grown out
of work at the Center for the Study of Writing at
Carnegie Mellon—one of fifteen national research
centers supported by the U. S. Office of Education
(Office of Educational Research and Improvement).
The Center for the Study of Writing, a collaboration of
the University of California at Berkeley and Carnegie
Mellon, conducts research on how people learn to
write, on how stra’ agies are used by different writers,
and on how teaching, learning and writing itself fit
into the social context of school and community.
Making Thinking Visible was envisioned as a way to
translate this research into action in the Pittsburgh
schools.

The pilot year of planning for this project in-
volved both school and community leaders. We ex-
plored ways for new ideas to work within schools in
talks with the Pittsburgh Board of Public Education’s
Superintendentof Schools and the Director of Writing
and Speaking. In addition to the Pittsburgh Public
Schools, our early collaboration also involved the
Allegheny Presbyterian Center on Pittsburgh’s North
Side, which is concerned with waysin which problem

solving and planning can contribute to community
literacy in settings outside of school.

Support for this initiative to promote educational
change through Making Thinking Visible has come
from the Howard Heinz Endowment of the Pittsburgh
Foundation, which has helped create a network of
educators interested in innovative, thinking-based lit-
eracy education, linking elementary, middle, and high
schools, colleges, and community centers in metropoli-
tan Pittsburgh. In the 1989-1990 project year, this net-
work included teachers and group leaders from the
Pittsburgh Pvolic Schools, Fox Chapel School District,
Steel Valley School District, Allegheny Presbyterian
Center, Robert Morris College, Community College of
Allegheny County, University of Pittsburgh, and
Carnegie Mellon University. The 1990-91 project group
consists of 24 teacher-researchers from the same loca-
tions as the 1989-90 group and also includes an English
teacher from the North Hills School District and two
teachers from Iroquois High School in Erie, Pennsylva-
nia.

How WILL THE IMP. T OF
THE PROJECT BE ASSESSED?

The project will be evaluated for its effectiveness
in making thinking visible. The project evaluation fo-
cuses on the influences that collaborative planning has
on students’ thinking, planning, and writing, and it
examines the usefulness and adaptability of collabo-
rative planning in the teaching of writing. The evalua-
tion proceduresalso document the impact of the project
on the Pittsburgh educational community and its im-
pact on the academic community beyond the city.

To assess the effectiveness of the project, we are
using a variety of methods, includinginterviews, ques-
tionnaires, think-aloud protocols, an attitudizial mea-
sure for student writers, field notes, and detailed records.
We found data from thepilot year tobequiteinformative
in planning subsequent years of the project.

In addition to these planned evaluation proce-
dures, we are also keeping track of surprises—unex-
pected spin-offs from the project, effects that we had
notanticipated. Allprojectparticipantshelpkeepthese
records.
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REFLECTING UPON OUR PROJECT

NANcY NELSON SPIVEY
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

Another goal for our project is for the project itself to be reflective—for us to study
ourselves collectively. Together we study the process of collaboration that is manifested
in the project, and it becomes an object for our reflection.

MakiNG THINKING VisiBLe. This is the name of our project and is also a
statement of the mission of our project—a very parsimonious way, I think, to say
what we are all about as a project team. We are using collaborative planning to
make thought processes in writing “visible,” to make them objects for reflection on
the part of students and teachers alike. What do we hope to accomplish by making
thinking visible? What specific methods do we use to record writers’ thoughts so
that they are visible? What are we "seeing” when we look at thinking? In writing
this paper, as I reflect upon this first year of the project, I seek to provide some
answers to these questions by considering different purposes for using collabora-
tive planning and various methods that can be used to provide objects for
reflection—and insights into the processes that we are studying. Indoingso, I will
consider three dimensions of reflectivity that are essential to this project: students’
reflecting about their composing and planning processes, teachers’ reflecting
about their students’ learning and about their own teaching, and the collaborative
reflecting of project participants about the process of the project itself—its evolu-
tion and development.

STUDENTS’ REFLECTIONS AND REFLECTIVITY

One goal of the project is to help students become more reflective about their
own writing. Reflective writers are self-conscious about their own processes, are
self-conscious about themselves as writers; they consider whatis involved in their
writing, what works, what does not work, what might be changed. Reflective
writers are investigators, conducting their own inquiry (with themselves as
subjects) by asking questions, collecting data, and interpreting what they “see.” To
reflect upon their processes, they must have some kind of recording of those
processes. The processes must become objects that can be reflected upon. A mental
record—a memory—may be enough sometimes, but a more “visible” (or audible)
product can facilitate reflection. In the Making Thinking Visible Project, teachers
encourage students to use various means of recording and interpreting their own
processes,

AUDIOTAPES OF PLANNING sESsIONS. Probably the most common method that
weuse forderiving an objectforreflection from the planning processisaudiotaping.
Students’ planning sessions are audiotaped so that students can play them back
and reflect upon what happened during the session. Occasionally some sessions
aretranscribed in written form to allow for reading, rereading, and intensive study
of the sessions. What do studentslisten for (or look for, in the case of a typewritten
transcript)? That can depend upon a particular teacher’s purposes in using the
recordings. Sometimesa teacher may be nondirective in order to see what students
themselves notice without the teacher’s guidance; other times a teacher may want
to give students more direction, such as looking for particular aspects of the
composing process or particular kinds of interactions between the planner and the
supporter. Throughout this cascbook, the authors of these discovery papers use
excerpts from transcripts of students’ planning sessions to illustrate particular

points.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES. Various kinds of written re-
sponses are also useful. After a planning session (or
after listening to a planning session on tape), students
might produce some kind of response statement. The
intent is for students to produce a written record of the
major outcomes of the planning session and to formu-
late their impressionsof it. Or,instead of summarizing
and evaluating a single session, students might pro-
duce a written statement of their reflections on the role
of collaborative planning in the tota! orocess of writing
a major paper. This is a method that Karen Gist de-
scribes in her discovery paper. She had her students
write “reflection papers” in which they responded to
such questions as “At what point(s) did you feel CP was
or could’ve been most helpful to you?” and “What
effect did the CP process have on the final outcome of
your paper?”

IMPRESSIONS OF A MODELED SESSION. Another way to
get studentsto reflect upon the composing processis to
have a planner and a supporter model collaborative
planning. The modeled session provides a common
experience for all students to represent in memory
(though there will be differences in how they remem-
ber it); and they can discuss what they remember—
what they have “seen” in the planning session. When
Pam Turley, oneteacher in our project and an editor for
this casebook, models planning with a partner for her
students, she sometimes has her students, as they listen
and watch, focus on different elements of the planning
blackboard. Some students might listen for consider-
ation of audience, others for consideration of text con-
ventions, others for presentation of topic information,
and so on. Then Turley leads a discussion in which
students report and reflect upon what they have noted
for their particular planning element.

JournaLs, Students can keep their owr: reflective
records in journals. This is one of the methods that
Linda Norris used in her study of “Student Teachers
and Collaborative Planning” and discusses in her pa-
per. Journal-keeping is now quite common in writing
pedagogy, but Norris had a special, unique purpose for
the journals her student teachers kept. Their journals
were for their reactions to collaborative planning and
for their reflections about collaborative planning,

PRINTOUTS FROM PLANNERS’ OpTions. The com-
puier can offer yet another way to make thinking
visible. Tom Hajduk, in “Planners’ Options: A Collabo-
rative Planning Tool,” describes the computer pro-
gram heis developing to provide a context in which the
computer is an additional participant in the collabora-
tive planning process. The printouts from information
students enter as they plan can serve as objects for
reflection: Which elements did a particular writer at-
tend to? What patterns can be seen in the planning
episodes? How does this episode compare to other
instances of collaborative planning?

As we've seen here, one dimension of reflection is
that performed by students as a result of collaborative
planning. There are a number of ways in which teach-
ers can elicit reflections from their students. Now I'll
turn to another dimension of reflection—thereflections
of teachers through their own inquiries.

TeAcHERS’ REFLECTIONS AND REFLECTIVITY

Another goal of our project is to help ourselves as
teachers become more reflective about our teaching
and aboutour students’ learning. Allof usin the project
are conducting our own inquiries: asking questions,
collecting data, and using that data for reflection and
interpretation as we write about our discoveries. We
are each trying out collaborative planning in our class-
rooms and conducting a focused investigation into
some aspect of writing or learning.

All of us make strong use of collaborative plan-
ning and writing in our own inquiries. We work in
collaborative planning pairs or groups to plan our
studies and our writing, and we reflect upon our own
planning. We use writing as a way of making sense of
what we are finding and as a way of recording the
inquiry process, particularly in the discovery memos
we produce. At each of our monthly seminars, we
share the memos that we have written—brief reports of
the progress of our inquiry at that particular point,
whether it is refining a question or analyzing data or
drawing conclusions. Thesediscovery memosmoveus
toward our final discovery paper. The papers for 1989-
90 make up this casebook, but some of them have traces
of discoveries made during the previous year, which
was the pilot year.

Leonard Donaldson’s paper, “An Inquiry into the
Processes of Critical Thinking and Collaborative Plan-
ning,” is an example of how the inquiry process can
develop over time, how one question can lead to an-
other. Donaldson, who entered the project during the
pilot year, shows how the question that he asked this
past academic year builds upon work that he did
previously. Rebecca Burnett’s continuing inquiries
into the role of the supporter are evident in her paper,
“Engaged, Involved Supporters: Keys to Effective Col-
laboration.” She discusses, among other things, the
kinds of moves that supporterscan make and the kinds
of scaffolding they can provide.

For our own inquiries, we (as teachers, writers,
and project participants) turn the data from the stu-
dents’ reflections into data for our own reflections. For
example, in Leslie Evans’ discovery paper, “A Begin-
ners’ Map,” we can read her reflections upon her own
learning processas she collected her students’ responses.
Andrea Martine’s “Actual Classroom Experiences Us-
ing Classroom Planning” is a record of her four experi-
ences using collaborative planning and her reflections
upon what happened. Linda Norris’ study of student
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teachers provides a detailed record of her own inquiry
process as she investigated how student teachersinter-
pretand use collaborative planning in their own teach-
ing. Her data from journals, surveys, predictions,
observations, and interviews help uncover some pat-
terns associated with their acceptance or rejection of
collaborative planning.

It is interesting to notr the importance of meta-
phors in our discoveries. Michael Benedict makes
readers very aware of his own search for “the right
metaphor,” which results in his discovering an impor-
tant distinction between collaborative planning ses-
sions that are “mirror sessions” and those that are
“window sessions.” Particularly noticeable in several
of the discoveries are what participants have called
“snapshots” or “portraits”—which are, in most cases,
descriptions of individual students or descriptions of
pairs of students. Jane Zachary Gargaro, in “Trans-
forming Talk to Text,” uses her snapshots to illustrate
junctions and disjunctions between students’ planning
sessions and their texts: how writers use some of the
comments and suggestions made by their supporters
and fail to use others. In “Transforming Topic Knowl-
edge,” David Wallace’s portraits illustrate the com-
plexity of writing tasks and the difficulties that particu-
lar students can have in dealing with the interacting
task constraints. Jean Aston’s “Collaborative Planning
and the Classroom Context: Tracking, Banking, and
Transformations” uses portraits to illustrate how the
complex beliefs students hold underlie their behavior.

Thus, teachers’ reflections build upon students’
reflections, with teachers using the products of their
students’ reflections as objects for their own.

COLLECTIVE REFLECTIONS AND REFLECTIVITY

Even though we as individuals each conduct our
own classroom inquiries, we are all participants in a
collaborative inquiry—the Making Thinking Visible
Project itself. Another goal for our project is for the
project itself to be reflective—for us to study ourselves
collectively. Together we study the process of collabo-
ration that is manifested in the project, and it becomes
an object for our reflection. Our approach is quite
similar to what Peter Reason (1988; Reason & Rowan,
1981) calls “co-operative inquiry,” which is described
in the following way: “[Tlhe essence of co-operative
experiential inquiry is an aware and self-critical move-
ment between experience and reflection which goes
through several cycles as ideas, practice, and experi-
ence are systematically honed and refined” (Reason,
1988, p. 6). In such an approach participants are both
the conductors and the subjects of inquiry.

DATA FOR REFLECTION. To trace the process that is
our own project, we collect various kinds of data, some
of which are quite similar to those that we use with our
students. For instance, project participants write re-

sponse statements at the end of all of our seminars.
These are used in planning subsequent seminars. We
also use all the individual discovery memos to keep
track of the various dimensions of planning and writ-
ing that participants are exploring. In addition, we all
provide responses to questionnaires at the end of each
year giving our perceptions of the current status of the
project—our ideas about its accomplishments and its
direction and our suggestions forimprovement. These
sources of data are used in planning project activities.

WRITING ATTITUDE SURVEYS. Inadditiontothemore
qualitative data, wearealso collecting Writing Attitude
Surveys (developed by project participants) from all
students who are being taught collaborative planning
through this project. These surveys ask students to
indicate the extent of their agreement to thirty state-
ments about writing, planning, and collaborative pro-
cesses. Students take the survey at the beginning and
atthe end of their course.

INDICATORS OF IMPACT. As a demonstration project
that has just completed its first year, we are keeping
track of various indicators of the impact that we are
beginning to have on education. Indicators we record
include such things as our presentations, publications,
and contacts. We present papers at regional and na-
tional conferences, such as the Western Pennsylvania
Teachers of English, the National Council of Teachers
of English, an«{ the Conference on College Composition
and Comm.unication, and also conduct faculty devel-
opment workshops. We are getting started on several
new publications for the educational community ‘o
add to the two we already have, the Planning to Write
newsletter and the Project Handbook, and we keep
counts of the numbers of teachers and administrators
who contact us about the project and its materials.

Surrrises. Although individual participants in
the project conduct inquiry focused on particular ques-
tions and they report their discoveries, there are always
unexpected discoveries, which are not the subject of
any inquiry but are relevant to the project. Participan's
keep records of these surprises throughout the year
and we collect these records. Some surprises are re-
lated toour participants’ professional lives, such asone
participant’s winning a grant from herschool district to
do work related to collaborative planning and another
participant’sbeing selected to be one of the planners for
curriculum innovations in the city’s schools, in part,
because of her involvement in the project. Most sur-
prises come through our students. For instance, one
group of young people decided, on their own, to use
collaborative planning when they started on a new
assignment. Students in another class started paying
more attention to their own use of language after they
listened to audiotapes of their collaborative planning
sessions.
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Itisin these ways that we reflect collectively upon
our own work as an inquiry team. This dimension of
reflectivity builds upon the other two, our students’
reflections and our own reflections as teachers and
learners.

CoNcLUsiON

What we havein this casebookis an interesting set
of discovery papers written during the first year of the
project, 1989-90 (which followed the pilot year, 1988-
89). And the discoveries are just beginning. In her
discovery paper, “Writers Planning: Snapshots from
Research That Helped to Frame Collaborative Plan-
ning,” Linda Flower, the Project Director, provides an
historical context for the project, describing some key
studies that led to inquiry for the Making Thinking
Visible Project. Sh provides a genealogy for the project.
Whatourinquiry‘eamisbeginningto provide, through
thisand other pub.ications, isa biography of the project—
a record of its growth and development.
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WRITERS PLANNING:
SNAPSHOTS FROM RESEARCH THAT

HELPED TO FRAME COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

LINDA FLOWER
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

Having shared knowledge, assumptions, and expectations does not, however, mean we
begin with a belief that these initial assumptions are correct or relevant to our different
settings, or that our expectations (and even hopes) will pan out, or that our hypotheses are
the accurate ones. This shared knowledge functions as a springboard for inquiry. It sets
an agevda for questioning and observation that is also common property....

THE FAMiLY HISTORY OF AN INQUIRY

Faniily histories are always rather artitrary constructions. They take a spot
in tim=, where the writer happens to be standing, and call it a watershed, the point
toward which all prior events had been yearning and from which all else would
lead. Tt.is history is no different in that we are presenting a story that is still in the
making. We have spent three years in which we have tried to discover what a
theory-guided classroom inquiry project could be; however, the project itself is part
of  uch larger initiative that goes under nomes such as teacher professionalism,
. om research, and reflective teaching. It grows out of a commitment to build
what we could call observation-based theories about writing—that is, insights and
“grounded” theory which spring fron: close observation of both the vractice and
the thinking of actual writers Our ways of talking about collaborative planning
and many features of th’ s project are clearly the children of problem-solving theory,
cognitive rheioric, process-tracing research and process-focuse teaching, and we
owe much to recent educational reszarch in teaching problem-solving strategies
and metacognition. However, it would be wiong to read the background and
history of collaborative planning as a path leading, to a necessary conclusion, or to
see it as an accumulation of conclusions that culminat.d ir. certainties for practice.
Such an image would distort the way research, theory and practice really interact,
and suggest a limited and weakened model of how teachers could use prior
research to improve teaching and increase their own knowledge.

in this brief family history/ of collaborative planning I would like do two
things:

First, I want to provide some snapshots ot the ideas that are part of both the
history and the meaning of collaborative planning. This family album starts with
a series of descriptive, exploratory rescarch projects which set out to see how
writers think. Inthe process, they conceptualized the writer’s process in some new
ways, not only to understand it but to uncover more of *ha intriguing probler1
writing poses.

Secondly, [ want to argue that what we are seeing in these snapshots is nota
cumulative progression heading toward an answer, but is in fac! a cycle of theory
and interpretation which guides observations, whichin turnlead to renewed, more
informed, more focused observation which canboth test, build on,or gobeyond our
previous understanding. This cycle of observation-based theory building can go
onin a formal research setting which allows ol servatians to have greater general-
ity, reliability, and precision, because of the time aii systematicity that go into
collecting iid ...alyzing observations. Itcariaiso goonin classroominquiry, which
can mmunt a more focusid, problem-driven inquiry that leads to a clearer sense of
what ¢ne’s own students—within the critically important context of this class and
one’s own teaching goals—are doing, are needing, or are thinking. In both these
settings, prior research and theory plays an essential role. The informed eye sees
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and understardseven familiaractionsinaclassroomin
anew light. Itopensourassumptionsand actionsupto
fresh examination. And it helps us explain our own
successes in more principled ways. Through the lens of
this project, I would like to look at the way research,
theory, observation, reflection and teaching canentera
sustained conversation with one another in the devel-
opment of a particular theory-guided inquiry.

CoLLABORATIVE CLASSROOM INQUIRY

The cycle of interpretation I am calling observa-
tion-based theory building plays animportant, insome
ways defining, role in our project in a number of ways.
First, unlike some other, equally valuable ways teacher
research can be structured, this is a collaborative in-
quiry. Prior research and theory, consolidated in the
idea of collaborative planning, creates a background of
shared knowledge about the writing process, of as-
sumptions about what students need to learn and
where some parts of the challenge lie, and of expecta-
tions/hypotheses about whatmight support this learn-
ing process. This shared knowledge makes collabora-
tion easy and fruitful; it makes conversation about
“what I'm doing” or “what I saw” purposeful and
synergistic. And, ironically, it nurtures diversity by
allowing teachers from different disciplines, with di-
verse student populations and sharply divergent
teaching goals to not only speak with one another, but
to contribute to a growing shared understanding.

Having shared knowledge, assumptions, and ex-
pectations does not, however, mean we begin with a
belief that these initial assumptions are correct or rel-
evant to our different settings, or that our expectations
(and even hopes) will pan out, or that our hypotheses
are the accurate ones. This shared knowledge func-
tions as a springboard for inquiry. It sets an agenda for
questioningand observation that is also common prop-
erty, in the sense that what you discover is probably
relevant to me too. For instance, what makes a good
supporter and what do students (9th grade or college)
need to learn to help other writers? At the same time,
because we are interested in what Collins has called
“situated cognition” each memberof this group frames
his or her own inquiry in terms of a particular class and
set of goals.

F1vE SNAPSHOTS FROM RESEARCH

According to Coleridge, Kubla Khan was written
in a “profound slecp” in which

all the images rose up before him as things, witha

parallel production of correspondent expressions,

without any sensation of consciousness of effort.

However, most texts do not spring fully realized
from a spark of inspiration but emerge over time from
acts of planning and revision—from the thinking writ-
ers do at the keyboard, in the shower, or on the way to
workorschool. The followingsnapshots from research

describe certain strategies writers use that seem to
make a critical difference in their writing and some of
the insights which helped shape the features of col-
laborative planning.

SNAPSHOT 1: LEARNING TO DO
“CONCEPTUAL PLANNING”

What changes occur as young writers develop?
Here are the notes and text from a 10 year-old writer
asked to plan then write an essay on “Should students
be able to chose the subjects they study in school?”

NotEs

I don’t like language and art is a bore

I don’t like novel study

And I think 4's and 3’s should be split up.

I think we should do math.

I don’t think we should do diary

I think we should do French

TexT

I think children should be able to choose what
subjects they want in school.

I don’t think we should have to do language,
and art is a bore a lot. I don’t think we should do
novel study every week. I really think 4's and 3's
should be split up for gym. Ithink weshoulddoa
lot of math. I don’t think we should do diary. |
think we should do French.

Notice how the notes are complete sentences,
which appear in the final text with little change in
wording or order. These young writers do not distin-
guish between planning (e.g., abstract thinking about
alternatives) and drafting text. Using a knowledge
telling strategy to compose, they also found it hard to
believe thatanyone would think of anidea and then not
use it.

By 14, however, students’ notes begin to contain
gists such as “what rights they have” which could be
expanded into text and notes on intentions such as
“givemy opinion” which contain no content. They are
starting to transform their planning notes in various
ways by rearranging, expanding and condensing.
Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) described thesechanges
as a growth in conceptual planning—in the ability to
differentiate plans from text, to use abstract ideas, and
to consider alternatives for thinking about writing.

This rescarch revealed a key feature of growth in
writing. In order to have some control over your own
ideas you had to stand back from them, turn them into
gists or transform themin lightof yourintentions. Your
ideas had to become more plastic and you had to
become a more self-conscious shaper. With this and
other studies Bereiter and Scardamalia were showing
how the young writers they observed were depending
almost exclusively on what they called a “knowledge-
telling” process. Instead of transforming information,
this process allows a writer to select a topic, search
memory for what heorsheknows, using the rules of the
genre and the assignment to filter out irrelevant infor-
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mation, and to turn that knowledge directly into text.
Moreover this turns out to be a highly efficient and
effective strategy for writing many school papers. The
catchis, it doesn’t work for more demanding analytical
or persuasive tasks and relying on knowledge-telling
didn’t help students develop the ability to transform
knowledge.

Goingbeyond knowledge-tellingto moreabstract,
conceptual planning was obviously a demanding, cre-
ative act. How could instruction, we asked, support
this process or help writers do it better?

SNAPSHOT 2;
DIFFERENT PLANNING STRATEGIES

At the same time Bereiter and Scardamalia were
working in Toronto with children, research at Carnegie
Mellon with college studentsand adults began to build
a converging picture of writers’ thinking (Flower, et. al
1989). This work suggests that writersdepend on three
major planning strategies—each with advantages and
limitations: Knowledge-driven planning, Schema-driven
planning, and Constructive-planning. Each of these op-
erates as an executive level planning strategy, which

means that it guides and orchestrates how the writer -

goces about developing not only things to say but goals
and criteria for how to say it.

In Knowledge-driven planning the writer relies on
his or her knowledge about the topic knowledge to
generate information, to organize ideas, and to choose
what to say. Unlike the child’s “knowledge-telling,” it
may involve significant conceptual thinking, but the
plan is still guided by and focused on the structure of
the available information. Knowledge-driven plan-
ning is a familiar and effective strategy for turning out
committee reports, school themes and letters home. It
is excellent for demonstrating learning on an essay
exam. But it can also lead to writer-based prose that s
notadapted to whatreaders might need. When assign-
ments ask writers to transform their knowledge for a
new purpose or a reader, a knowledge-driven plan
(based on presenting what one knows, structured as
one currently thinks about it) will not be up to the job.

In Schema- (or convention-) driven planning, the
writer’s goals and organizing plan are provided not by
the topic but by a discourse convention or format (e.g.,
a five paragraph theme or a movie review). Topic
knowledge always comes into play in writing, but
when schema-drivenplanning takes overas the writer’s
executive strategy, the lion’s share of planning can be
done for the writer by available schemas or conven-
tions. That is, they help generate ideas, sclect the
relevant ones, set goals and criteria, and offer not only
patterns of organization but appropriate language and
phrasing. Experienced newswriters depend heavilyon
their schemas (like the 5Ws for a news story) to guide
planning; but students may also turn to conventions

they know (like summary and response) to guide their
planning, even if a glven assignment calls for a som: -
what different plan.

Schema-driven planning allows all one’s past
effort learning the conventions of a news story or
school essay to pay off. Like knowledge-driven plan-
ning, it can be efficient and effective—if the conven-
tions and knowledge one has fits the task. However,
when one wants to use that committee report to mount
an argument or to use a movie review to explore an
idea—that is, to write with an adaptive, individual
purpose—thenavailable topic knowledge and conven-
tions often aren’t an adequate guide to planning.

In Constructive-planning, writers build an original
plan which puts knowledge and conventions to use.
With this executive strategy, writers must “read” the
situation and create their own complex web of inten-
tions. They must often consider alternatives and deal
with conflicts as they develop a network of subgoals,
plans and criteria. The plan and the text develop in a
kind of dialectic where each can shape the other. (See
"A Writer Using A Constructive Planning Strategy at
the end of this paper.) Because this executive strategy
allows writers literally to “construct the plan” that wiil
guide writing, constructive planning lets writers adapt
to a rhetorical situation and transform their knowl-
edge. It is also more difficult to do.

Planning research suggests that many people (es-
pecially students engaged in conventional school as-
signments) learn to rely on knowledge-driven plan-
ning as a their default strategy-—unless they are moti-
vated to think in more rhetorical ways. Collaborative
planning began, first of all as a response to this prob-
lem. This research had defined a set of powerful ex-
ecutive strategies that older writers appeared to move
aboutamong at will. Could we help developing writers
expand their repertoire? In particular, how could we
engage studentsin constructing and reflecting on their
own writing plans?

SNAPrsHOT 3: ExPERT WRITERS USING
CoNsTRUCTIVE PLANNING

Itisone thing toknow thatexperienced writersdo
things differently. Butjusthow do experienced writers
construct a plan? Are some parts of this process teach-
able? The transcript below of a writer thinking aloud
shows someexpert strategies wesaw inbothadultsand
good student writers. These writers elaborate a network
of both major goals and “how-to-do it” subgoals and
plans. They also review those goals during writing, not
only to monitor progress but to review and consolidate
(and revise) their plan, When they hit conflicts, as all
writer do, they resolve conflicts by thinking about the
plan nearly 40% of the time, compared to the 4% by
novice writers who dealt with problems at the level of
text,
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These experts also pay attention to more parts of
the picture. They spend their time thinking about not
only content, but about purpose, organization and
audience. Novices sometimes gave almost no thought
to the reader or their purpose. And, on this task, the
amount of planning time even predicted the quality of
the paper. Extensive planners did a significantly better
job on this assignment than minimal planners.

It was from this research that the Planner’s Black-
board took shape as a metaphor to foreground how
constructive planners give themselves goals, plansand
ideas in each area. Asking writers toimagine their plan
as a set of mental blackboards on - vhich ideas were
posted (or not) gave a sort of “local habitation and a
name” to an elusive thought process. By visualizing
ideas filling up blackboards and making links across
them, we hoped to make these familiar abstractions
more concrete, to help students see theirown planasa
conceptual entity distinct from text. The Blackboard
alsooffered a way todo what good teachersoftendoon
a paper conference—to prompt writers to extend and
elaborate their ideas and intuitions of purpose into a
key pointand a set of othe. rhetorical goals; toimagine
a reader and that reader’s response; to consider differ-
ent textual options; and to review, revise and consoli-
date their plan.

SNAPSHOT 4: PLANNING WITH A
PARTNER—OF SORTS

The Planner’s Blackboard may be a useful meta-
phor, but it is hardly news. It reflects the kinds of
rhetorical concerns composition teachers regularly
teach. Although it might give writers a more inte-
grated, memorable prompt, my own teaching experi-
ence had convinced me that presenting new strategies
can open doors for some students, who wonder why
“no one ever taught me this before” but it can have little
effect on other writers who do not see how or why to
incorporate a strategy into what they already do.

Why s it students dolittle constructive planning?
A case of can’t or don’t? What if student writers were
asked more directly to do such thinking, as they were
composing? To answer this question, we developed a
friendly if fictitious computer that would writea paper,
but the student had to construct the plan. In this study
the computer prompted students with hard questions
such as, “Thank you, that was a good plan, but I was
always told to consider alternatives. Can you think of
another way?” and “How will you deal with the rcad-
ers who disagree with you?” The Automatic Planner
showed us more of what students could do, and with
such prompting we saw freshmen doing extended
constructive planning. Those students whose fresh-
man course had also included direct instruction in
planning did even better than the rest, performing as
well as master’s students on some measures. But the

bigger surprise was students who emerged from this
demanding hour and a half planning experiment say-
ing, “This would have helped me on my paper for
psychology last week” and “Can my roommate be a
subject in the study?

If ever this creaky computer fiction could be such
an effective prompt, what more could students do with
a live respondent encouraging and prompting their
thinking? Could a partner, whose attention is not
consumed by planning, help a writer by (1) prompting
her toconsider new possioilitiesand then (2) at the next
moment, reflecting back to the writer the shape, the
strengths or the problems of her emerging plan? It was
out of this experience that collaborative planning took
shape.

SNAPSHOT 5: COLLABORATIVE PLANNING IN A
FRESHMAN CLass

Basad on what we had seen so far we knew we
wanted a forum for planning and writing that would
give auihority to the writer, helping the planner de-
veiop his or her own ideas. Therefore collaborative
planning is unlike peer response which focuses on a
text and a reader’s response to that text. Even more
importantly, we wanted students to see planning asa
purposeful constructive process, and to see writing as
anaction people take in a social, rhetorical situation. So
instead of asking students to evaluate or critique an-
other student’s text, we asked them to participateina
collaborative, social event, in which a partner takes on
the role of a supporter, dedicated to helping a writer
envision and carry out his or her own purposes.

Unlike many “unstructured collaborations,” we
also wanted this partnership to address the problem of
moving from knowledge-driven to constructive plan-
ning, to help writers monitor their own thinking,and to
address the issues of purpose, audience and textual/
discourse conventions. Therefore the Blackboard
metaphor was embedded in the process as a prompt
and a goal both partners were aware of.

Finally, we wanted this collaborative event to do
morethanimprove the paper athand; it nceded to help
students become more aware of themselves as thinkers
and to expand theirrepert. ire of strategies for planning
and writing. We had seen how :he researchtechniques
which were sorevealing to us, based on observations of
writers thinking aloud, could also give studentsa new
window on their own thinking. So we saw collabora-
tive planning as a way to make thinking visible. We
vsanted itto become a the basis for data-based observa-
tion—by studentsand teachers—and a springboard for
reflection.

After some experiments in high school and col-
lege classes (discussed in Sitko and Flower), we intro-
duced collaborative planning in a few sections of a
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freshman writing course and took the opportunity to
conduct a close analvsis of what stude¢ - ts were doing,
by collecting a seri¢s of papers and ¢ ilaborative plan-
ningtapes made outsideof classovi:r the semester. Our
first question was predictable: Would CP lead st':dents
to go beyond the knowledge-driven planning we had
scenin previous studies? Usingthe Blackboard catego-
ries to analyze the tapes we found that nearly .0% of the
substantive comments were devoted to discussions of
purpose, 19% to audience, 25% to text conventions, and
14% eveninvolved consolidation—planning comments
that linked ideas across one or more blackboard. In-
stead of the intense focus on generating things to say
that we might have expected from the previous re-
search, only 35% of the comments were devoted solely
to topic information (unlinked to any other concern)
(Flower, Higgins and Petraglia, in press). Inaddition,
we saw that these sessions not only involved a substan-
tial amount of reflection ( 43%), but that reflection was
also related to the wholistic quality of the session as
judged by teachers(Higgins, Flower, Petraglia, in press).
Thisseemed likegoodnew ° >maneducator’s point of
view.

However, this close analysis yielded much more
than a confirmation of some hopes. It showed us, for
instance, that the ways students talked about purpose
were not in the personal or rhetorical terms the instruc-
tors had imagined, butin terms of generic purposes, in
this case tied to the assigned genre of doing a problem
analysis. Although this concern with “genre-related”
purposes was sensible, it wasn’t all the instructors had
intended. More disturbing, these tapes revealed that
when students discussed audience the audience was
often seen as simply a mirrorimage of their key point—
the reader was defined as someone needing or eager to
hear what the writer had to say (Petraglia, Flower,
Higgins, in prep). Itis clearly not enough to know that
students are doing an activity unless you can also see
how students are thinking and learn how they are
interpreting and using that activity. Teachers (and
researchers) we argued, need to understand the stra-
tegicknowledge studentsare invoking, thatis, thegoals,
strategies and relative awareness behind what they do.
This step in the story of collaborative planning notonly
told us about our students, but pointed a way to better
teaching that started where the students were.

Sometimes studies of this sort look tor patterns
that represent what a “significant” proportion of the
students are doing and stop. But this close analysis of
the collaborative sessions revealed some compelling
individual differences—students who didn't fit the
pattern—and those differences led us to a some more
theoretical insights about this whole process. One
mark of success for a collaborative planning session
would be effective rhetorical planning that leads to an
improved text. However, if we look at this from the

logic of the learner, we see that the job of collaborative
planning is not only to build a better representation of
a text,but tobuild a better representation of the task. For
some students who are still working on understanding
whatpurposeful writingentails, the questions, prompts,
and response of a partner may be helping develop a
new image of goals to shoot for and of the expectations
readers have—even when such learning does not lead
to changes in the current text.

Secondly, collaborative planning gives usa unique
window on some of the social/cognitive dynamics of
writing. Itlets us see how writers deal with the prompts
and responses of readers, in a face to face way, as well
as with the projected readers, teachers, critics, and
graders student envision. Collaborative planning is a
forum in which we can see students trying to “read the
context” of school, college writing, this class, this as-
signment, where we can see interpretations being
shaped and tested with a partner. This process shows
us how a critical part of the social context in which
writers participate is not the context that discourse
communities, teachers, assignments per se create, but
the context writers interpret and represent to them-
selves,

Collaborative planning shows, I think, that stu-
dent writers are often engaged in not just “finding” or
“expressing” a meaning, butin actively “constructing”
what [ will call a negotiated meaning. Collaborative
planning lets us observe some of those moments in
when conditions, constraints, and invitations by oth-
e1s, when prior texts and discourse communities, and
when the writers’ own goals and desires come into
conflict or resist an easy integration. Atsuch moments
writers are drawn to devote active attention to the
dilemmas in shaping knowledge. And we have an
opportunity to understand whatit meansfor writing to
be an individual, cognitive process of constructing a
complex, socially negotiated meaning.

This is a good place to end this essay, but the
reciprocity between teaching, research and theory I
have tried to highlight with these five snapshots is still
very much ir motion. Many of the relatively formal
investigations described above w-'re shaped in the
beginning by informal classroom inquiry; and these
studies have in turn led to experiments in teaching. In
the same way many of the observations made in this
casebook have led not only to immediate changes in
practice but to a more general understanding of how
different students view planning. They are showing
us, for instance, what kinds of knowledge, assump-
tions, and ways of “reading” a situation students bring
to writing. And they reveal different ways students
and their partners build negotiated meanings. And
finally, they suggest things we as teachers might do to
support all of these processes. The particular reciproc-
ity we have tried to achieve in writing these papers is
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not just one in which as teachers we share stories of ef-
fective practice or use theory. Our collaborative focus
on the theory and issues surrounding collaboration
and planning allows our individual and informal ob-
servations to contribute to developing a broader, more
diversely situated theory. And then the process contin-
ues: Guided by the observations of this year, I, like the
other teachers in this project, have a new snapshot in
the making. What would my students actually dis-
cover if | made observation-based reflection a key part
of my assignments? Would their discoveries about
themselves differ from what teachers and researchers
have seen? Next year [ expect to have some beginning
answers.
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A WRITER USING A CONSTRUCTIVE PLANNING STRATEGY

This writer is thinking aloud as he writes a paper on "My Job” for Seventeen Magazine. His constructive
planning strategy leads him to set his own goals for the “show-me” readers he imagines and to elaborate his
intentions with more specific goalsand plans for the text. Later he will recall these goals and monitor his progress
on goals 48, 49, 50. (As you might predict, goal 52 sounds like a good idea, but turning it into prose leads later
to another episode of alternative (and conflicting) “how-to” planning.)

Crause # CoMMENT
Episode 3

45 All right, I'm an English teacher

47 1know they are not going to be disposed to hear
what I'm saying

48 Partly for that reason and partly to put them in the
right—the kind of frame of mind I want

49 Iwant to open with an implied question or a direct
one

50 and then put them in the middle of some situation

51 and then expand from there more generally to talk
about my job more generally

52 and try to tie it in with their interest

53 So one question is where to begin

54 Startin the middle of —probably the first day of class
55 They’d be interested

56 They’d probably clue into that casily

57 because they would identify with the first days of
school.

58 and my first days are raucous affairs
59 It would immediately shake ‘em up

60 and get them to think in a different context

ANALYSIS

AuDIENCe (draws an inference)

GoaL/Aupience (prepare reader)

Form (develops a skeleton structure for the text.

GoAl/AuUDENCE (involve audience)

Form (plans introduction)

Aupience (draws an inference, links to his goals)

Goats (develops specific audience goals for the intro-
duction)




ENGAGED, INVOLVED SUPPORTERS:

KEYS TO EFFECTIVE COLLABORATION

REBECCA E. BURNETT
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVSERITY

... I see all approaches to collaboration as having at least one thing in common: peer
support for student writers who are learning and using new concepts. Regardless of the
form collaboration takes, the range of supporter behaviors seems to remain the same.
Thus, students might be more effective collaborators if they learn more about working
with a supporter and as a supporter.

Coliaboration in the writing classroom is often viewed as a panacea for the
problems students have with the work of writing: identifying fruitful ideas,
creating workable plans, generating text, soliciting responses to their writing, and
revising their own writing. But as frequently as collaboration works, it also has
problems that lead to frustration in both teachers and students. In this paper, I
attempt to reduce some of the frustration by cutting across theories, research
studies, and disciplines to identify an element of collaboration—the supporter—
that serves as common ground for exploration, both to advance knowladge of
collaboration in writing and to help students be more effective collaborators.

Supporters are collaborators who prompt, challenge, direct, and contribute
ideas to writers at any time during the writing process. Supporters can be
temporary collaborators (not resnonsible for generating any text), teammembers,
or coauthors. By defining the supporter as an element in all face-to-face and
electronic collaboration, I encourage the development of a consistent vocabulary
for describing the actions and interactions of collaborators and for discussing a
diversebody of research. Equally important, learning about supporters may help
us answer questions not only about how collaborators manage the work of
writing and handle rhetorical elements but also how they deal with the context of
the collaboration.

Collaboration is based on the idea that working together may be more
productive than working individually. Underlying most classroom collabora-
tion is the notion of a zone of proximal development, first proposed by Vygotsky in
the 1920s, which suggests that support or assistance enables a person to complete
tasks that would be too difficult to do individually. Specifically, Vygotsky said
that, “The discrepancy between a child’s actual mental age and the level he
reaches in solving problems with assistance indicates the zone of his proximal
development. . .. [Tlhe child with the larger zone of proximal development will
do much better in school” (Vygotsky, 1986, p. 187). A large body of educational
research supports the theory and practice of collaboration, of peer supporters
who help each other bridge this zone of proximal development by acknowledg-
ing their classmates’ efforts, offering productive ideas, challenging assumptions
and practices, and providing direction (see especially Johnson & Johnson, 1987;
Sharan, 1980, 1984, 1990; Slavin, 1980, 1990).

Collaboration is too often spoken of as if it were a single type of activity that
writing classes can use. It's not. Great diversity exists not only in what is
considered collaborative [e.g., “Students work together in groups to create a
single piece of writing (Freedman, 1987, p. 6) versus “Feedback . . .can almost be
considered the base of collaborative writing” (Gebhardt, 1980, p. 69)], but also in
whattheoristsand researcherschoose to investigate. Thoseinvestigating collabo-
ration in writing classrooms do not fit neatly and convenicntly into a single
category. They approach their work with different backgrounds and biascs,
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creating a rich foundation of theory and research from
a variety of allied disciplines, including composition,
cognitive psychology, small group ~>mmunication,
education, and social psychology.

In this essay, I propose that the role of supporters
is critical for examining this disparate body of theory
and research. My rationale for examining supportersin
collaboration comes from two sources: first, supporters
areacommonelementarossall forms of collaboration,
and, second, learning about the relationship level nf
collaboration has strong pedagogical implications fur
improving collaboration in writing classrooms. For
example, when classroom collaboration doesn’t work,
teachers often work to reduce frustration by refining
thetask (Louth, 1989), making it clearer, moredirective,
more interesting, and so on; however, their efforts
might be more productive if they examined the rela-
tionships of the collaborators. The notion that collabo-
ration won’t work productively and comfortably unless
the relationships among the collaborators are strong
has been explored at length. Kraut, Galegher, and
Edigo (1986) suggest that just as the task level of col-
laboration proceeds through several stages, so does
therelationship; ignoring this relationship imperils the
success of the collaboration.

In general, theorists and researchers have identi-
fied a number of benefits for writers who work
collaboratively, that is with supporters. Observations
based on several studies (e.g., Collins, Brown, and
Newman, 1989; O’Donnell et al., 1985, 1987; Clifford,
1981) suggest that for mainstream secondary and col-
lege writers, working collaboratively with a supporter
can be productive. Research in small group communi-
cation and social psychology suggesis thot collabora-
tion will probably be more productive if the task is
complexand not centrally structured (Gouran & Fisher,
1985). However, I believe that for less experienced
secondary and college writers who tend to neglect
rhetorical elements, having a cupporter may be helpful
even for fairly straightforward or routine writing tasks.
Sometimes what is viyvious to a teacher or experienced
student writeris obscure or even invisible to those who
are less experienced. Supporters (even those who are
not themselves skillful writers) can help less experi-
enced writersconsider elements of writing that usually
are ignored or given only cursory attention. Support-
ers seem tc be most helpful if they balance a variety of
verbal moves in purposeful sequences, including neu-
tral prompts, challengirg questions, and problem-
solving that generates suggestions for the writer.

Collaboration takes many forms in English classes:
collaborative planning; coauthoring asingle document;
peer group tutoring, editing, and revising; group in-
vestigating and reporting. The structure of collabora-
tive writing groups also varies, from collaborations
that are structured by the teacher, with assigned tasks,

roles, and goals and a prescriptive sequence of activi-
ties, to those that are structured by the student collabo-
rators to meet a self- defined goal (Higgins, 1988). But
despite these differences, I see all approaches to col-
laboration as having at least one thing in common: peer
support for student writers who are learning and using
new concepts. Regardless of the form collaboration
takes, the range of supporter behaviors seeins to re-
main the same. Thus, students might be more effective
collaborators if they learn more about working with a
supporter and as a supporter.

Inthisessay, ] examine theroles thatcollaborators
play as suporters in one form of collaboration, col-
laborative planning, by focusing on three key areas:

(1) Defini1.g supporters as unengaged, engaged, or

involved

(2) Identifying a repertoire of verbal moves and

scaffolding sequences

(3) Analyzing supporters’ verbal moves and

scaffolding sequences
I begin by establishing some broad generalizations
about tie nature of supporters. Although supporters
are common to all collaboration, they differ in the ways
they interact with writers. I define supporters as
unengaged, engaged, or involved, thus giving teach-
ers, researchers, and theorists a way to characterizeand
talk about the supporter role. These broad generaliza-
tions about supporters can be refined to identify sup-
porters’ verbal moves. All supporters, though more
typically those who are engaged or involved, have a
repertoire of verbal moves that form the components of
their interactions with writers. Identifying these verbal
moves is important because they provide a way to
investigate any number of the broad typesof collabora-
tion (Lunsford & Ede, 1990; Morgan, 1988). However,
knowing about these moves is not enough for students
become effective supporters because i:1 isolation, these
verbal movesareinadequate for explaining the interac-
tion of collaborators. I believe students can become
effective supporters by learning ways to put these
verbal moves together—integrating the components
into larger patterns of interaction so that they create
productive sequences of questions and then building
onaswellascr tributingto the writer’splan. Learning
toconsolidate their repertoire into purposeful sequences
can help students analyze what they are doing as sup-
porters as well as anticipate what they can do.

DEFINING SUPPORTERS:
UNENGAGED, ENGAGED, OR INVOLVED!

All supporters in collaboration in writing are not
equally successful. In this section of the essay, I exam-
ine the interplay of engagement and involvement as two
primary distinctions between unsuccessful and suc-
cessful supporters. I define engagement as the atten-
tion a supporter gives to a writer, determined by com-
ments and questions that indicate active listening. In-
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volvement requires engagement, but it moves beyond
by making the supporter an active participant who
challenges the writer and offers thoughtful, purpose-
ful, and productive contributions. I explore distinc-
tions between ineffective supporters who are generally
neither engaged nor involved and effective supporters
who are generally engaged or involved.

UNENGAGED SuPPORTERS. Unengaged supporters
are not active participants in the planning. They often
don’t listen carefully to writers, and they often move
through a series of questions that they haven’t tailored
to the specific writeror task. Theydon't seethemselves
as collaborators who have an important role in helping
writers shape their plan. As a result, they make few
relevantor productive contributions and seldom probe
or challenge inadequately developed ideas raised by
writers.

Example 1, an excerpt from the collaborative
planning session between two high school sophomores,
clearly shows that the supporter, Clay, is unengaged.
The writer, Avery, is planning an extended definition
paper; he has selected root beer as his subject. In the
excerpt, the conversational turns are labeled and num-
bered. {Throughout this essay, $ will stand for sup-
porter and W for writer.) The excerpt begins on con-
versational turn 23 of the planning session.

[W]hat is the reader going to remember most from

this paper? (S23)

Do all theother points refer back to the main point?

(S23)

Audience, who are you talking to? (527)

What kind of language is appropriate for this

audience? (S31)

What will this audience find interesting? (S33)

And text conventions. How long? (S35)
Thequestions themselvesaren’t the problem; if adapted
toa specific writing task, they're appropriate questions
that could generate useful planning information. Nor
is the fact that the teacher provided a list of questions a
problem; in fact, inexperienced collaborators often
benefitby having generic questions that they can adapt
and build on. The problem occursin the way Clay uses
the questions, as a list to be completed as quickly as
possible rather than as a jumping-off point to explore
the rhetorical elements of Avery’s plan. Clay is a
perfunctory supporter, never taking time to ask for
elaboration, to probe and challenge, or to offer his own
suggestions. He offers very little reinforcement to
Avery; his only prompts label rhetorical topics (e.g.,
audience, language) rather than eliciting critical infor-
mation about them, Clay is not even an active listener,
and he does nothing to support Avery in moving
beyond his superficial approach to the assignment.

S23 Clay Um, what is the reader goi; to remember most from this paper? [deleted off-topic
comments] Do all theothei , «.i i~ refer back to the main point? Your main point that youlove
root beer?

W24 Avery Yes. ]think they do.

S25 Clay Everything evolves around root beer.

W26 Avery Yeh, I think, yeh, that works.

$27 Clay Audience, who are you talking to? Your peers? Talking to someone. Your peers.

W28 Avery  Yeh, why?

S$29 Clay ‘Cause we have to.

W30 Avery Why? Because root beer is good, and I feel everyone else should like it, too.

S31 Clay  Good. What kind of language is appropriate for this audience?

W32 Avery Normal language.

S33 Clay Don’t worry about that. What will this audience find interesting? Your love for root

W34 Avery  Yes. They’ll find it interesting and go out and buy a can.

S35 Clay All right. Okay. And text conventions. How long?

ExAMPLE 1: EXCERPT FROM A COLLABORATIVE PLANNIN% SESSION WITH AN UNENGAGED SUPPORTER?

Unfortunately, throughout their planning, Clay
and Avery depend solely on a teacher-generated list of
suggested questions, which they do not adapt to their
particular situation although they have been taught to
do so; they never have any productive discussion
about Avery’s plan. Clay never even questions the
appropriateness of the subject; instead, he moves
through a series of generic questions:

Clay appears disinterested; he does not show any
interest in helping Avery plan a better paper. As he
goes through the superficial motions of being a sup-
porter, Clay does nothing to make the activity pro-
ductive for himself or Avery, and, in fact,appears to be
ignoring, misunderstanding, or rejecting the potential
benefits that accrue from working with and as a sup-
porter. He appears to have no purpose other than
getting through with the list of questions.

CoLLABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS
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ENGAGED sUFPORTERS. In contrast to the disinterest
of unengaged supportes, engaged supporters demon-
strate their interest and attention by listening carefully
and encouraging the writer to explain and clarify the
plan. They generally provide clear indications that
they are actively listening and trying to help the writer
deal with rhetorical elements such as purpose, audi-
ence, and organization. Typically, engaged supporters
encourage the writer to explore the plan by asking
questions that require elaboration.

The excerpts in Examples 2A and 28 show two
college students working in a collaborative planning
session. Example 2a begins at conversational turn 5.
Paula, the writer, is a senior working with her gradu-
ate-student supporter, Chuck, on a proposal for her
business communication class in which she wants to
recommend that a company change the way its prod-
ucts are packaged.

adapting questions about rhetorical elements to this
specificsituation, Forexample, heasks Paula toimagine
that he is her audience who needs to be convinced
about her recommendation:

Okay, why don’t you, like I'm your audience,

convince me now how . .. [that evidence leads] to

the recommendation of going into plastic. . . . (533)
And a few turns later he asks her how she is going to
present her recommendation, softening it for the
probably negative readers she is addressing

Howareyou goingto present this recommendation

to softeniit. .. ? (547)
This is no cookie-cutter series of questions; Chuck is an
engaged supporter who helps Paula consider her
audience, support, and manner of presentation with
his focused attention, and tailored questions. He's ef-
fective, and he makes a difference because he helps her
consider rhetorical elements that influence the way she
plans her recommendation.

What kind of support will you have for that [recommendation] or what will you say

The decline in the market share, by showing them the market share graphs.

S5 Chuck
to try to convince them of that?
W6 Paula
S7 Chuck  Okay, and you think that has to do with—?
W8 Paula The change in consumer needs.
W9 Chuck

Okay, how do you think your audience, how do you expect your audience will react
to that? What will be some of their reactions, and how will you deal with those?

EXAMPLE 2A: EXCERPT FROM A COLLABORATIVE PLANNING SESSION WITH AN ENGAGED SUPPORTER

Unlike Clay in Example 1 who is unengaged and
readsalock-step seriesof questions, Chuckisanengaged
supporter who invites response. In the brief excerpt in
Example 2a, he encourages Paula to consider the sup-
porting evidence she might use (55) and pursues issue
of evidenze by asking her what the evidence “has to do
with—?" (§7). He urges Paula to elaborate, providing
specific questions

. .. What will be some of their reactions, and how

will you deal with those? (S9)
without inserting his own suggestions or opinions.
Chuck is effective in getting Paula not only to consider
her evidence, but to relate her selection, presentation,
and adaptation of that evidence to the audience who’ll
read her recommendation. He asks her to establish
connections between the rhetorical elements she is
considering,

Chuck continues, in Example 2H, by urging Paula
to clarify and elaborate her positions, but he does not
add his own views. (Note: ~ > the next page for Example
28.)

As an active listener, Chuck accurately summa-
rizes the position Paula has presented (S31). He does
not ask gencric queciions a: did the unengaged sup-
porter in Example 1; instead, Chuck is engaged,

Paula however, wants more. In an interview
after the proposal was completed, she commented that
she wished hersupporter had “told her more,” helping
her identify the weaknessesin her plan and suggesting
ideas for a stronger, more feasible solution.

After she completed the assignment, Paula said she
wanted her supporter to assume the role of critic and
devil’sadvocate. Forexample, Chuck does not prompt
Paula to identify any problems with her recommenda-
tion for moving from cardboard to plastic (e.g., enor-
mous costs to the environment as well as in raw
materials, manufacturing retooling, and personnel re-
training). Nor does he prompt her 1> consider alterna-
tives. In short, although Chuck is an engaged sup-
porter, Paula wants a supporter to be involved in
contributing to the development of her plan.

In a retrospective reaction in which she com-
mented about the collaborative planning session with
Chuck, Paula observes that working with a supporter
did not by itself give her a workable plan; instead, it
acted as a stimulus:

Most of my ideas came after the meeting with the

supporter. It wasthenthatl spentthelongesttime

thinking about this paper. I began to question
whether my evidence could support my ideas. |
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S31 Chuck

W32 Paula Uh-huh,

S33 Chuck

W38 Paula
S39 Chuck Uh-huh.
W40 Paula
it's wet at the bottom.
$41 Chuck Uh-huh,
W42 Paula

think about that.

S$47 Chuck

W48Paula  Not demand it; suggest it.

Okay, your . .. general recommendation is to go from cardboard into plastic, and
your supporting evidence is the graph about the projected per capita beverage
consumption and projected per capita fruit consumption,

Okay, why don’t you, like I’'m your audience, convince me now how . .. [that
evidence leads] to the recommendation of going into plastic. How are you going to
use, uh, follow that argument? Do you understand what [ mean?

Intervening turns clarify what Chuck is asking Paula to talk about.
I think plastic would be cheaper and, um, cleaner, not as messy ripping and—

It doesn’t destroy as easily, like it doesn't, like a lot of times when you pick up milk,

It seeps through,; plastic wouldn’t. It would be better, and um, I’'m gonna have to

Intervening turns focus on the resistance her plan will meet in this family-owned business.
How are you going to present this recommendation to soften it...?

EXAMPLE 2B: EXCERPT FROM A COLLABORATIVE PLANNING SESSION WITH AN ENGAGED SUPPORTER

also began to brainstorm other possible

recommendations.
Clearly, then, working with a supporter helped Paula,
but for her it seemed to be a starting place that helped
her to focus and articulate her plans and reminded her
to keep her probably negative readers in mind. After
the collaborative planning session she continued to
examine her plan, evaluating what she and Chuck had
discussed. Eventually, she developed a workable plan
that resulted in a good proposal; however, Paula be-
lieved that she could have created a plan more quickly
if her supporter had takena more active role by voicing
criticism and offering suggestions.

INVOLVED supPORTERS, What Paula wanted wa< a
supporter who was not only engaged, but who was also
involved, that is, one who not only prompted and
commented but also contributed and challenged. In-
volved supporters are engaged, but they also help a
writer develop and elaborate a plan by not only asking
effective questions about rhetorical concerns, but also
by playing criticand devil’s advocate, by prompting a
writer to consider alternatives, and offering sugges-
tiois. For example, involved supportersoffercomments
that help the writer thinkabout the plan’s strengthsand
weaknesses, often suggesting relevant contributions to
improve the plan. They do more than encourage the
writer to explore; they ask probing questions and chal-
lenge the writer. They demonstrate their attentiveness
and engagement by building on the writer’s ideasand
responses and by providing the help an inexperienced
writer may need to reach a more advanced level of
managing the rhetorical elements of her plan.

Engaged and involved supporters are not on a
hierarchy; both kinds of supporters are equally im-
portant. For some situations, being an engaged sup-
porter is appropriate. For example, assuming the role
of an engaged supporter is a good starting place for
inexperienced collaborators because offering prompts
and comments is far easier than playing devil’s advo-
cate or making productive contributions. Actingasan
engaged supporter is also appropriate if the writer
needs a sense of control and would feel intimidated by
the supporter’s contributions or challenges. However,
effective supporters soon discover that writers some-
times get off task, lose sight of their objectives, or run
out of steam; in such situations, writers generally re-
spond positively and productively to a supporter’s
contributions and challenges. Typically, an effective
supporter (engaged and involved) often initially takes
therole of an engaged supporter, allowing the writer to
assume the authority of the session and set the agenda,
and thenintegrates therole of aninvolved supporterby
contributing and challenging.

Example 3 shows two college students working
on the same ascignment as Paula and Chuck. The
writer, Jason, is a senior working with his graduate-
student supporter, Darryl, on a proposal for his busi-
ness communication class. Darryl is an involved sup-
porter who contributes and challengesas they consider
the audience for a report to recommend that the com-
pany change the way its products are packaged. The
excerpt, which has been edited to eliminate repetition
and elaboration, begins with the writer, Jason, on turn
6 of their collaborative planning session.
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I'm taking [the task] from the vantage [of my position in public relations) and addressing the

... Onething I was thinking is you might want to think about the other people in the public
relations group . ..[S25] as probably not the primary audience, but it probably is a secondary

Right, so maybe I should be a little bit more tactful when I bring up new ideas within the

I think I'm suggesting that your primary audience is probably right, but you don’t want to
just focus on them because chances are people within your own division or even in other

divisions, it might be useful to anticipate counterarguments but, uh, things that they’rereally
responsible for that might affect what you do. Say, for example, I’'m sure there’s somebody

W6 Jason

report to the management group— {omitted remarks about the audience)
$23 Darryl

audience, because if you propose some new packaging sort of thing—
W26 Jason Uh-huh.
§27 Darryl  You know, you might propose something that has an environmental impact.
W30 Jason

project, or what are you suggesting about that?
S31 Darryl

involved in advertising or sales—
W32 jason Oh, sure.
$33 Darryl

—that might impact your work, so it might be useful to think of them as audience as well.

ExaMPLE 3;: EXCERPT FROM A COLLABORATIVE PLANNING SESSION WITH AN INVOLVED SUPPORTER

Clearly, Jason understands the task and has a
clear sense of the primary audience, but hasn’t yet
considered theimportant secondary audience. Darryl,
aninvolved supporter, waits until Jason demonstrates
control of the situation and then, in turn 23, makes his
first substantive contribution. He does more than
prompt Jason (which an engaged supporter would
do); instead, he challenges Jason to extend his sense of
audience,and thenhecontributes aspecific suggestion:

...youmight wantto think about ... peoplein the

public relations group . .. [S23] as probably ... a

secondary audience. . .. (S25)

Then Darryl reinforces his idea by suggesting an ap-
propriate reason for identifying and addressing a sec-
ondary audience:

You know, you might propose something that has

an environmental impact. (S27)

Jason agrees with Darryl about the importance of the
secondary audience and recognizes that this modifica-
tion will influence the way he presents the report; he
suggests, “. . . . maybe I should be a little bit more
tactful” [W30]. Darryl reinforces Jason’s ideas about
themanagement group as the primary audience for the
report, butchallenges Jason not “to just focus on them”
{S31] and contributes another idea by urging Jason to
consider the usefulness of imagining a broader audi-
ence.

Not all involved supporters are as skillful as
Darryl. The excerpt in Example 4 is more typical,
showing two twelfth graders who are working on the
writer’s plan for a paper defining a hero. Lisa, the
supporter, works with Shauna, the writer, who is
planning to focus her paper on Gandhi. The excerptin
Example 4, (next page) from their second collaborative
planning session, has been edited to delete some of
their detailed elaborations and off-topic comments
about lunch.

Although not as experienced as Darryl, Lisaisan
involved supporter, prompting Shauna to be decisive
about her pointthat “if someone’s a hero, they’ve made
a good change for themselvesand other people” (W39);
Lisa wonders if everybody can be heroic and admon-
ishes Shauna to”. .. tai.ea stand” (540). Clearly, Lisa is
listening and thinking about Shauna’s plan because
when Shauna responds that heroes could “make a
change for themselves” (S41), Lisa make a specific
contribution, suggesting that “...you could fit that into
your research, too. ..” (542). A few turns later, Lisa
reminds Shauna of a point she made earlier in the
planning session about heroes acting unselfishly

Wait, you said [earlier], he— when’s somebody is

heroic, theyare unselfish. Theydoit forthemselves,

but they are doing it for everybody. (546)
and pushes Shauna toreconcile this point with the idea
of doing something for themselves:

They can do it for themselves, too, though? (S48)

Lisa helps Shauna think about the problem of whether
heroic actions can help the hero as well as others and
suggests that maybe “anybody could be like Gandhi if
they wanted to” (S52). Lisa then pursues whether there
are “lots of methods for change” (W56) and encourages
Shauna to explain Gandhi’s nonviolence and then in-
troduces the problemof whether a hero would ever use
violence:

Why do you think Gandhi chose that method of

change. Imean why doyouthinkhechosetostarve

himself rather than do other things? (S58)

... Hedid it and it was non-violence. That was
really good. Do you think that somebody who uses
violence tochange things, do you think he’s less of
a hero? (S60)
Lisa makes importart contributions to Shauna’s plan
by pointing out potential contradictions and encour-
aging Shauna to synthesize her points.
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I just think that if someone’s a hero, they’ve made a good change for themselves and other .

people. I mean it doesn’t have to be and other people because I think that eve;ybody can be

Yeah, I think that everybody can be heroic, I mean if they make a change for themselves and

Yeah, I could talk about how [Gandhi] changeci, wanted it for himself, too. And that could..

Wait, you said [earlier], he— when’s somebcdy is heroic, they are unselfish. They do i for..

If you're heroic and are making a change, yeah. I don’t consider that being selfish, if you're

Yeah, that’s right. You could include that. and maybe you could include toward the end that

Lots of methods for change? Oh my God yes. Excuse me. | mean there has to be, yeah.
Why do you think Gandhi chose that method of change. I mean why do you think he chose

Well, violence didn’t get him anywhere. And plus, peoplecould fight back anyway. And he.

just wanted to show people that you know, everybody could be independent. That’s what I

He did it and it was non-violence. That was really good. Do you think that somebody who

W39 Shauna
heroic.
$40 Lisa You think that everybody can be heroic? Let’s take a stand.
W41 Shauna
it’s for the better.
$42 Lisa Yeah, you could fit that into your research, too, somehow. You could say, like—
W43 Shauna
be 4 hero.
S46 Lisa
themselves, but they are doing it for everybody.
W47 Shauna Yeah, but they don’t have to just do it for everybody.
$48 Lisa They can do it for themselves, too, though?
W49 Shauna
making a change for everybody—
S52 Lisa
maybe anybody could be like Gandhi if they wanted to.
W53 Shauna  If they put their mind to it.
S56 Lisa So you think that there’s lots of methods for change?
W57 Shauna
S58 Lisa
to starve himself rather than do other things?
W59 Shauna
think for the time being. You know, I could change that later.
S60 Lisa
uses violence to change things, do you think he’s less of a hero?

EXAMPLE 4: EXCERPT FROM A COLLABORATIVE PLANNING SESSION WITH AN INVOLVED SUPPORTER

IDENTIFYING A REPERTOIRE OF VERBAL MOVES

suggest that scaffolding is the consolid.

n of verbal

AND SCAFFOLDING SEQUENCES

The value of effective peer supporters in writing
comes not from their great knowledge of content or
tremendousskill in managing rhetorical eleraents, but,
T oelieve, from theirability toassumearole thatencour-
«ges, reinforces, and challenges the writer. Engaged
supporters provide a second (or even third) voice, an
external perspective that helps the writer gain control
overthewriting task and make decisionsaboutrclevant
rhetorical elements. In addition, involved supporters
also contribute to a writer’s pia., offering new ideas as
well as modifying, elaturating, and challenging the
ideas.

The critical role of supporter is described in some
way in nearly all of stud'es aboutcollaboration. In this
section of the essay, I review selected studies that deal
with collaboration in writing to order to discuss the
repertoire of verbal moves and scaffolcing sequences
thatsupporters use. Inthe first subsection that follows,
I define kinds of verbal move and then cite scudies that
include supporters who use this move in some rol-
laborative writing task. In the second subs.ction, I

moves and present three classroom . plications of
scaffolding.

VERBAL MOVES IN COLLABORATION

Identifying the verbal moves supporters use, re-
gardless of the kind of collaborative writing activity
they are engaged in, gives us a way to examine any
collaborative interaction. In this section, I focus onfour
categories of verbal moves that are present both in
naturally occurring conversation and in planned col-
labora* on:

prompting the writer

* contributing information to the writer

* challenging the writer

* directing the writer
These four verbal moves are casily distinguishe}; |
discuss ‘nem separately in order to highlight their
distinctions. In an effort to become more effective
suprorters, students can learn to identify these moves
in their own collaborative sessions, both to track the
nature Or their own verbal behavior and to help them
make decisions about possible changes in their plans
and text.
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Engaged and involved supporters draw from a
repertcire of verbalmoves asthey interact with writers.
Seldom do these effective supporters use snly one kind
of move; most exhibit a balance. The choices support-
ers make depend on a number of variables: the goals uf
the collaborative session, the needs of the writer, the
receptivenessof the writer, the task they’re workingon,
thetimeavailable, their interpersonal relationship,and
the experience and skill of the supporter. Several ways
exist to categorize the contentand linguistic functic n of
these verbal moves. The content of supporters’ verbal
moves can be categorized according to task, group
process, or rhetorical aspects of the text (cf. Gere &
Stevens, 1985), while the linguistic functions include
moves such as informing, contributing, directing, and
challenging (cf. Gere & Abbott, 1985). Typically, the
linguistic functions of engaged supporters include
prompting and sometimes challenging writers, while
the moves of involved supporters generally include
contributing information, directing, and challenging
writers.

OrreRING PROMPTS. Prompts are impor -_at, but
often overlooked, supporter moves that consist prima-
rily of neutral comments, encouraging comments, and
clarifying questions that urge wr.._rs to say more, both
aboutplansand about actual text. Such simpleprompts
as“Tellme more” and “Whatelse could you consider?”
as well as “Yeah, I see,” “uh-huh,” and “umm-uh”
seem to encourage writers to keep talking about their
plaiaing and writing. For example, in a study that
caamined whether young children could engage in
sustained planuing,Scardamalia & Bereiter (1987) used
a prompling strategy called “procedural facilitation.”
They reported that w} en young children receive plan-
ning cues for writi- g, they move beyond the “what
next” strategy to attempt sustzined planning.

Not only do prompts help, but specific kinds of
prompts help more, as Matsuhashi and Gordon (1985)
reported in a study with college students. Some words
and phrases seem to promote higher quality responses
than others; fo: example, the more specific and direc-
tive prompt, “Add things to improve your essay,”
resulted in better revised texts than i e prompt, “re-
vise.” Ciearly then, simple prompts by supporters can
stimulaie more planning, and specific prompts seem to
improve revision strategies.

While just asking a writer to “say more” is often
valuable, prompts can sometimes be very assertive
without making a contribution to content, as when Lisa
promptsShauna, “Let’s takeastand” (Example4). And
promptscan be very sophisticated, as when Chuck said
to Paula, “Okay, why don‘t you, like I'm youraudience,
convince me now how ... [that evidence leads] to the
recommendatior. of goinginto plastic” (Example 28). A
supporter who *vanted to remain as neutral as possible
could use promptsthat, modified to specific situations,

would encourage writers to elaborate.

Prompts are useful skills for all supporters. They
ar» a good beginning for inexperienced collaborators,
but wney arc also integral for very skillful engaged and
involved supporters

CoNTRIBUTING INFORMATION. While prompts tend
to be neutral, offering little in the way of specific
information, another important categury of supporter
moves provides writers with facts, observations, and
suggestions. The information can also be a summary,
synthesis, ora metacognitive reflection about thegroup,
task, or text. Inresearch with writing groups, Gereand
her colleagues have identified “providing informa-
tion” as one of the “three major language acts of func-
tions” (Gere & Abbott, 1985, p. 367) students use in
collaboration. Two related studies (Gere & Abbott,
1985; Gere & Stevens, 1985) report that the most frequeric
comments thatsupportersmade informed writers about
thecontentalthoughsomecomments were madzabout
context, form, process, and earlier remarks.

Students contribute information for social as well
ascognitive reasons. Because “all cooperative learning
share~ theidea that students work together toleainand
areresponsivle for their teammates’ learning as well as
their own” (Slavin, 1990, p. 3), Ibelieve that eacouraging
students to contribute infcrmation can reduce the
likelihood that a student will be perceived as a “free-
rider” (p. 16), which is a common frustration teachers
encounter in their classes.

Poer group tutoring and related peer group ar-
tivities such as editing and revising depend largely on
sharing information; a variety of cooperative learning
methods presume that student partners and team-
mates will contribute information to the dyad oz group
(Sharan, 19801, which is considered an essential part of
the collaborative effort. Some of the excerpts from the
collaborative planning sessions presented earlier in
this essay provide examples of contributing informa-
tion. A potentially fruitful contribution comes from
Lisa who defines Gandhi’s behavior as non-violent and
asks Shauna to consider the relationship bet.veen
heroism and violence. Without an exchange of infor-
mation, whether summaries or provocative opinions, a
collaborative effort is seriously hampered.

CHALLENGING TH¢ WRITER. A highly productive
supvorter moveinvolvesasking critical questions, sug-
gestingalternatives, and arguing opposing views. Gere
and Abbott (1985) identify eliciting responsesasa third
category of language function that they observed in
supporters. Although the eliciting comments they
identified generally dealt with content, the comments
alsoconsidered process, form, context, and referenceto
previous comments.
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Little attention has been _iven in composition
research to the value of supporters or to the importance
of providing multiple perspectives, alternatives, and
conflict; however, work in related disciplines (e.g.,
composition, cognitive psychology, small group com-
munication, education, and social psychology) rein-
forces the importance of this kind of supporter behav-
ior. Forexample, Putnam (1986) argues that substan-
tive conflict about the issues and ideas under consid-
eration can be hignly productive. Slavin (1990) notes
that the ability to take another perspective in a coop-
crative learning situation has benefits beyonc! the
specific task; students generally demonstrate more
positive social behavior by being more cooperative or
altrui.tic. Sharan (1980) suggests that one critical dis-
tinction of group investigation is the problem-solving
nature of the collaboration, which includes “critical
interpretation of information” (p. 265).

A pair of exploratory studies (Burnett, 1988a,
1988b) investigated differences between working with
supporters who offered neutral prompts versus sup-
porters who challenged writers and contributed to
their plans. These <tudies examined whether writers
would respond uifferently to meutral, clarifying sup-
porters (who asked questions such as “Couid you ex-
plaintherelation between Xand Y?” or "How ¢lse might
you explain this?”) and to challenging, problem-solving
st'pporters (who asked questivns such as “I sense a
conflict between X and Y. How are you planning to
resolveit?” or “RHave you considered using Z as a way
to explainthis?”). Clarifying supporters wereir structed
toask only neutral questionsthat encourage . the writer
to clarify and elaborate, whereas problem-solving sup-
porters were instructed to also challenge the writer’s
plan and contribute in ways that might improve it.
Altkough writers responded to both supporters, they
talked more with problem-solving supporters, espe-
cially about purpose and design and asked more ques-
ticns about all rhetorical elements of their plan. Even
though the clarifying supporters were able to get writ-
erstocomment more ab~ut developmentand synthesis
of their document than the problem-solving support-
ers, the writers said they picferred working with the

problem-solving supporters, who seemed more in-
volved.

Involved supporters typically use prompts and
often contribute in creative ways tc.a writer’s plan, but
they also actively challenge the writer. For example,
Lisa challenged Shauna to rethink . role of selfish-
ness in defining a hero (Example 4), which resulted in
Shauna’s revision of her plan. Supporters who chal-
lenge writersmay do so because they recognize that the
plan is flawed or skimpy, or they may simple have an
insatiable curiosity or some deep-seated philosophical
disagreement, or they may simply recognize the ben-
efits that can accrue from playing devil’s advocate.

DIRECTING THE WRITER. Another supporter behav-
jorinvolves directing the writer to modify plansand or
text by adding, changing, ordeleting. Gere and Abbott
(1985) report that directive comments, focused par-
ticularly on process, are the second largest category
of suppor:er behavior. In a related study, Gere and
Stevens (1985) report clear instances of students who
are directive, sometimes politely and productively, but
sometimes aggressively, even to the point of insult.

However, other research indicates that directing
the writer is not a wide-spread student behavior in
collaborative groups. For example, Freedman (1987)
reports that students avoid evaluation of each other’s
writing, often negotiate conflicting answers on their
writing activity sheets, and “rarely offer writers sug-
gestions or advice” (p. 26), except in cases involving
mechanics and form.

In collaborative planning, supporters occasion-
ally are directive. Example 4, presented earlier in this
essay, shows Lisa being gentle as she directs Shauna to
“include toward theend [the point] that maybe anybody
could be like Gandhi if they wanted to.” As supporters
get more comfortable with each other, they often find
that occasional directive comments are an effective
short-cut, eliminating a lengthy exchange that would
end up with the writer agreeing with the supporter.

SCAFFOLDING IN COLLABORATION

These verbal moves—prompting the writer, con-
tributing information to the writer, challenging the
writer, and directing the writer—don’t work effec-
tively in isolation; they need to be combined into pur-
poseful sequerces, that is, scaffolding sequences.

Scaffolding is something that teachers often think
ofin terms of behavior they use with their students, but
effective student collaborators also use scaffolding with
each other. Scaffolding sequences are constructed by
consolidating the basic verbal moves of prompting,
contributing, challenging, and directing. Scaffolding
was described by Bruner (1978) as a strategy in which
capable peers helped their classmatesextend their zone
of proximal development. Thesescaffolding sequences
are explicitly based on Vygotsky’s notion that a sup-
porter who provides assistance (i.e., scaffolding) en-
ables a person to complete tasks that would be too
difficult to do individually. A supporter—a classmate,
teacher, parent—may be more knowledgeable or ex-
perienced with the specific task and, thus, provides
scaffolding so that the student can understand the
process and successfully complete the ta'x. Or, a
supporter may be a peer who is trained to remind the
writer to consider and reconsider rhetorical elements
that are not typically .unsidered by writers at that
particuiar level of development or experience.

While most collaborative relationships provide
support that enables writers to accomplish goals that
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they couldn’t achieve alone, the support may be
unsystematic;in contrast, scaffolding provides system-
atic sequences. Although scaffolding is present in
naturally occurring conversation, in classrooms it is
typically planned and usually the result of specific
training. Naturally occurring scaffolding might take
the form of a mother helping her young child move
fromsaying, “Cookie!” to saying, “May I havea cookie,
please?” Inclassrooms, scaffolding might take the form
of a peersupporter using a series of carefully sequenced
prompts and questions to help a classmate solve a
problem (Brown & Palinscar, 1989).

Applebee and Langer use “the notion of instruc-
tional scaffolding as a way to describe essential aspects
of instruction that are often missing in traditional ap-
proaches [to writing]. In this view, learning isa process
of gradual internalization of routines and procedures
available to the learner from: the social and cultural
context in which the learning takes place” (Applebee,
1986, p. 108). Working with a skillful supporter during
collaborative planning can provide a writer with the
scaffolding necessary to plan and draft more skillfully
than she could have done independently. The scaffold-
ing enables a writerto consider rhetorical elementsand
interrelationships among these elements that might
otherwise be ignored.

The three collaborative pedagogical approaches
discussed below—reciprocal teaching, apprenticeship
learning, and collaborative planning—are intentionally,
explicitly, and systematically built on scaffolding.

RECIPROCAL TEACHING. One form of scaffolding is
reciprocal leaching (so called because the teacher and
student take turns playing roles of the supporter who
provides the scaffolding). It is a cooperative learning
technique whose goal is to help studcnts understand
and recall text content through scaftoiding. Even very
young students are able to be successful supporters
when the scaffolding role has been suff.ciently mod-
cled for them (Palincsar, 1986). “The grovp provides
social support, shared experience, and role models. . . .
{Tihe teacher [or the student in the role of teacher]
provides expert scaffolding. . . “ (Brown & Palincsar,
1989, p. 413) For example, once students understand
the way to lead a discussion about a ne w text, they take
turns with the teacher in leading disciissions that rou-
tinely include four strategic activities: questioning,
clarifying, summarizing, and predicting. “The proce-
dure was designed to create a zone of proximal devel-
opment for learners and to embody expert scaffolding
and a cooperative learning environment. .. . The goal is
joint construction of meaning” (p. 414). The sequence
used in reciprocal teaching is one supporters may use,
urging writers to question their own plan, clarify vague
or ambiguous points, summari~= and synthesize their
plan, and predict uudience reactions.

APPRENTICESHIP LEARNING. Another form of scaf-
folding is apprenticeship learning (Collins, Brown, &
Newman, 1989), which “embeds the learning of skills
and knowledge in their social and functional context”
(p.454). The apprenticeship method is “aimed prima-
rily at teaching the processes that experts use to handle
complex tasks” (p. 457). Traditional apprentices learn
through “observation, coaching, and practice, or what
we, from the teacher’s point of view, call modeling,
coaching, and fading” (pp. 455-56). Collins and his
colleagues argue that writing is a skill particularly
well-suited for apprenticeship learning and cite as
evidence Brown and Palincsar’s work in reciprocal
teaching, which is centered on modeling and coaching,
as well as Scardamalia and Bereiter’s work in proce-
dural facilitation. Procedural facilitation provides
student writers with planning cues that model, coach,
scaffold, and fade, in order to help them evaluate,
diagnose, and revise their writing. Collins and his
colleagues identify six teaching ways to use the ap-
prenticeship method in the classroom: modeling,
coaching, scaffolding, articulation, reflection, and ex-
ploration. Although they discuss how these methods
work when a teacher is working with students, several
of the methods could work equally well, with little
modification, when students act as each other’s sup-
porters.

COLLABORATIVE PLANNING. A third form of scaf-
folding can be seen in collaborative planning, the form of
collaboration that is illustrated in all the examples in
this essay. As the examples of engaged and involved
supporters show, in this loosely structured planning
process, a writer explain: and elaborates a plan to one
ormore supporters. Collaborative planningisbased on
research that describes constructive planning, one of
the executive planning strategies used by experienced
writers as they consider a range of rhetorical elements
when planning to write (Flower, Schriver, Carey, Haas,
& Hayes, 1989b). As the examples in this essay clearly
show, the scaffolding in collaborative planning is both
social and instructional. A writer works with a sup-
porter who provides encouragement and as well as
prompts, contributions, and challenges that help the
writer explore and link rhetorical elements such as
purpose and key point(s), audience, and organization
rather than concentrating on ccntent. Typically, the
students switch roles, so that each student gets the
opportunity to be a supporter, and each receives the
benefits of having help in developing a plan. The aim
of collaborative planning is to build a richer network of
goalsand possibilities, identifyingand solving problems
that can arise in planning. Students from fifth grade
through graduate school appear to gain some benefit
from collaborative planning—both working with a
supporter and as a supporter (Flower, Burnett, Hajduk,
Wallace, Norris, Peck, & Spivey, 1989a).
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ANALYZING SUPFORTERS’ VERBAL MOVES AND
SCAFFOLDING SEQUENCES

In order to learn to be effective supporters, both
engaged and involved, students need to consolidate
their repertoire of verbal moves into larger patterns of
interaction. As the preceding section of this essay
illustrates, supporters can use many different discrete,
definable moves that work together to create purpose-
ful sequences. Effective supporters—those who are
engaged and involved and have a repertoire of verbal
moves and scaffolding sequences—can help writers
manage both the task and the rhetorical elements of
writing.

This section of the essay discusses and illustrates
three important ways supporters can use scaffolding
sequences of moves: asking a seqtience of good 4 es-
tions. encouraging the writer to build on and elaborate
ideas, and contributing useful suggestionsto thewriter’s
plan. These consolidations have been identified by
reviewing the collaborative planning sessions (in-class
observation, video tape, audio-tape, or transcriptions
of the sessions) of many high school and college stu-
dents involved in collaborative planning.

ASKING A SEQUENCE OF GOOD QUESTIONS

Asking a sequence of good questions is one im-
portant way a supporter can consolidate moves—not
framing one or two good questions, but developing a
sequence of good questions. Much of the research
discussed in the preceding section stresses the impor-
tance of questions. For example, a diverse group of
researchers in collaboration—Geer and her col. ‘agues
(1985, 1985), Matsuhashi and Gordon (1985),
Scardamalia and Bereiter (1987), Burnett(1988a, 1988b),
Dipardo and Freedman (1987, 1988), Brown and
Palinscar (1989), Collins, Brown, and Newman (1989),
Sharan (1990), and Slavin (1990)—all indicate that
questioning plays a critical rolein successful collabora-
tion. Additionally, observations of collaborative plan-
ning sessions indicate that learning to ask good ques-
tions is one area students consistently need help with.

Examining the questions a supporter asks—
without the responses the writer makes—can be very
helpful in assessing the effectiveness of a supporter.
The excerpt in Example 5 provides the questions and
comments of an effective supporter, a high school
senior, ashe works witha particularly unfocused writer,
a classmate planning a character sketch of her eighth-
grade tea her.

In Example 5 (on the next page), the conversational
turns are numbered and the responses of the writer
have been deleted, leaving only an editec: sequence of
the supporter'squestions; the excerptbeginsonturn 11
of the collaborative planning conversation. The ex-
ample shows an effective (engaged, involved) sup-
porter who uses a variety of moves as he offers content

and planning prompts, general encouragement, con-
tent suggestions, critical observations and challenges,
and gentle direction. The questions in Example 5 are
boldfaced so they’re easy to identify. (Note: Please read
Example 5 or. the next page before reading the following
discussion.)

The supporter’s questions to his classmate range
from those seeking facts and elaboration (513) to those
encou’ aging the writer to consider important or diffi-
cult issues:

So what are you going to do with the fact that he

punched this kid when he lost his temper? (S39)

The supporter’s comments show him making thought-
ful responses, from neutral proinpts designed to elicit
clarifyingexplanations—"Well, ho.v...,okay, goahead,
tell me some more” (§11)—to synthesizing questions:

SOYbu ...’ he was ateacher who was not just

concerned with his content, but he was concerned

with kids? (517)

The supporter offers his opinion in a variety of ways,
from brief positive remarks (S19) tu gently phrased
disagreement in a question:

Well, I don’t know if you want to ignore that. Do

you really want to ignore that? (541)

The supporter also makes important contributions to
the writer’s plan by asking questions that focus on the
positive and negative aspects of the teacher’s character

Well, do you think his methods came as a result of

wellthought out planning because hereally wanted

to move from the textbook 2n4 really see real life

application, or do you think he was lazy and it was

easier to comein, ratherthan giving good content,

it was easierto comein and just say, you know, talk

about feelings? (S55)

The supporter uses questions to urge clarification,
offer contributions, make direct suggestions, and issue
challenges, all of which help the writer to develop &
more complete picture of the teacher she wants to
describe.
ENC’ 'RAGING THE WRITER TO BUILD ON AND
ELABORATE IDEAS
Another way supporters can help writers is to
encouraging them to build on and elaborate their own
ideas, a behavior stressed by a number of researchers
(e.g., Burnett, 1988a, 1988b; Brown and Palinscar, 1989;
Collins, Brown, and Newman, 1989; Sharan, 1990; and
Slavin, 1990). The supporters’ sequence of prompts,
comments, questions, and directions should be built
on the ideas presented by the writer. Observations of
students .a collaboration planning sessions suggest
that writers are less responsive to supporters who
ignore the write s ideas.

In Example 6, an excerpt from a collaborative
planning session of three high school students plan-
ning their character sketches, shows the questions of
the two supporters and the responses by the writer.
Penny, the writer, is working o: her plan with support-
ers Cascy and Jason. Penny has decided to write her
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Si1:
S13:

Well, how - okay, go ahead, tell me some more.

Well, I'm really not sure about your impression of this guy. Did you say earlier that he prepared you for
high school?

So you feel like he was ateacher who was not just concerned with his content, buthe was concerned with
kids?

Now that’s interesting. Are you saying that he lacked content?

It sounds like you appreciated him as a person in the interaction—you never met anybody like him. But I'm
not sure what you learned besides getting a sense of your identification with the world and universal
principles of peace and justice—

I can see how on one hand like he offered the:« things that other peopledidn’t, but at the same time, was he
helping you improve your skills?

So what are you going to do with the fact that he punched this kid when he lost his temper?
Well, I don’t know if you want to ignore that. Do you really want to ignore that?

Well, do you think his methods came as a result of well thought out planning because he really wanted
to move from the textbook and really see real litc application, ordo youthink he was lazy and it was easier
to come in, rather than giving good content, it was easier to come in and just say, you know, talk about
feelings?

It sounds like you're still confused about this guy. You might use him as a symbol of what a good teacher
is and is not. I mean, it could be that he was both a bad and a good teacher, that there was some aspects of
his teaching that other teachers don’t have that was good, but that the fact that he neglected content wasn’t
so good either, and they have to go hand in hand. I mean you could reach—through this character sketch,
I’m saying—you could reach a decision about teaching as a profession. You could use this character to build
a conclusion about what good teaching is.

S17:

S19:

$23:

$29:

S39:
S41:
S35:

S59;

EXAMPLE 5: A SEQUENCE OF QUESTIONS ASKED BY AN EFFECTIVE SUPPORTER

character sketch about Milancho, her exchange stu-
dent “sister” whom she spent ten months with during
the previous school year. At the beginning of the
planning session, Penny considers what she should
focuson: theadjustment of having a sibling? Milancho’s
influence on her? traits of Milancho? In Example 6,
Penny’s supporters encourage her to select a specific
characteristic. (Note: Example 6 is on the next page. Please
read it before reading the following discussion.)

Casey prompts Penny to focus on a dominant
characteristic, a necessary initial step for writing a
character sketch:

But what’s her dominant characteristic? Is it about

her kindness as a sibling, or about her? (S17)

Both supporters listen carefully and use Penny’s re-
sponses to determine their questions, which leads
Penny to develop a clearer sense of what she wants to
focuson. For example, Jason (547) remembers the idea
ofadaptability that Penny mentions much earlier (W25)
and the new idea of liberation (W46) and asks Penny to
decide on a focus:

Is your dominant impression going to be her

adaptability cr her libeiadon? (547)

Jason and Casey pursue Penny’sill-defined and mushy
ideas, urging her to refine, focus, and develop her
idcas. The suggestions they offer build on the idcas
Penny has already brought up:

Maybe you can make liberation a part of her

adaptability. (549)

Maybethat’s why sheadapted so well, because she

was liberated. (551)

They are effective supporters, notonlyasking Penny to
clarify her plans, butencouraging her tomakedecisions

and suggesting ways she can manage her ideas.
CONTRIBUTING TO A WRITER’S CONSIDERATION OF
RHETORICAL ELEMENTS

Another way supporters can help writers is to
contribute new ideas to extend the case the writer is
trying to make or elaborating points already made by
the writer. This contribution or elaboration may chal-
lenge the writer and urge reconsideration of rhetorical
decisions as shown in Example 7 on the next page. In
this excerpt, two college juniors, Ritika and Kirk, have
juststarted working onarecommendation memo Ritika
is planning for an advanced writiag class.

The excerpt shows the writer. Ritika, considering
the audience for the recommendation memo she is
writing.

Where I have to start is first of all— First of all I

should start— Well, I guess, who I'm sending this

to—. (W9)
Although Ritika’s supporter, Kirk, challenges her deci-
sion to consider audience before content

Well, I think you should decide what you want to

say before you decide who you should send it to

(510),
he also questions her consideration of Judith as an
appropriateaudience(512). Ritika explains herdecision
to send Judith a carbon copy of the memo and to
exclude Lou (W13). Kirk offers her a way to word her
memo so that Lou will not be offended:

.
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$17 Casey But what's her dominant characteristic? Is it about her kindness as a sibling, or about her?
It takes Penny until turn 25 to answer Calla’s question.

W25Penny  Okay, ... the thing I've always found interesting is that she fit into my family really well,
and we never had any conflicts then. But when I went to Sruth America and lived with
her family, it was so vastly different. | had no idea how much change she went through
and how much she had to bend to our ways. . .. I didn’t realize how different her setting
was. ... Well, I guess that my dominant impression of her is that she’s adaptable.

The intervening planning includes discussion about how Milancho dealt with questions about Colombia’s drug problem,
who the audience should be, where the character sketch could be situated (Pittsburgh? Colombia?),and what conventions
to use (narvative? dialogue?).

W46 Penny  ...Something else I noticed when I was in South America is how—it’s very . .. definitely
not a feminist-oriented society, and what the women in South America know how to do
is do their hands and fingernails and put the eye makeup on. . . . Milancho did all of these
things. . . . but she still managed to be liberated and she knew what was going on... ..

$47 Jason Is your dominant impression going to be her adaptability or her liberation?
W48 Penny I thinkit’s her adaptability.

$49 Jason Maybe you can make liberation a part of her adaptability.

W50 Penny  Yeah.

S51 Casey Maybe that’s why she adapted so well, because she was liberated.

S52 Jason Could be.

W53 Penny  That’s a good point. All rightie, what else.

EXAMPLE 6: EXCERPT FROM A COLLABORATIVE PLANNING SESSION
WITH EFFECTIVE SUPPORTERS BUILDING ON THE WRITER'S IDEAS

W9 Ritika:  Wherel have to start is first of all— First of all I should start— Well, I guess, who I'm sending
this to—

S10 Kirk: Well, I think you should decide what you want to say beforc you decide who you should send
it to.

W11 Ritika: Ok. Itdoes: matter. I would think it's going to be either Judith or Steve.

S12 Kirk: Judith or Steve? Why Judith? Why do you think it’s Judith?

W13 Ritika:  Well, it would be a carbon copy to her; she’s above Steve. Steve’s the manager, and Judith is

the general manager. In any case, I'm not writing it to Lou because he didn’t hire me; he just
wrote this thing. I don’t care whether he likes it or not. . ..

lintervening off-topic comments]

W15 Ritika:  So that’s who I’'m going to send it to, so I don‘t have to worry too much about how I phrase
it as far as hurting Lou’s feelings. Although Lou will probably read it, so I'm going to want
to take that into account [laughter].

S16 Kirk: I'think you should really, um, take him into account. He’s going to hear about it and you can't
criticize him. You have to—— When you say that— that it won't suit the customers’ needs ..
because the customers don’t need— don’t want facts, it’s not that it’s ... wrong— it’s bad.
You could just say it’s factual, but it’s not what the customers want. There’s nothing wrong
with what he wrote; it's the fact that, um, the customers want something different.

W17 Ritika:  That way [ don’t hurt his feelings.
S18 Kirk: I agree,

EXAMPLE 7: EXCERPT FROM A COLLABORATIVE PLANNING SESSION
WITH AN EFFECTIVE SUPPORTER CONTRIBUTING TO A WRITER'S PLAN
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Ithinkyoushould really, um, take himintoaccount.
He's going to hear about it and you can’t criticize
him.... You could just say it's factual, but it’s not
what the customers want. . . . (S16)
Kirk reinforces Ritika’s awareness that she should take
Lou into account, suggesting that Lou is more impor-
tant than Ritika realizes.

CoNcLUSION: SUPPORTERS AS CONTEXT

Drawing together the strands of this essay—(1)
defining supporters as unengaged, engaged, or in-
volved, (2) identifying a repertoire of verbal moves and
scaffolding sequences, and (3) analyzing supporters’
verbal moves and scaffolding sequences—suggests
examining the broader context that supporters help
create. In fact, one way to consider supporters is as
substitutes for a broader audience that would, if the
opportunity were available, comment on, contribute
to, and challenge a writer's work. Worki~g with a
supporter encourages the rhetorical awarene<s that
cnables a writer to imagine these comments, contribu-
tions, and chailenges as well as to see the constraints
that they might impose. This sense of context—a read-
ing of the rhetorical situation—depends in part on a
supporter’sability to draw ona variety of verbalmoves
and consolidate them into appropriate scaffolding se-
quences.

Effective supporters can create and strengthen an
awareness of social context. Simply the act of working
in pairs or small groups offers a kind of support that
helps students realize that learning about writing (or
anything else) is not an isolated act. Both the struggle
of learning to writeand the writing itself are situated in
an environment, a social context, that influences and is
influenced by the writerand the writing. Collaborative
interaction with an engaged or involved supporter
removesa senseof isolation and reinforces the idea that
writers and writing are socially situated. Awarenessof
social contextisimj < ‘antbecause itletsinexperienced
writers know they a. .t alone in their frustration and
insecurity, and it also helps them realize that they can
get help (which isn’t seen as cheating; rather, it’s en-
couraged), that the writing itself is influenced and
shaped by context, and that their writing has an audi-
ence that will be affected and can respond. This
awareness may lead to consensus between the collabo-
rators orit may “be a powerful instrument for students
to generate differences, to identify the systems of au-
thority thatorganize these differences,and to transform
the relations of power that determine who may speak
and what counts as a meaningful statement” (Trimbur,
1989, p. 603). In other words, awareness of social con-
textcreates a sense of community and support (Bruffee,
1984, but it also provokes conflict that, I believe, may
lead to a productive exploration of issues that would
otherwisebeignored. Awareness of social context also
provides an opportunity for inexperienced writers to

define their task and exchange ideas, thus reducing
problems that might not be so easily managed by them
working individually.

In this essay, I have suggested that the supporter
provides a way to talk about classroom collaboration
and offered examples of ways in which the supporter
can provide a focus for teachers and students alike as
they explore and analyze collaboration. I have also
tried todemonstrate why collaboration doesn’thave to
fall victim to pedagogical lore that urges consensus
without guidance or reflection (Bruffee, 1984, 1986).
Collaboration doesn’t have to be the blind leading the
blind; instead, students can learn to teach themselves
and others. Using careful classroom observations to
ground intentions and confirm intuitions about col-
laboration should go a long way in reducing teacher
and student frustration when they use collaboration in
writing.
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1 have selected all the examples in this essay from repre-
sentative collaborative planning sessions of high schooland
college students who have been part of the first two years of
the Making Thinking Visible Project, a four-year classroom
inquiry project sponsored by the Center for the Study of
Writing at Berkeley and Carnegie Mellon, and supported by
the Heinz Endowment of the Pittsburgh Foundation. Par-
ticipating teachers and students are from public schools,
colleges, and universities in the greater Pittsburgh area.
Although the collaborative planning students do most often
occurs before they have generated a full draft, they also plan
and re-plan during their composing, revising, and editing.
In other words, students use collaborative planning
throughout the writing process; the moves and behaviors
discussed in this essay aren’t necessarily restricted to pre-
draft planning.

! All examples in this essay are excerpts from the transcripts
of audio- or video-taped collaborative planning sessions.
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Visible

SecTION TwoO: TRACING PROCESSES

One of the strengths of the Making Thinking Visible Project is that it
transforms classroom teachers into classroom researchers. Not only do
teachers in the project benefit by learning about collaborative planning and
its uses in terms of their own pedagogies, but they benefit as well by entering
into a process of classroom inquiry. The papers in Section Two of this
casebook represent teachers tracing the processes by which writers come to
know and use the rhetorical strategies of collaborative planning. How do
they conduct their inquiry and trace these processes?

Several of the writers in this section use the transcripts from audio
tapes they had their students make of their planning sessions to discover
something about collaborative planning and classroom inquiry. Len
Donaldson looks at how collaborative planning promotes critical thinking in
his social studies class; he analyzes the audio taped planning sessions and
response memos his students wrote to learn more about the role the sup-
porter plays in promoting critical thinking on the part of the writer and to
discover what might be gained from collaborative planning in the resultant
texts produced by the student writers. Jane Zachary Gargaro had a similar
query in mind when she used collaborative planning with her eleventh-
grade English class. She looks carefully at transcriptions of student planning
sessions and makes connections between what was said during planning and
what was important enough to the writer that it appears in the final draft of
the writing assignment. Mike Benedict, examining transcripts of his students’
planning sessions, discovers that they may be using planning as a mirror or a
window for their thoughts, David Wallace, largely through close reading of
planning transcripts of college and high school students, traces the develop-
ment of writers exposed to new writing tasks which place additional de-
mands on them besides just gathering and organizing information.

Other writers in this section use additional means for conducting their
inquiry. Tom Hajduk observes and describes a variety of moves that can be
made in planning sessions using the print outs of logs done on a computer
program designed to act as a third party to the writer and supporter. Linda
Norris administers writing attitude surveys, reads the journals of student
teachers, and conducts taped interviews with case studies to discover what
preservice teachers think about collaborative planning and if they would use
it in their own teaching. And Jean Aston traces the processes and develop-
ment of her community college writcrs by examining their responses to
questionnaires and oral interviews after they used collaborative planning for
several writing assignments throughout the semester.
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AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE PROCESSES OF CRITICAL

THINKING AND COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

LeoNARD R. DONALDSON
PeABODY HIGH ScHoOL

In this instance, collaborative planning resulted, indirectly, in a more open classroom
environment. Not only had students been willing to share their ideas and comments
during the collaborative planning sessions, but our daily classroom dialogue was
enriched by a more open and accepting atmosphere. In addition, the students became
more adept at recognizing key points and frames of reference in documents which were
analyzed in class.

Sherlock Holmes sat for some time in silence, with his head sunk forward and
his eyes bent upon the red glow of the fire. Then he lit his pipe, and leaning back in
his chair he watched the blue smoke-rings as they chased each other up to the
ceiling.

“I think, Watson,” he remarked at last, “that of all our cases we have had none

more fascinating than this.” Five Orange Pips

TABLE OF CONTENTS
“How often have I told you that when you have eliminated the impossible,

whatever remains, however improbable, must be the truth?”
The Sign of Four, Chapter 6

1. The Nature of the Problem
2. Processes and Strategies
3. Of Memos, Conversations and Audio-tapes
4. Planner, Supporter and Dynamic Process
5. Collaboration and the Provoking of Critical Thought
6. Concluding Observations
7. Appendix: Specific Thinking Skills
1. THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

“Well, myboy, what do you make of this lot?” he asked, smiling at my expression.
“It is a curious collection.”

“Very curious, and the story that hangs round it will strike you as being more
curious still.” The Musgrave Ritual

Critical thinking is an essential element of the social studies curriculumin the
Pittsburgh Public Schools. It is a process in which students are directly involved in
raising questions, analyzing data, and responding to teacher directed questions
which require them to infer, predict, speculate, compare and evaluate. Develop-
ment of reasoning skills is central to the process. These skills include: identifying
central issues, recognizing underlying assumptions, recognizing stereotypes and
cliches, distinguishing between verifiable and unverifiable data, relating causeand
effect, and exhibiting explanatory skills. In essence, critical thinking exercises
encourage the student to move from the literal phases of cognitive processing to the
inferential and evaluative. By examining primary resources and discussing frames
of reference, students endeavor to create a psychology of history whereby they
grasp the motivation for action in historical context. Gaining such insights, the
historical process unfolds not merely as a collection of dry and boring names and
dates but as an exciting, dynamic drama of the human spirit in which they find
themselves active participants. Role playing, philosophical discussion, and immer-
sion in foreign cultural frameworks act to expand their frames of reference and
challenge their perceptions and decision making abilities.

CoOLLABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND  ASSIGNMENTS 41

¢ 4.

ERIC :




When1wasintroduced to Collaborative Planning
at the beginning of the 1988-89 school year, I believed
that the process could enhance the development of my
students’ critical thinking skills. In particular, collabo-
rative planning appeared to provide a systematic and
utilitarian procedure for the processof writing research
papers. In the past, students appear to have encoun-
tered the most difficulty in developing a focus, central
thesis, or key point to guide their research. As a result,
their papers frequently floundered in a sea of confusion
as they attempted to discuss what was, in essence, a
nebulous concept at best. Their lack of a key point
affected the organization of both their research and
their writing. Perhaps collaborative planning could be
a means to assist students in focusing and organizing
their research as well as their writing.

During that school year, collaborative planning
was utilized in both the development of the I. E. P.
(Individualized Education Project) required of each
student and in the writing of aformal term paperin the
spring semester. The results of this vxperiment were
very rewarding. The papers and I.E. P.s were focused,
tightly constructed and textually sound, but there was
another, perhaps in retrospect more significant, benefit
to the process. The American Federation of Teachersin
their AFT Critical Thinking Project state that “Critical
Thinking requires an environment where inquiry is
valued, where students are not afraid to take risks.”
How does one achieve such an atmosphere? In this
instance, collaborative planning resulted, indirectly, in
a more open classroom environment. Not only had
students been willing to share their ideas and com-
ments during the collaborative planning sessions, but
our daily classroom dialogue was enriched by a more
open and accepting atmosphere. In addition, the stu-
dents became more adept at recognizing key points
and frames of reference in documents which were
analyzed in class.

These results encouraged me to use the process
again during the 1989-90 school year. Inthe first semes-
ter, students engaged in collaborative sessions as they
developed their 1. E. P. projects. While engaged in
collaborative planning, the students were animated,
invelved and on task. A positive dynamic was at work
here, and at the end of each session 1 asked thestudents
to express their ideas concerning the usefulness of
collaboration. Their comments are very revealing:

“I believe this is very kelpful. Many things which

have not occurred to me are now revealed by
discussing.” — Krishnan N.

“It helped me focus my project. Up until now, I
really hadn’t had a concrete plan.” — Deborah L.

“.. . this whole situation forced me to think in
greater ‘structure’ about my [paper].” — Don C.

“I discovered that huge projects can b. simplified
justby organizing yourideas, which canbeachieved

through collaborative planning.” — Amy T.

“It was helpful to talk out my ideas, to see how

much I really know. . . . "— Scott H.

“.. . he [the supporter] gave me a few approaches

that I hadn’t thought of. It helped me to further

narrow my topic...I realized that it helps to have
someone helping me by giving me suggestions” —

Sara P.

As the above comments indicate, something
positive was occurring as the result of the collaborative
planning process. But what exactly was happening?
That question remained a mystery. All the evidence
gathered from the students using this method pointed
to a substantive change in the manner in which they
approached the writing process. Yet, it wasstillunclear
tome exactly how immersionincollaborative planning
promoted critical thinking. Were the positive student
responses merely the results of “feel good” discussions
where the students enjoyed the process of bouncing
their ideas off one another yet which resulted in little
substantive carry-over into the writing of the assigned
papers? Since the goal of the CMU project was to “make
thinking visible,” and since my concern was to con-
cretize the process by which critical thinking was en-
hanced, I resolved to conduct a more detailed investi-
gation during the second semester, focusing on exactly
how collaborative planning promotes critical thinking.

2. PROCESSES AND STRATEGIES

Sherlock Holmes had been leaningbackin hischair
witheyeshalf closed and his head sunkinacushion,
but he half opened his lids now and glanced across
athisvisitor, “Pray be preciseas todetails,” said he.
The Adventure of the Speckled Band

During the second semester, my CAS World
Cultures students were required to write a formal term
paper. Utilizing this requirement as the vehicle for my
study of collaborative planning, I fashioned the term
paper project so that it would challenge each student’s
ability to think critically and would require each stu-
dent to demonstrate that he/shehad mastered elements
of the critical thinking process.

The focus of this project was the concept of Lead-
ership. Inthisassignment, the students were instructed
to compare two individuals from history and to con-
struct an argumentas to which of the two was the more
effectiveleader. In essence, the project required that the
students move away from the simple biographical
report to utilize theiranalytical skills to not only define
effective leadership, but to apply their concept of lead-
ership to given historical situations.

The term paper project was divided into three
specific phases: the Proposal, the Ove.view and the
Final Draft. In the first phase of the project, the students
read “On Leadership” by Arthur Schlessinger, Jr. and
did background reading on other concepts of lcader-
ship by eminent political scientists, sociologists, psy-
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cholngists and philosophers. They were then required
to synthesize these ideas in a document, termed the
Proposai, in which they: (1) defined their own concept
of leadership, (2) explained their rationale for selecting
this particular concept of leadership, and (3) outlined
the criteria by which the two individuals would be
measured to determine which was the more effective
leader. The Proposal was edited and returned to the
students with instructions to revise and elaborate on
the concept of leadership as needed.

The second phase was the Overview. This phase
emphasized the content area: the careers of the indi-
viduals selected and the argument to be made as to
which was the more effective leader. The Overviews
contained both a revised edition of the concept of
leadership and a detailed outline of the paper’s pro-
posed structure.

Oncethey were returned to the students, the third
phase of the project began: the writing of the Final
Draft. Students were given three weeks to complete
each phase of the project, so the total a mount of time

“covered was one nine-week report period.

Collaborative planning sessions were held dur-
ing each phase of the project. Since the students’ re-
search projects were tobe used as a basis for tracing the
development of critical thought, the emphasis of the
collaborative sessions was on the development of the
students’ concepts of leadership and on the processes
of argumentation necessary to prove their contention
that one or anotherof the selected leaders was the more
effective. By having the students struggle with the
concepts first, their thought processes could be more
precisely traced from vague notions to firmly stated
contentions. To trace the d velopment of their critical
thinking, I devised the following methodology:

» tapingeach collaborative planning session using
cassette recorders supplied by CMU

» following each session, having students provide
awrittenresponseonthebenefits, orlack thereof,
of the particular session

* prior to the turning in of a given phase of the
project, having studentslisten to their tapesand
providing written comments on the usefulness
of the tapes

¢ listening to the tapes myself, making personal
observations,and comparing my perceptions of
the usefulness of each session to the student’s
comments

» comparing the concepts and content of the term
paperprojectassignments to theevidence onthe
tapes

» at the conclusion of the project, reviewing with
the students the development of their ideasand
discussing the utilization of collaborative
planning for enhancing critical thinking.

The experiment I devised concentrated upon
three fundamental questions:

1. How does collaborative planning promote
the critical thinking process?

2. What role does the supporter have in the
promotion of critical thinking during the
collaborative process?

3. Can the process of critical thought be: traced
from the collaborative planning sessions, as
reflected on the audio-tapes, to the text of the
document produced as a result of the
collaborative sessions?

Thus, my inquiry conducted in the second semes-
ter of the 1989-90 school year focused on establishing a
concrete basis for determining the substantive results
of collaborative sessions. In addition, the significant
roleof the supporteras a provocateur of critical thought
is examined in detail. Therefore, the working premise
behind the study was thatcollaborative planning does,
indeed, promotecritical thoughtandsubstantivechange
in a person’s writing and that the supporter in a col-
laborative relationship plays a pivotal role in this de-
velopment.

3. OFr MeMos, CONVERSATIONS AND
AUDIO-TAPES

“In a morass, Watson?”

“] am at my wit’s end.”

“Tut, tut, we have sulved some worse problems. At
least we have plenty of material, if we can only use
it.” (The Adventure of the Priory School)

Although accumulating vast amounts of data is
the essence of research, placing the gathered informa-
tion into a workable framework is another issue alto-
gether.  Following the completion of the research
project, a veritable mountain of material had to be
examined: student response memos written following
the conclusion of each collaborative session, student
audio-tapes of each collaborative session, teacher
ficld-notes of each collaborative session, and a trilogy
of content related documents (Proposal, Overviewand
Term Paper). What evidence could be found within
this data to verify that collaborative planning had
improved the writing process and promoted critical
thinking? Examination of the data did reveal that a
mostsignificantand dynamic process wastaking place.

EVIDENCE IN THE DOCUMENTS

The students’ term papers contained particular
elements of interest. These papers were evaluated in
seven categories: clarity of central theme, validity of
evidence, depthof explanation, argumentation, depth
of rescarch, adherence to instructions, and standard
written English. The first four of these areof interest in
thei: relationship to the collaborative planning ses-
sions held during the project. Although not every stu-
dent achieved great success in each of these areas, there
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were significant results for the group, as a whole, in
each of these four categories. (Particular note mustbe
taken of the fact that, despite their academic prowess,
these students are 10th graders and somewhat unac-
customed to so challenging an assignment.)

A. CLARITY OF CENTRAL THEME

For themst part, the criteria foreffective leadership
was clearly stated and carefully delineated. Although
concepts of leaclership varied within the group, all of the
students attempted to place their concept into a compre-
hensive, integrated structure, creating a rationale for
their argument.

B. VaLmDITY OF EVIDENCE

Data was factually accurate and based upon a
sc1id description of circumstances and policiesadopted
by various leaders, supporting individual contenticns
as to which leader was the more effective.

C. DEPTH OF EXPLANATION

Presentations were thorough and well documented.
Students made a concerted effort to analyze the situations
faced by the leaders in question. Inaddition, the structure of
their papers revealed attention to logijcal organization and
rational thought.

D. ARGUMENTATION

In this domain, students again made a concerted
attempt to apply the criteria for effective leadership
established previously to each individual and to prove
thereby which was the more effective. The validity of
their selection was universally upheld by the thorough
manner in which they applied the selected criteria.

What does all of this reveal? A careful reading of the
papers reveals that to some degree the students have inter-
nalized the process of critical reflection and analysis. If the
final documents are to be used as an inication of successful
mastery of the skillsinherentin thecousse, then thestudents
exceeded my expectations.

EVIDENCE FROM THE MEMOS

Examination of the response memos written by
the students at the end of each session appears to
indicate that collaborative planning had a positive
contribution to the success of the project. The com-
ments about what took place during the sessions were
almost universally positive. Jessica . stated: “The
reason I think it was helpful is because it really helped
me organize my thoughts on the subject. Talking them
out was beneficial.” Amanda C. explained that, “Brian
asked about the definition I chose and how it differed
from the other choices. This helped me see why I chose
what I did.” Another benefit was revealed by Alice D.
when she observed “it enabled you to hear what you
weresaying, and this indicates exactly howv much sense
you’re making.”

From the students’ perspective, itisevident, asin
the past, that something positive wasoccurring during
these collaborative sessions. Don C. agreed that the

sessions had merit when he stated that : “There were
some good questions asked - specifically on my con-
cept of leadership.” Examining the response memos
indicates that the dynamic interchange between plan-
ner and supporter provekes some form of critical
thought .

EVIDENCE OF THE AUDIO-TAPES

Believing that there must be a relationship be-
tween theideasexchanged in the collaborative sessions
and the stud.cnts’ siiccesses in the final paper, I sought
confirmation in the audio-tapes, searching for clearly
traceable concepts 0.’ procedures. This was difficult to
prove. While the evidence of the memos clearly indi-
cates that the collaborative sessions were useful, and
while the evidence of the documents clearly indicate
thatstudents had mastered the skillsof rational thought
and argumentation, the tapes estabiisiicd only an am-
biguous relationship betw<en specific textuai paiterns
and the collaborative sessions. Perhaps thisisdue tothe
fact that a single collaborative session, while it pro-
voke:s thought, does not reflect the concept or issue
discussed in its final form. The sessions act as guide-
posts whereby one can witness clarification of issues
and problem solving, but the actual writing process
cannot be observed on audio-tape.

Theaudio-tapes do reveal that the students have
developed a cor.imand of the terminology of the Black-
board Planner. The frequency with which they dealt
with audience, key point, text conventions, and topic
information specifically indicates a familiarity with the
structural process underlying the Making Thinking
Visible Project.

One consistent negative comment, however, mustbe
noted. Many students felt somewhat inhibited by the pres-
ence of the taperecorders. DonC. stated, “In the past, [ have
found this very helpful. However, the tape recorder addsan
element of fear, and colleborators are subsequently afraid to
show lackof preparation.” Hiscomments reflected ageneral
uneasinesson the partof the group. Realizing thatI would be
listening to the tapes, their conversations were a bit more
restrainedand formal, perhaps aresult of, asDonintimated,
not wanting to illustrate their lack of preparation or lack of
mastery of the material.

4, PLANNER, SUPPORTER AND
DynaMic PROCESS

Wefound Holmes pacing up and downin thefield,
his chin sunk upon his breast, and his hands thrust
into his trousers pockets. “The matter grows in
interest,” said he. The Reigate Puzzle

After examining the audio-tapes and discovering
that they did not contain that which I sought, it occurred
tome that pcrhaps] wasasking the wrong question. Iwas
looking for confirmation of my preconceived notion that
the process of collaborative gencration of ideas was
traceable from conversation to text. I was using the
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tapes and memos to verify this hypothesis. In the
process, however, I had overlooked the most signifi-
cant question: for what purpose were the students
usirg the collaborative sessions? A reappraisal of the
tapes and memos based upon ‘nis question contains
valuableinsightsinto why coliaborative planning works
and why the response memos were so positive.

If collaborative planing is a tool to be used for the
improverment of thinking and writing, then it must be
examined {rom a utilitarian standpoint. Given that the
students were utilizing the concepts of the Blackboard
Planner, the question then becomes for what riurpose
were they using these tools? What specitic benefits
were gleaned by the individuals involved in these
sessions? Why and/or how did this resultin improved
understanding of the issues at hand?

Earlier observations had revealed that essential
components in the collaborative process were clarity of
thought and expression on the part of the planner and
critical listening skills on the part of the supporter.
What the audio-tapes revealed is that a vital comgo-
nent to the success of the collaborative session had been
previously overlooked: the intent of the planner upon
entering the collaborative sessior:.. What was the plan-
ner seeking from this session, and how did the sup-
porter provide the planner with that which was de-
sired?

Approaching the audio-tapes with this utilitarian
question in mind opens a window on the dynamics of
collaboraiion. Once students have accepted that col-
laborative planning can be a beneficial process, they
begin to approach the sessions with very specific goals
in mind. It is the fusion of the planner’s objectives and
the supporter’s willingness to provide the necessary
support which makes for a successful session.

Although each student had somewhat divergent
goalsin the sessions, a general pattern canbe discerned
from examining the tapes. Planners approached the
sessions from one of three particular viewpoints: those
who believed they had a firm grasp of leadership and
sought confirmation from a supporter for the validity
of their argumr2nt; those who possessed a vague con-
cept of leadership and who utilized the supporter as a
means of clarifying their thoughts, and those who had
very specific obstacles to overcome and sought specific
advice from the supporter in overcoming these ob-
stacles. It might be said that the success of the sessions
was dependent upen: (1) clearly articulated goals and
needs on the part of the planner, and (2) the capacity of
the supporter to provide that which is deemed neces-
sary by the planner.

The role of the supporter becomes very distinct
within this framework. Generally, the students as-
sumed roles as clarifying supporters, confirmational
supporters, and problem solving supporters. By far the

most evident type of ~upporters in the first collabora-
tive session were the confirmational and clarifying
supporters, Amanda C. explained her concept of lead-
ership to Brian G.and asked, “Does that sound clear to
you?” The remzinder of the conversation centered on
clarifying and confirming her ideas, not in generating
new concepts. In the same session, Jessica G. noted that
her supporter “really didn’t have to [ask questions]
because I basically just used the session to express my
thoughts on leadership ” Joshua A. noted that ,”We
were both pretty much set in how we were going to
judge our individual leaders.” Supporters in these
situations simply assumed the roleof eliciting the ideas
of the planner and provoking him/her to articulate
these ideas clearly. Littleattempt was made togenerate
new ideas, per se.

In a subsequent session, when the students were
struggling with: the application of the criteria for effec-
tiveleadership to specific individuals, the necessity fo.
the supporter to assume a problem solving role in-
creased. One pair expressed this concept in the follow-
ing manner:

Alice:  I'm uncertain...

Brian:  That's the key - the impact.

Alice:  Really?

Brian:  Yeah. Like, in their eccomplishments Did
they accomplish what they wanted to. You
got to, like, compare them to your criteria -
like on leadership.

Alice:  Yeah? OK.

Brian:  Yougottocomparethernd'rect-likeon each
aspect.

Alice:  Yeah? OK. Cool.

Although the dialogue may leave much to be
desired, the importance of the insights gained by Alice
cannotbe discounted. (Indeed, thisanalyticalapproach
is exactly the process Alice adopted in her paper.; Scott
W. noted that in this session his supporter asked ques-
tions that led him to discover deficiencies in his knowl-
edge of the time periods with which he was dealing. He
then remarked, “I think a supporter who gives you
ideas is more helpful because then you can better your
report with things you hadn’t thought of.” Dave B.
agreed when he observed, “I believe this session was
helpful because it helped me to realize which areas of
my project were weaker than others. {My supporter]
helped me to find deficient areas.”

The tapes and memos appear to suggest that the
role of the supporter is critical to the outcome of col-
laborative planning. If success is based upon having
one’s ideas confirmed and problems solved ( for that is
how the studentsappeared to be using the sessions) we
are once again drawn to the importance of the sup-
porter as the dynamic link in the collaborative process.
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5. COLLASORATION AND THE PROVOKING OF
CriTicar THOUGHT

“Come, Waison, come!” he cried. “The game is
afoot!” The Adventure of the Abbey Grange

By far the most significrt facet of these collabo-
rative sassions, as they were revealed by the memos
and audjo-tapes, is how collaborative planning rein-
forces and utilizes critical thinking skills. Since critical
thinking is a commonly used buzzword in the educa-
tional cominunity, it is essential to this projecttoclearly
define th. process as it applies to this particular class-
room. A comprehensive analysis of critizal thinking
skills was developed by Rachel M. Lauer, director of
the Straus Thinking and Learning Center at Pace
University in New York. Dr. Lau ~ identified four
general operational categoriesof critica’ thinking skills:

1. Osserve what is going on (WIGO)inside and
outside our heads. That is, we must perceive
objects, facts, events, feelings, issues,anJ need
as they csmeand gointhe patterns, sequences,
trends of personal and group life, in the home,
wor.plaze, community, or media.

2. EvALUATE meanings and interpretations of

whatever is going on. That is, we must beable to
draw inferences and predictions, formulate
opinions, recognize feelis _3, develop value
priorities, identify causes and effects, make and
test generalizations, induce and deduce, seek
regularities and laws, formulate and test
hypotheses, reflectuponresultsand re-evaluate,
etc.

3. Decme what acti-;ns to take and avoid. That
is, wemust be cummipetent with decision-making
processes, weighing alternatives, using such
skills as negotiation, creativity, compromise,
consensus building, etc.

4. IMPLEMENT the actions decided upon. That is,
having decided upon goals, directions, or
purposes, we must have a range of skills to
accomplish ourends. Theseincludetheabilities
to get through to others by body language,
speech and writing, theater, art, and math, to
connect with othersin empathyandsynchrony,
to discover, create, and marshal resources, etc.

While some may desire to substitute their spe-
cific terminology for Dr. Lauer’s, her comments none-
theless address the essential elements of critical think-
ing as they have been introduced in my classroom. As
I perused these categoriesof critical thinking, itbecame
clear that the most important revelation of tlie memos
and audio-tapes was that collaborative planning was
acting as a vehicle in which students were applying
these four operational processes in their own thinking,

speaking and writing. Students (both planners and
supporters) observe and evaluate during the collabora-
tive sessions, follo--ing which the planner must decide
what antions to take and resolve to implement those
suggestions or ideas generated by the conversation.

In her study of thinking and learning, Dr. Lauer
delincated twer*/-six specific critical thinking skills
(see Appendix). In-depth analysis of the response
memns, final documents, and audio-tapes indicates
that students who have used collaborative planning
engage in virtually all twenty-six of these mental pro-
cesses during the collaborative sessions employed in
the course of the school year. Forexample, one student
remarked that in listening to the audio-tapes he could
“hear tonal qualities in my partner’s voice which dem-
onstrated points that needed clarification or were con-
troversial”. This corresponds with the development of
Sensing - using physical tools of observation: e.g., eves,
ears, nose , taste, skin, muscles, rhythmic resonance,
spatial and temporal awareness.

Of even greater significance to collaboration as a
process at 2 tire skills of Intuiting, Trial-and-Error Experi-
menting, Perceiving Structure, Empathizing, Inferring, Gen-
eralizing, Recognizing Proccssesand Continua, and Reflecting
upon Thinking. 1f th2 goal of the collaborative effort is to
literally “make thinking visible,” thenithas succeeded by
provokingstuaentstoanavvareness that they consistently
utilize such thought processes while engaged in collabo-
rative planning. If the supporter by virtue of his/her
questioning provokes in the pianner a realization of the
depth needed or the levc! uf analysis required, or if the
collaborative partners engage in a brainstorming trial-
and-errorexveriment, thenitbecomesevident thatcritical
thinking is the underl sing mode of operation induced by the
collaborative process. When Brian G. was brought to the
realization of “whz: I must do in order to make my
research paper a well -organized and thought- out piece
of art,” we can note that he has achieved a degree of
personal insight. Theresa F. concurred whenshe observed,
“It gave usachance toexpress ourideasin a differcint way.
It gave me a better insight into the topic of leadership.”

6. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

“Holmes put his finger to his lips, replaced his
hand in his breast pocket,and burstout laughing as
we turned down the street. “Excellent!” said he.
“Come, friend Watson, the curtain rings up for the
last act.” The Adventure of the S::cond Stain

At the conclusion of the research project, |admin-
istered the Writing Attitude Survey constructed at
CMU as part of the “Making Thinking Visible” project.
The comments written by the students in response to
this survey are very gratifying:

“I take my writing more seriously now. .. .[ have

been introduced to many new strategies of writing

this year so when I start writing I can take several

different approaches to it.” — Jessica G.
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“I think more about my goals for a paper and the
clarity of my ideas than I did before.”
— Amanda C.

“This past year has given me more hatred for
writing than I had before, but this past year has
given me very, very, very useful strategies which
help me overcome that hatred for writing.” —

Brian G.
“I've realized that it can be a public and a private
enterprise at the same time. . . " —Patricia S.

“My writing ability has improved since [ use new

and better techniques.”— Amy T.

“Ihave, perhaps, changed someof myessay writing

techniques in that I am more open to advice from

my peers. . ..” — David B.

I would notbe so presumptuous as to assume that
a single class in World Cultures is totally responsible
for such positive results. However, it is gratifying to
note that considerable improvement in writing and
critical thinking have been hallmarks of the last two
years in which collaborative planning has been utilized
in my classroom. Collaborative planning immerses
students in the critical thinking process and thereby
establishes the habit of applying the skills outlined by
Dr. Lauer to their own thinking, speaking and writing.
If the collaborative process provokes students into an
awareness of themselves as critical thinkers, then it can
be a dynamic force for personal discovery and intellec-
tual growth.

“I should wish nothing better than to have some
more of such experiences.” The Stock Broker's Clerk

7. APPENDIX: SPECIFIC THINKING SKILLS
{As OUTLINED BY RACHEL M. LAUER, PH. D., STRAUS
THINKING AND LEARNING CENTER)

“It opens a pleasing field for intelligent
speculation.” (The Adventure of the Red Circle)

eSensing: using physical tools of observation; e.g,
eyes, ears, nose, taste, skin, muscles, rhythmic
resonance, spatial and temporal awareness:

¢ using data from tools thatextend macroscopic
awareness; e.g., microscopes, telescopes, stetho-
scopes, X-rays, thermometers, electroencepha-
lograms, etc.;

¢ noting body changes that denote emotions of
fear, anger, love, and pain, or that indicate
paysical needs and well-being.

¢ Intuiting: “tuningin” tohunches,emotions, guesscs,
random imagesand thoughts,allowingand noting
the strange and unusual from the unconscious or
non-rational sources.

eImagining and Fantasizing: allowing and
encouraging the production and uses of day and
night drcams, mental images, speculations, odd

connecticns, free associations.

** Symbolizing: noting, creating, and using objectsand
ideas in tations, metaphors, analogies,
rites and rituals, myths and narratives.

o Wanting and Wishing: “tuning in” to personal and
groupimpulses,desires, values,motivations, needs,
preferences, purposes, both positive and negative,
asserting or denying as appropriate.

oTrial-and-Error Experimenting: deliberate “playing”
withdata, events, experiences,and relationships to
sce what happens, toformulate possibilitiesand to
test boundaries.

eEmpathizing: “tuning in,” resonating with,
understanding the realities of others, their ways of
structuring, ordering, and relating feelings,
thoughts, events, suspending self temporarily to
“try on” another’s way of being,

* Defending: r ecognizing and using as necessary the
skills of inhibiting, rationalizing, denying,
exaggerating, projecting,  minimizing,
compensating, displacing, deceiving, attacking,
ingratiating, etc.

* Detachingand Disidentifiying : recognizingand using,
asnecessary, theskillsof withdrawing frompeople,
events,ideas, ideologiesand dogmas, involvements;
gaining freedom, comfort, and solace from
aloneness, and “tuning into” unencumbered
consciousnessas inmeditationand contemplation.

o Emoting : recognizing and expressing various
degreesofemotion (fear,anger, love, pain) towards
objects, people, events, ideas. Distinguishing
emotions from facts, opinions, inferences.

*Perceiving Structure: organizing observations into
patterns, systems, models, paradigms, through
recognizing similarities and dissimilarities of
elements; e.g, perceiving wholes such as cells,
trees,and animals, and groupings suchas families,
committees, nations, races, or planets, or thought
structures such as duality and relationalism, belicf
and value systems.

* Perceiving Sequences:notingthateventshaveorderin
time such as cycles, trends, processes, or all-at-
onceness; e.g,, noting what comes before, during,
and after; recognizing causes and effects, actions
and consequences.

® Perceptual Relating: recognizing and using
patternsofrelationship; e.g.,above-below, near-
far, dominance-submission, competition-
cooperation, expanding-leveling-contracting;
recognizing such complex relational patternsas
psychological games, scenarios and life scripts,
world views.

* Describing with Language: using words to name,
define, and describe any observation, to say
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what it might or might not be, to communicate
WIGO (inner and outer events) so that others
can approximate understanding. Rery:uzing
that any given thing can have many names and
that language can be only an approximate
representation of what it refers to.

» Classifying with Language: verbally categorizing
objects, events, and ideas according to their
similarities of structure, order, or relationship.
Being aware of using different levels of
abstraction, e. g, thedifferencesbetweenapples,
fruit, food,and organicmatter, or betweenrules,
axioms, and laws of nature.

* Re-classifying with Language: noting that any one
object, event, or idea can be categorized in
multiple ways for different purposes; e.g., thata
person can be classified according to his name,
gender, race, profession, or morality, etc., or that
eventscanbediscussedaccordingto their context,
theireffectsorpurposes, etc. Eliminating “either-
or” thinking (law of the excluded middle).

* Inferring : noting and using guesses, estimates,
hypotheses, speculations, about something or
someonedescribed;deducingor predicting from
acategory afutureeveit, e.g., Maryisalawyer;
therefore she’s probably interested in law and
will practice law. Or the gas tank is empty
because the gauge reads zero. Or, the
probabilities are that the crying baby is hungry.
Distinguishing inferences from facts.
Recognizing and using “if—, then—," logic.

* Opining: using language to expressa personal or
groupjudgment,ie., liking-disliking,approving-

disapproving, agreeing-disagreeing.
Distinguishing opinions from facts and
inferences.

* Generalizing: recognizing and using regularities
asappropriate, distinguishingamongand using
concepts of never, sometimes, often, usually,
and always. Specifying bases for conclusions,
i.e., avoiding over-generalizing based on
idiosyncratic evidence. Inducing; i.e, using
specificdata tobuild upto hypothesesortheories.

e Understanding Cause and Effect: that is,
recognizingand usingvariouswaysof explaining
whatmakes thingshappen, the “why” questions.
Recognizingand using varioussourcesof power
or change agency, distinguishing among
primitive and scientific causologies.

® R ecognizing processes and continua : noting that
static nouns refer to objects and events thatare
changing at different rates of speed and that
adjectivesrefer tomoreorlessof something,e.g,,
a person is always changing, and her qualitics
such as prettiness or athleticism are better

perceived in degrees or operationalized as on-
going behaviors.

o Time-binding: beingaware of differencesbetween
past, present, and future; noting how eventsare
“packaged” asfacts, narratives, fantasies, making
use of past history and its records. Anticipating
and preparing for futurecontingencies. Planning
ways of structuring the present and future.
Conceptualizing and using various spans of
time to comprehend and plan.

* Reflecting upon Thinking: beingawareofone’sown
and others’ thought processes, recognizing how
thought patterns inform and direct feelings and
behaviors.

o Disidentifying from Thought Patterns: that is,
noting that ideas, ideologies, belief systems,
world views, and fleeting thoughts are human-
made and are in the process of being re-made,
learned and re-learned with varying
consequences.

» Acknowledgingthe Roleof Human Filtering Processes:
recognizing one’s own and others’ inevitable
biasesinobservingandevaluating. Recognizing
that even the questions people raise are filtered
through perceptual and judgmental processes.

* Participating and Observing simultaneously : being
aware of sharing responsibility for one’s own
and others’ on-going behaviors; choosing
behaviors with thought-through intentions.
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THE RicHT METAPHOR

MicHAEL A. BENEDICT
Fox CHAPEL AREA HiGH ScHooL

Talking about a planning session would allow writers to see the strengths and weaknesses
of their planning and allow them to understand the relationship that a planner and
supporter need to nurture.

In his book Chaos, James Gleick cites Robert Shaw, a physicist who works in the
field of chaos science as saying, “You don’t see something until you have the right
metaphor to let you perceiveit. ...”(262) While Shaw was talking about science, those
in the arts and humanities have long manipulated metaphors as a way of making
meaning. This concept of metaphor is whatattracted me to the working of The Center
for the Study of Writingat Carnegie Mellon University. Linda Flower’sconceptbehind
“making thinking visible” was akin to the reading I was doing in quantum physics
trying to find relationships between themetaphors used in that field and themetaphors
I was searching for in order to talk about writing and the teaching of writing.

Inanalyzing the work I did this past year with collaborative planning, I'began to
see some things about writing and the planning of writing that I was not aware of
before. The thrust of this paper, then, is to explore the work I did with the metaphors
of collaborative planning’s Planning Blackboards and Planners’ Options® on Apple’s
HyperCard® developed by Thomas Hajduk of Carnegie Mellon University, and with
the writers’ work with both aspects of the project.

When we write, we make many decisions based on what weknow or donotknow.
If we are writing for a particular audience, in a particular genre, or with a certain
purpose, we make decisions which are pertinent to these areas. If Iam writing for a
particular audience, I need to be aware of what they might know and might not know
about my subject matter. To add to this confusion a little, I might not be totally aware
myself of what they know or do not know. I would then make some decisions based
on false assumptions. The study of metacomprehension addresses these various levels
of awareness. While metacomprchension looks at learning in general, I would like to
apply itto planninga piece of
writing.

In an ERIC Digest en-
titled “Metacomprehension,”
we find this definition:

Comprchension

High Low
R e e O e
SR

“Metacomprehension is the Know and :

v ; are aware &
awareness of ard conscious that they ] High
control over une’s own un- know

derstanding or lack of it.”
Figure1, taken from the ERIC
Digest,or.ginallyappearedin
Computers in the Classroom: A

Meta-Comprehension

Primer for Teachers by Sally N. pomow oot |
Standiford, K-thleen Jaycox, they do not think they £ Low
and Anne Auten. know doknow  Ff

LookingatFigurel,we g WM&&%&&M&%&”&&%WM%

need to think about what we
Ficure 1. METACOMPREHENSION DIAGRAM
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know or do notknow about writingand the teaching of
writing, about what we know or do not know about a
topic under consideration for writing, and about what
we might know or do not know about anaudience. As
writers, we need to move ourselves into Windows 1
and 2 as we develop a plan for writing or as we revise
a piece of writing. With the aid of a good planning
session and a good supporter, this movement is more
readily accomplished. As I show later in this paper,
using either the Planning Blackboards or Planners’
Options®will assist the writer more fully tounderstand
what he or she needs to know, learn and understand
about a piece of writing under construction.

Too often when writers operate in Window Three
and Four their papers become stilted and constrained.
If we can help them move to Windows One and Two,
they can increase the knowledge base needed to write
better papers. This applies not only to their knowledge
about the parameters of the assignment, but also to
their knowledge about the writing process itself and
about their own particular writing processes. Collabo-
rative planning is one way to help writers attain a
higher level of awareness about two concerns: their
piece of writing and their writing process.

There are usually four questions that plague
writers as they begin to write a piece:

1) What am I going to write about?

Planning B

Question:
What am I
going to write? H

Knowand E t know
i areaware [ andrealize §
thatthey H they donot ¥
know kno

i K ow but §

{ think they P
donot @&

know

An AT AR AN,

- ey
Do not know

but think E
theydo F
know

Plant.ag Area:
Topic
Information

Planning Blackboard
Question: S :
Who's going
to read it?

S TR S R ERRATIT ARG s Al el el Y BTG R TR BhIRTR T
K -

T SRR RN P

1 Knowand [ Do notknow}
{ areaware [ andrealize [

thatthey § theydonot
H  know know
Planning Area: }; | Do ot know
Audience :

gw.wmx::mm«wmm-i
§

a
Y R S5 R S SRR RN SRR AR AR R L TS

Y

ORISR PSRN e e R

2) How am I going to write it?
3) Who is going to read it?
4) Why should I write it?

These four questions are at the core of collabora-
tive planning, For each question there is a correspond-
ing Planning Blackboard with its own set of explor-
atory questions.

o What am I going to writeabout? Often the answer
to this question indicates what knowledge the
writer has or does not have. In the schema of
the Planning Blackboard, then, “Topic
Information” addresses this question.

e How am I going to write it? In attempting to
answer this question, the writer must come to
terms with the chosen writing genre such as
newspaper article, brochure, and so on, and
must consider the parameters of that genre.
The Planning Blackboard “Text Conventions”
covers this concern.

e Who is going to read this? Too often writing
assignments do not alert the writer to the
audience who will read the writing. As we
have seen through research, a writer needs to
know thisinformationinorder to make certain
rhetorical decisions. The Blackboard area
“Audience” helps the planner do this.

Question: ¢
How am I going H
to write it?

4 Dc not know}
{ and realize |
Hl they donot
{  know |
4 Do not know g
i butthink
1 theydo F
{1 know §

are aware
that they
know

Planning Area:
Text
Conventions

Planning Blackboard
H Knowand H Do not know}
areaware [ and realize §
thatthey |} they donot
know H  know E

Know but Do not know

Planning Area: | K .
Purpose or think they but think
do not

Key Point

Question:
Why should |
write it?

B
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eWhy should I write it? Unconsciously or
consciously, a classroom writer assumes that
he or she is writing for a grade and a grade
only. By working with the “Purpose and Key
Point” Blackboard, the writer would beableto
move away from that limited purpose and
find more intrinsic purposes and key points to
stress in the writing,

The questions in the respective Planning Black-
boards will enable the planner to move from Windows
3 and 4 to Windows 1 and 2. The assistance of a good
supporter facilitates this movement. The supporter,
through questioning, active listening, and re-question-
ing is able to help the writer focus on various design
and rhetorical elements in planning writing. Intalking
with the supporter, the planner has to verbalize his or
her thoughts and this canlead to making other connec-
tions and generate other thoughts and directions.

It might, then, be helpful for both the plannerand
the supporter to understand the metacomprehension
diagram in Figure 2 as they plan. They would begin to
geta picture of their respective levels of understanding
of both the assignment and of their own processes. Such
an understanding would layer another level of dimen-
sionality on the planning session and ultimately on the
piece of writing itself.

Talking about the texture of a piece of writing is
more than just a pun. The texture of writing comes
from the interweaving of idea, form, purpose, and
convention. We get, then, not a flat document, but a
text laminated with layers of transparent dimensional-
ity that gobeyond the wordsona page. Thislamination
occurs as the text is passed from writer to reader, with
each adding his or her own respective layers. As the
writer concentrates on the reader as well as on the
writer, on a purpose beyond a grade, on text conven-
tions that apply to the purpose, he or she laminates the
final text. The reader, then, brings to the text his or her
own concerns, thus adding more layers to the text.

Figure 2 superimposes the metacomprehension
diagramof Figure 1 on both the four questions I posed
earlier and their corresponding Planning Blackboards
illustrating several layers that might apply to a plan-
ning session.

The windows of the metacomprehension dia-
gramapply equally to the plannerand to the supporter.
I see the questions from both Planners’ Options® and
collaborative planning as the catalysts that shape or
add form to the writer’s idcas about a paper. These
questions and the skillful techniques of the supporter
would help the planner to move from Windows Three
and Four to Windows One and Two. The supporter
also gains from thisinteraction because he or she might
have some stirring of an idea for his or her writing as [
show later in this paper.

As I started working in the classroom with col-
laborative planning and Planners’ Options®, I did not
seem to have any preconceived ideas or questions that
I wanted to investigate. I tried to use several ap-
proaches in presenting the concepts and terminology
associated with collaborative planning, Figure3shows
the various approaches I used in presenting collabora-
tive planning to my classes. There were no particular
reasons behind the various approaches as I merely
wanted to see what would work and what would not.

C:nu;se Instructional
Grade Level Approach
English 10 Methodology
(Sophomores) | No Explanation of CP
Advanced CP Explanation and
Placement Methodology
(Seniors)
Composition1 | Planners’ Options
(Juniors and CP and Methodology
Seniors)

FicuRE 3. PRESENTATION METHODS

From the outset, I saw Planners’ Options® as a
computer metaphor for collaborative planning. Those
familiar with Apple’s HyperCard® program will real-
ize the fluidity of whatitcando. In fact Iused Planners’
Options® myself as I was preparing this paper. Plan-
ners’ Options® uses the same types of questions and
planningareasasdoescollaborative planning but adds
the dimension of having the writers type in their re-
sponses after they talk about them. As with collabora-
tive planning, the program works best with partners,
with the supporter asking the questionand the planner
responding orally before typing in the response.

Figure 4 is one of the cards from Planners’ Op-
tions®. A writer can work his or her way through
differentareas of Planners’ Options®, covering various
writing concerns. The “Writer’s Notepad” allows a
writer to kecp ideas that are germane to the paper, but
not necessarily germane to a particular question.

The writer is able to move into the different plan-
ning areas by clicking on whatever button he or she
chooses. To work on topic analysis, one would click on
the area marked “Topic” and be presented withseveral
questions such as:

» What are some of the ideas that you have been
considering for the subject or topic of your

paper?

CoLLABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS 51



PEANNE RS OPTIONS MAP,

¥Welcome &
Copyright ]
wWriter's

|
-x

Writer's
Notepad

Tutorials

Student Intro to
j Planners® Options

B Save Session File _f

s 2 =]

::'-'"'5. bout Planners’ Rﬂ Maze
Options : R RRRARRAR ARSI S

i _ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂl!IHHmllﬂﬂl_ﬂlﬂmlﬂﬂﬂ{iﬂl | Review

Review

Audience AUDIENCE

NARANERRIARARARAKRKARR

i

T
ey P

1?
= s

HEtGHEHIH IR ERHRHTTHER

Topic

{efitedvisgeded Tinvtiacailoesifetetsdadsd

Text

it R T ]

Purpose }{

Goals: 0

VU< PO

Review
g TOPIC

IT

Goais: 0

COOVOOOOUC OO0

PURPOSE
ﬁ Goals: 0
mu_nmtwimmmmnmn

-

Create Word Processor Text File R

PR

Ficure 4. PLANNERs' OPTIONS'® FIRST BOARD

¢ Often ideas that seem clear to a writer are
unclear and confusing to readers; howdo you
plantoexplainyourtopicideastoyourreaders?
Then, after you'refinished ... writing, ask your
supporter to comment on what you have said.

* What are some things that a reader would
expect you to say about your topic?

In Composition I, an elective open to Juniors and
Seniors, I had writers with a range of writing abilities
and seriousness of purpose. Some were in the class to
improve their writing, while others were there to
satisfy an elective requirement. Some would write to
the assignment; others would go beyond the assign-
ment. One of the foci of the course was to get writers to
use concrete and specific detail orimages orany one of
a number of devices to make their papers more sub-
stantial. Some of these writers interpreted using detail
as nothing more than using another layer of generali-
zation or adding superlative adjectives. The writers’
seriousness of purpose carried over into their use of
either Planners’ Options® or collaborative planning.
One conclusion I came to as the writers worked with
either collaborative planning or Planners’ Options®
was that the successful use of either of these planning
tools is dependent on the writers’ attitudes and not
necessarily on the approaches themselves. Several of
the writers in Composition I and the Advanced Place-
ment English class merely went through themotionsof

using collaborative planning. As a result, their plans
were weak and unsubstantial. Excuses ran the usual
gamut from “Thisis dumb!” to “Ireally don’t think this
will work forme.” Any heuristic may or may not work,
but the problem is not inherent in the heuristic as much
as it is in the person using it. Obviously not all heuris-
tics are suited for all writers, but writers need to find
those that will allow the development of substantive
plans.

I had the writers in Composition I initially use
Planners’ Options® individually without partners be-
cause I wanted them to become familiar enough with
the program without adding the dimension of having
a partner. For thisassignment, they were to develop an
article for a magazine which catered to high school
students who knew nothing about anything. Each
writer was to select a topic which he or she knew
intimately and write an article for this magazine.

As the writers worked their way through the
questions under the different planning areas, they did
so with varying levels of involvement. Some answered
the questions perfunctorily while others went beyond
the literalness of the questions. Some responded with
only rote, textbookish answers. For example, in re-
sponse to the question, “Explain what sort of things
readers will see in your paper and find interesting,” the
following two writers responded with different levels
of involvernent.
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Chris, a Junior, wrote: “I thing [sic] that being
different is important so that the reader pays attention
to> what you are trying to say or get across to your
audience. Also usingunusual subjectswill alsogetand
hoid thereaders[sic] attention.” J],alsoa Junior, wrote:
“They’ll find that the paper will belikehaving a conver-
sation with the author(me) instead of theboringreport
format that they’re used to reading.” Chris responded
literally to the question without really talking about his
paper while]J was talking about his paper and setting
up a certain style that was evident when he wrote his
final draft.

Tothequestion “What do you plan todo to get the
kind of reaction you want from your readers?” Chris
responded, "I plan to use interesting topics to hold the
readers [sic] attention and also thing [sic] about what I
am going to write about before I write it.” J], on the
other hand, wrote, “I want the reader to understand
and find humor in what he/she is reading, but at the
same time Iwatn [sic] themto take whatthey’rereading
seriously.”

One thing that became evident in looking at the
planning of these two writers is that Chris responded
narrowly to a question and stayed within its literal
parameters while J] used a question to jiggle ideas
around an. to formulate directionsforhis paper. Chris’s
final productwasjust/ s narrow and constrained as were
his answers within Pianners’ Options® while JJ's paper
had theconversational tone that he was talking aboutin
his planning session.

The following excerpts are the opening para-
graphs from the first drafts of both Chris’ and JJ's
papers. Keep in mind that these were the first drafts
and not the final drafts, although Chris’s paper did not
appreciably change even after some cnnferences on
revision. All spelling and mechanical er.ors appear in
the drafts.

Chris’s opening paragraph:

In athletics many people who are familiar with
sports do no* realize how much time and desire is
needed to accel. Sports are a great factor in many
peoples lives today. Athletics such as football,
soccer, basketball and swimming are time
consuming and take a great deal of concentration
and ahrd work. Most atheletes understand what it
takes tobe a winner, and ¢o their best work to their
fullest potential. People who do not have the
greatest athletic ability often are great achievers
because of their desire to win and do the best they
can. Sports is a commitement just like work, “You
only get out what you put in.”

JI's opening paragraph:

The 60’s brought about many changes. Somein
the way we look at things othe*s in the way we
think. When onesees a VW bus, the firstthingsone
thinksofisthe hippie. Whenoneseesatye-dye, the
first thing one thinks of is the hippie. When one

sees a long haired person wearing love beads and

atye-dye, they think ofahippy. Someconsider the

60’scultureatrend, forothers itsa wayof life. They
roam around America in there VW poptops in
groups going where th_y want. Alotcan beseenat

Grateful Dead shows.

Chris’s paper, even after revision, stayed as su-
perficial and perfunctory as were his responses to the
questions in Planners’ Options®. JJ's first draft, how-
ever, had the flavor of what he was talking about in his
responses to the questions in Planners’ Options®.

Looking at the metacomprehension diagram in
Figure 1, we can see that Chris does not know what he
is talking about in his responses to the questions in
Planners’ Options®, but hethinks thathedoes. JJ,on the
other hand, operated in both Window One and Two.
His planning was more detailed and was focused on
the assignment rather than on the questions.

For another paper, the writers in Composition I
had the option of either using Planners’ Options® with
a partner or using collaborative planning with a part-
ner. For this assignment, the writers had to describe
theirbedroomsin detail inorder to capture the mood of
the rooms. We read the “Cask of Amontillado” and
looked at how Poe used specific and concrete detail to
create and sustain certain moods. The writers selected
two words that best described the mood of their bed-
rooms. In their writing, they were not to use these
words, but had to use detail to convey these moods.
During this planning time, they had to tape record their
sessions.

Chris chose to use collaborative planning instead
of Planners’ Options® for this assignment. His re-
sponses to his suppurter’s questions in collaborative
planning were as perfunctory as were his responses in
his private use of Planners’ Options®. Louann and
Michele, who chose to use Planners’ Options®, provide
a contrast to Chris and his supporter in the way they
respectively approached collaborative planning.

The following dialogue between Michele and
Louann illustrates a naturalness in the way Michcic
handles the role of supporter. She asks an initial
question from Planners’ Options® and then uses her
own questions to prompt Louann.

Michele: What are some ideas that a reader would
expect you to say about your topic?

Louann: [Laugh] Oh, uhmtodescribeitand tell what
it is like without telling what the two words
are we were supposed to pick...

Michele: What is the topic?

Louann: The topic is to describe...

Michele: Your room?

Louann: Yeah..todescribemyroom...withtwo words.

Michele: [ guess youcan’ttell me what two words you
picked [laughl.
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No.
Okay. Running the whole time.

To explain it without saying what you're
doing? Right?

[Typing) Yeah. I hate this thing [talking
while typing the following] Some things
that the readers would expect me to say in
this paaaperis the feeling or mood whenI go
into my room.

Compare that exchange to the one between Chip
and Chris to see a difference in questioning technique.
Chip is the supporter and Chris is the planner. Chip
first asks one question from a prepared list of questions
that the writers were given. He then asks a question of
his own that is assignment related and then moves on
to another question from the list. Chip does not try to
lead Chris as Michele did with Louann but instead asks
a perfunctory question. Chris, as he did when using
Planners’ Options®, gives a response that is marginally
related to the assignment.

Louann:
Michele:
Michele:

Louann:

Chip:  What are some things that reader would
expect you say about your topic? Or your
room in general?

Chris:  Well I think many are about, you know, the
same. Therearenot that many things differ-
ent. They all basically have four walls, a
ceiling, and a floor.

Chip:  But you're trying to dc-:ribe two certain
qualities about your room?

Chris:  Yes.

Chip:  Like, okay...

Chris:  Yes, I'm describing color, how it smells.

Chip:  Okay. Next question.

The terseness of the exchange between Chrisand
Chip contrasts with the elaborating exchange between
Michele and Louann. What is not noticeable in the
transcript that is noticeable in listening to the tapes is
the quality of the discussion. Michele and Louann are
havinga conversation while Chip and Chrisare record-
ing a static dialogue. Michele and Louann had a
seriousness of purpose that was not evident with Chris
and Chip. This is one of the key elements that would
allow me to describe Louann’s planning session as
being more beneficial than was Chris’s.

I feel that this attitude, this seriousness of pur-
pose, also helps the supporter to define cognitively his
orher role. In most cases, thisdefinitionmay be a more
intuitive decision rather than a conscious one. In this
sense, I feel that Chip and Chris interpreted “sup-
porter” to mean merely “Askerof Questions.” Michele,
on the other hand, defined “supporter” as “Collabora-
tor/ Assistant to the Writer.” This differencein percep-
tior:s of the role of the supporter, then, would account
for some of the differences in the types of planning
scssions these four writers had. The concept of

metacomprehension is applicable here also. Chrisand
Chipdid notreally understand whata planning session
should be like or what a supporter was to do, but they
thought they did. Michele and Louann, on the other
hand, behaved as if they knew whata planning session
was to belikeand what a supporter should doand their
dialogue shows that they knew.

Asl listened to the taped protocols of Micheleand
Louann, [ started to get a sense of the symbiotic rela-
tionship between a planner and a supporter. Then in
listening to the taped protocols of Anje and Todd, I
found this relationship underscored and developed.
These two sets of dialogues also suggested two addi-
tional metaphors for me to use in analyzing a planning
session: mirror and window.

A mirror exchangeis one in which the interaction
between the planner and supporterallows the planner
time for consideration, reflection and reconsideration.
The following dialogue between Michele and Louann
illustrates the concept of a mirror exchange.

Reflection

to
Planner \

Planner's Supporter's
Statement === Question

ssuodsay
s 13p70ddng

FiGURE 5. MIRROR EXCHANGE

Michele: Think about your assignment and give it
your serious attention; then explain in your
own words what youwhatyou think you are
supposed to be doing in this paper. [Ques-

tion from Planners’ Options®]

[Starts to type]

Say what you are going to type before you
type it.

Okay..I feel that wearetobringin details...so

that when the rcader reads this so they will
get the feeling of our room...

Are you... {Garbled)

Ah sh— [typing] [conversation with another
groupl...isthefact the we have to describe so
that someone will have to know...

Will have to know?
Uh?
That soincone else will have to know what?

Louann:
Michele:

Louann:

Michele:
Louann:

Michele:
Louann:
Michele:
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Louann: That someone else will have to know what
we are trying to describe...

Michele: Know without actually saying the words?
Louann: Hmmhmm. [ lost my place...

Michele: Describe...Louann: To describe the room
without telling the two words. Another
question.

Michele asks Louann to reflect on the particulars
of the assignment when she asks “Will have to know?”
Her next several questions are prompting Louann’s
thinking and helping Louann to elaborate on herideas.

A supporter could set up a mirror exchange by
doing one or more of the following;:

e Usereflectivequestions whichcause theplanner
to think about the piece of writing under
discussion.

e Ask Rogerian type questions such as, “Are you
sure thatis what youwanttodo.” Todd does this
in Segment 7 below when he asks Anje if she
thought that her approach was the right one for
her audience and so on.

o Re-state the planner’s conunentsin sucha way
that the planner has to think about the comment
and make some response.

A dialogue is a window exchange when it is
transparent enough to allow the planner to see both
sides of the wall and to get a clear vision of the “out-
side” of his or her mind or to see concerns about the
paper beyond the immediate question or topic of con-
versation. It may also open up some concerns or
questions for the supporter concerning his or her own
paper. This exchange between Anje (planner) and
Todd (supporter) illustrates the idea of a window ex-
change.

Concerns
h outside
P Immediate
Question
or Session

Supporter's
®®" Question

Planner's
Statement

FIGURE 6. WINDOW EXCHANGE

Todd:  Which was?

Anje:  ...and...and put them in the wrong order.

Todd: U, yeah.

Anje:  You know, basically. ButI think I'll go with
my initial feelings on this one.

Todd: Even though they betrayed you last time.

Anje:  Yeah, exactly.

I would describe this as a window exchange
because Anje is expressing some trepidation over her
last assignment in which she took a risk. Thisisoutside
the immediate concern of this assignment and of the
question Todd asked. While it has somebearingon the
current task, it is still outside that task. Easlier in the
year, | had asked the writers to take risks with their
writing. I tried to create an atmosphere wherein this
could happen, for example accepting a poem instead of
a traditional essay. Anje’s concerns, however, forced
her to put some restraints on herself and her approach
with this writing assigament. The mistake she made in
the earlierassignment was thatshe incorrectly assessed
the quality of thrce different short stories. The risk she
took, however, was to write a poem instead of a “tra-
ditional essay.”

A window exchangeis one that does one or more
of the following:

e Allows the dialogue to touch on concerns that
are not pertinent to the immediate question or
discussion. This is analogous to stream-of-
consciousness. At times, this may lead the
discussion away from the topic and side-track
the planning session.

* Opensup anideafor the supporter forhisor her
paper. This is what happens to Todd in an
exchange below when he gets an idea for his
own paper and Anje acts as a supporter at that
point.

* Helps the writer see concerns that are larger,
outside issues or concerns. Unlike the first
example I gave, this is not side-tracking. For
example, Anje’s concern about the grade she
received on an earlier paper affects her current
planning. Theseconcernsare withinthe context
of the paper, but not within the context of the
current question or discussion.

For the writing assignment that formed the basis
for their first planning session, my Advanced Place-
ment class read two short stories: “The Hunger Artist”
by Franz Kafka and “The Infant Prodigy” by Thomas
Mann. I told them that both were respected stories, but

Todd: Okay. What don’t you understand about critics valued one more than the other. They were to
this assignment” choose which was the better story and to defend their

Anje.  Well,it'snotsomuchthatIdon’t understand choice. For this session, I gave the supporters a list of
this assignment but I'm really afraid to make possible questions compiled by Rebecca Burnett of

the same mistake as last time ... Carnegie Mellon to use in the planning session. We
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talked about the responsibilities of both the planner
and the supporter. Todd, in his role as supporter, did
not vary from that listoften. What isevident, however,
is his logical selection of questions that keeps Anje
moving through this initial planning stage. This is
different from Chip’squestioning techniques with Chris
where Chip just moved from question to question
without considering the logic of the next question.

I look at the following six segments of Anje’s
planning session with Todd in terms of the mirror/
window exchange. There are times when the two are
within the same segment. In breaking the session into
segments, I tried to keep a consistency of thoughts
together rather than to break each exchange into either
a mirror or window exchange.

SecMmENT 1

What do you think you're supposed to do
with this piece of writing?

Well, I think it’s supposed tobe ... ah ... a
technical analysis between the two
pieces..um...mostly analyzing...um...the
different aspects of the story like we're do-
ing...

Todd:

Anje:

Todd: Okay. Howare you interpreting this assign-

ment?

Ahm, Basically the same way. Ahm..a
technical analysis rather than something
more creative.

In Segment 1, Anje defines what she sees as a
difference between a technical analysis and a creative
approach to the assignment. This is basically a mirror
exchange. While Todd did not ask questions beyond
the prepared list, he was still asking reflective ques-
tions which are the heart of collaborative planning.
Anje’s statement, “a technical analysis rather than
something more creative,” illustrates the concept of
metacompr :hension. Anje,asImentioned above, wrote
a poem ir stead of a traditional essay for one of her
assignments. This was the risk. She incorrectly as-
sessed the quality of three short stories against a given
rubric. This was the mistake. In her mind, she is
equating the risk with the mistake and in so doing is
actually operating in Window 4 of Figure 1. She thinks
she knows what went wrong with the paper, but her
equating the risk with the mistake shows that shedocs
not. Todd also does not know this, so he is unable to
move her into Window 1 concerning this confusion.

SEGMENT 2

Anje:

Todd: I see. [looking over list of questions] Ah!
How do you think you'll organize your
ideas?

Anje.  Ithink!’'m probably going to go withaspects

rather by story since I think there’s a lot a
material to be used...in...within the differ-
e« aspects of the story...especially with the
minor characters ... | think are important.

Todd: Alright. Hem..hem...[looking over ques-

tions]. Is that the best way to organize this
information? Now really, Anje?

I really don’t know...but...but that’s prob-
ably what I'm going to go with...it depends
how much I...how much material I really do
come up with.

And is there any other way of organizing it?

Any other way of organizingit? Well...yeah.
I could organize it by story. I could...could
make it completely random and take a risk.

Ohhhooohhooohoooh. There ya go. There
ya go. Put it all on the line.

Yeah. I don‘t think I want to do that though.
I want to make it understandable.

This segment is both a mirror and a window
exchange. First, Todd asks Anje to consider her current
plan for her paper’s organization. He then leads her to
reconsider this by asking if there might be an alterna-
tive. Because he is getting her to think about her
organization, the exchange is a mirror. Then Anje
opens the window on the concern of risk-taking again,
sparked by Todd’s questioning about other ways to
organize the paper.

Anje:

Todd:
Anje:

Todd:

Anje:

SEGMENT 3

What is your purpose in writing this piece of
writing?

My purpose?...is basically...yeah...to
(laugh) outdo mylasteffort which wasrather
miserable...ahm...basically I think...my pur-
pose is [laugh)...to spend more... more time

on this one to make it a more accurate
analysis...more...a better thought-out analy-

sis.

[Deliberately] Whatdo you want yourreader
to know when he or she is finished with this
piece of writing?

Ahn..] want him to understand...my reca-
sons for...choosing the second story as the
better one..ahm...and to agree...based
on...based on my analysis of it.

Okay. Who is your reader for this?
Ahm...for now I'll say Mr. Benedict if I come
up with something completely off the wall
and interesting that Idecide will work better.
I'll probably do that.

This segment starts as a window exchange as
Anje mentions her concerns about getting a better
grade than the last time. It then becomes mirror ex-
change as she is led to think about her audience. The
linkage between reader and purpose is an interesting
point, especially Anje’s comment about “off the wall.”
She will use me as the reader if she comes up with some
approach that would be “off the wall” or risky. The
inference I make here is that she will use a more staid
reader for a less than risky approach.

Todd:

Anje:

Todd:

Anje:

Todd:
Anje:
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SECMENT 4
Todd: Like the authors themselves?
Anje:  [Laugh] Yeah.
Todd: Heeey. There’s a good ideaaaa!
Anje:  Thatis anidea.
Todd: [Ishould put that on my tape.
Anje:  Ohnooo! But that is your idea.
Todd: Yeah. Itismy idea. For the record it is my

idea.

In this segment a window opens for Todd as he
picks up on Anje’s “off the wall” remark. He then
generates an idea for his own paper which he altered
somewhat when he wrote his paper. This is a case, as
I mentioned earlier, where a window can open for the
supporter as well as for the planner.

SEGMENT 5

Todd: Whatthings does yourreader need toknow?

Anje.  What's he need to know? He needs to
have...he...she needs to have read the
story...and um...to have a basic understand-
ing of like ah a shott story...to know what
theme is and so on.

Todd: Okay...uh...um [looking over questions]
How do you think your reader would re-
spond to what you want to say?

Anje:.  Hopefully in a VERY POSITIVE way.
ahhhm...[laugh]

Todd: Ina positive numerical way...

Anje:  Yeah, [laugh] exactly...now, Howdo Ithink

my reader will respond? Hopefully by un-
derstanding it...you know...
Again, what starts as a mirror exchange moves to

a window exchange. It becomes more and more evi-
dent that Anje is allowing her concern over the bad
showing she did on the last paper to put constraints on
her planning. While she is going forward with the
planning, she keeps shuttling back to her risk-mistake
with the earlier paper.

SEGMENT 6

Todd: Yeah. What approach are you taking with
this writing?

Anje:  I'mreally not sure...I'm tending toward the
traditional...essay.

Todd: Why? You afraid to take a risk? Huh?
HuhHuhHuh?

Anje.  Yeah.lam...I certainly am.

Todd: [Laugh]

Anje:  and ahm..mostly because...the only...the
best...the most plausible other way to do it
would beas a review but that’s already been
done. [ don’t want to seem like...you
know...cause that...that would not be a si.fe
risk...or no risk at all.

Todd:  Yeah.

Anje:  So...ahm.

Todd: Safe risk [laugh] ain’t a risk.

Anje:  Yeah. ah...

Todd: Goahead.

Anje:  So,it’ll...it'll probably be a traditional essay.

Todd: Is that approach appropriate for your key
point?

Anje: I think...it would be...yes.

Todd:  For your reader?

Anje: ...maybe not, but...

Todd:  Yeah.

Anje: I think...] think if I can be creative in at least
oneelementof...of the paper L...if..if | at least
changetheaudience...thenah...thatmight...
be just as... just as effective as changing the
format...the structure.

Todd: The...for the information you have?

Anje:  Yeah..I think it'’s appropriate for the infor-
mation I have.

Todd: Isthereath...isitahyehn[raspberry]Isthere
an alternative which would work better?

Anje:  Ah...Idon’t know...I don’t how well doing
a short story would work considering that
both these writers are agreat dealbetter than
I am...Idon‘t think | could outdo them.

Todd: There’s an approach..Write a story that's
better than..better than all two of them to-
gether...

Anje:  Yeah...I know...I think...ahm...this would
be the best way to do it.

Segment 6isbotha mirrorand window exchange.
Theconcernabout risk-taking again surfacesand Todd
taunts Anje aboutit. Anje, through Todd’s selection of
questions, re-thinks her audience. In Segment 3 Anje
considersmeherreader. Inthissegment, shehitson the
possibility of changing her reader and then allows
herself some latitude to take a risk. What is implicitin
this segment is Anje’s awareness that a change in
audience would necessitatea changein how she would
write the paper. She tests out theideaof writinga short
story, rejects it, and reaffirms her initial decision to
write a traditional essay. She leaves open the possibil-
ity of risk taking within this framework, however.

I feel that the metaphors of mirror and window
allow me a different glimpse into what did take placein
Anje’s planning session. She was a dynamic writer
who was notafraid to takerisks with her writingwhen
she felt comfortable with it. There are other analyses I
could performonthissession, suchasanalyzing Todd's
role as a supporter. One thing that must be noted,
however, is the way he chose his questions to keep a
direction going with Anje until he felt it was time to
move on. This is especially true in Segment 6.
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Todd was also a dynamic writer who took risks.
During the school year he went through a self-percep-
tionchange. At thebeginningofthe year, he thoughthe
was an excellent writer, having contributed to the
school’s literary magazine and being an editor on the
school newspaper. He had some setbacks with a few
papersand changed thisimage of himself. Towards the
end of the year, he realized thatif he wanted to write he
would have to take those setbacks and grow from them.
Throughout the year, then, hemoved into Window 1 of
Figure 1 regarding his perception of himself asa writer.

As | mentioned earlier, I was attracted to the
Making Thinking Visible project because it resonated a
chord I had from my reading in the field of physics. In
anarticleI wrote for Bridges, the journal for the Western
Pennsylvania Council of Teachers of English, I said:

Wemaintain that writing and thinking areoneand

the same thing. Writing, however, presents a

schema of thinking much the same way a bubble

chamber in physics presents a schema of pion
collisions instead of theactual collisions. A finished
musicalscore,a painting, orasculpturealso present

such schemata. (20)

Collaborative planning was the bubble chamber
for the thinking the writers in my classes do when they
plan or do not plan their writing. Because of this
schema, I cannow better diagnose the problems writers
are having in thinking about their paper and help to
prescribe before they write rather than try to remedy
matters after they have written.

There are two questions that I have been reflect-
ing on since my work with collaborative planning this
year:

* What did I learn from my work with both
Planners’ Options® and collaborative
planning?

* What am I going to do with this knowledge?

What did I learn from my work with both Planners’
Options® and collaborative planning? 1 now have a
working model of the relationship of the planner and
supporter. [also have a better concept of the earmarks
of a good planning session. What essentially happens
inagood planning sessionisa dynamicand, in a sense,
an organic process. Gleick, in talking about biology,
said “Pattern born amid formlessness: that is biology’s
basicbeauty and its mystery.” (299) In a good planning
session, we have pattern emerging from formlessness
through the interaction of a planner who comes with at
least a vague plan and a supporter who comes pre-
pared to collaborate with that planner.

I said earlier that the successful use of these plan-
ning tools or any other planning tool is dependent on
theattitude that writers bring to a planning session and
noton the planning tools themselves. With Chrisitdid
not matter whether he was using Planners’ Options® by
himself or collaborative planning with a partner. He

gave the same type of responses :n either case. He did
not have theseriousness of purpose that underlies both
the Todd/ Anje session and the Michele/Louann ses-
sion.

In a collaborative learning classroom, the pro-
cessing of anactivity is just as important as the content
of the activity. “How do you feel about what you just
did?” “What did you learn from this session?” “What
helped you in this session?” “What did not help?”
These questions help a learner to internalize what heor
she just did. While I did this with other activities, I
neglected to do this consistently when I was working
with either Planners’ Options® or collaborative plan-
ning. Ifeel that if I did this debriefing consistently, I
would lead the writers to understand the seriousness of
purpose that is necessary for a good planning session.
Talking about a planning session would allow writers
to see the strengths and weakness of their planningand
allow them to understand the relationship thata plan-
ner and supporter need to nurture.

Whatam Igoing todo with this knowledge? In A Brief
History of Time, Stephen Hawking says:
Inordertotalk aboutthe natureof the universeand
to discuss questions such as whether it has a
beginning or an end, you have to be clear about
what a scientific theory is. I shall take the simple-
minded view that a theory is just a model of the
universe, or a restricted part of it, and a set of rules
that relate quantities in the model to the
observations that we make. It exists only in our
mindsand does not haveany other reality (whatever
that might mean). A theory is a good theory if it
satisfies two requirements: It must accurately
describealargeclass of observations on thebasis of
amodelthar containsonly a few arbitraryelements,
and it must make definite predictions about the
results of future observations, (9)
Collaborative planning has given me the model
I need to talk about the nature of writing and the
planning of writing with the writers in my classes.
With that model, I can then start making some assump-
tions and start drawing some conclusions.

As a general statement, I would say that the
quality of the planning session depends on the quality
of thesupporter. Leonard Donaldson, a history teacher
at Peabody High School and a member of the Making
Thinking Visible project, said this at one of our earlier
meetings. I tucked that information away, not fully
appreciating what he meant. With my own work this
year, Inow see the ramifications of hisremarks. Agood
supporterisable to help the planner work with design
and rhetorical concerns through questioning, active
listening, and re-questioning. These skills, however,
need to be modelled for the writers until they become
proficient in using them.

What use am [ going to make of my knowledge?
I now have a tool to better diagnose my writers’ think-
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ing and planning patternsin order to help them to write
better papers. I will now be able to structure my
introduction to and presentation of collaborative plan-
ning and Planners’ Options®in a more systematic way
so the writers will be able see the underlying purpose
in these heuristics and what is needed to make them
work. I then have a model, not of the universe, but of
how to view the thinking patterns of the various kinds
of writers in my classroom.

By using the metacomprehension diagram, I can
show writers how their planning sessions can help one
another gainthe knowledge they need for their writing.
They should, then, come to an understanding of what
they know, what they do not know and how to rectify
this.

By using the mirror/window analogy, I can help
my writers see the role a supporter plays ina planning
session. Also, by reading protocols from previous
planning sessions in conjunction with the mirror/ win-
dow diagrams, writers should get a sense of the types
of questions and comments that are beneficial for the
planner and, by extension, for the supporter.

Itis one thing to look ata finished product and
to second guess the thinking behind it. It is quite
another to watch that thinking in action and realize
how it will affect the final product. Pianning, to me
now, is one of the more important parts of the writing
process. This is underscored in the most recent publi-
cation of The Nation’s Report Card on Learning to Writein
Our Nation's Schools:

There appears to be a positive relationship
between planning and writing performance, as
students who said they engaged in planning more
often demonstrated higher average writing
achievement than their peers who reported less
frequent planning. (24)

The concept of “making thinking visible” sup-
plies me with Hawking’s requirements for a good
theory. It allows me to recognize which window of
metacomprehension I was operating in this past year
and how to tell where my writers might be. I can now
make some predictions about what will happen next
year when the writers in my classes use collaborative
planning or Planners’ Options®.

In short, I now will be able to see something in

these writers’ thinking and planning becausel have the
right metaphor to let me perceive it.
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ExPLORING PLANNERS’ OPTIONS®:
A COLLABORATIVE PLANNING TOOL FOR

INEXPERIENCED WRITERS

THoMAs HAJDUK
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

. . . the more interesting entries tended to be those providing specific information and
details about the plans or goals . . . . Whenever the written log entry contained specific
and detailed written entries, it provided a window allowing a person to see more clearly
what the writer was planning to do in the paper.

Helping inexperienced writers see writing as a complex process that begins
with something that is inchoate and results in a tangible product can challenge us
as writing instructors—and we are not always successful when we try to illustrate
this process for our students. or many students, what occurs between the inchoate
and the tangible remains an enigma.

We can explain to students that there are various elements and dimensions to
this process we call writing that might include determining a workable topic,
constructing a plan, shaping the plan through language, formulating ideas, making
connections among these ideas, deliberating audience perspectives, anticipating
readers’ objections, generating text, pondering rhetorical objectives, discovering
interesting associations, refining the topic(s), reshaping plans, revising text, weigh-
ing genreand text conventions, and so forth. However, many inexperienced writers
are unaccustomed to thinking about writing in this mindful manner and attending
to what often seems like an overwhelming number of time-consuming consider-
ations.

If we look at the process experic-ad writers engage in as exemplifying a
paradigm, we begin to discover some useful activities and strategies that can be
shared with inexperienced writers. Recent research indicates that experienced
writers tend tocommittimeand attention toplanning their writing asafundamental
aspect of the writing process (Flower, Schriver, Carey, Haas, & Hayes, 1989). Often,
when experienced writers are working with a familiar genre, they invoke well
developed schema to help them plan a paper; experienced writers are also capable
of constructing goals and plans for a paper from scratch if they have to. In marked
contrast, inexperienced writers do little planning at all and tend to limit that
planning to topic ideas and information; yet, trying to focus students’ attention on
this importantdimension of the writing process (particularly, at the moment where
initlal planning occurs before a draft is composed) can often be perceived by
students as an amorphous task. An important question, then, is hovs does a writing
instructor set about portraying the subtleties and nuances of planning a paper?

Although the student-teacher conference frequently occurs between drafts of
a text, this same sort of collaborative arrangement could offer perhaps one of the
most effective methods of providing an inexperienced writer with a fruitful plan-
ning session. After all, who better to have collaborate with an inexperienced writer
than an experienced wriler who has a keen sense of the types of questions and
concerns that need to be addressed. Yet, while this kind of dialectical interaction
may bean extraordinarily successful way tohelp students cometo understand some
of the dimensions of the writing process in general and the planning process
specifically, it represents an inefficient method of teaching students, given the large
class sizes and a heavy paper load that most writing instructors face.

An alternative to the student-teacher conference that preserves the interactive
dialectic is peer collaboration. Pecr collaboration is a label that represents an
assortment of activities in various forms and generates a lot of discussion among
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peoplein the field of writing. Over the years,educators
have looked at collaborative composing (Clifford, 1981),
peer response groups (DiPardo & Freedman, 1988),
and peer tutoring ‘o name a few. And, inexperienced
writers collaborating while they plan papers may
present a viable approach to helping students with the
planning process.

Much of the talk among teachers regarding col-
laborative projects centers on the students and weighs
theadvantages and disadvantages that mightoriginate
from having a collaborative setting in a typical class-
room. Butif you attend to these conversations closely,
there are other principal issues that can be heard as
well. For some teachers it is difficult to break outof the
educational tradition of the solitary student doing his
or her own work. Some worry that students doing
collaborative work opens up new avenues for cheating,
that students’ work becomes more difficult to evaluate,
that students’ discussions will frequently stray off-
task, or that the apparent “disorder” of multiple con-
versations in a conventional classroom reveals a lack of
control on the part of the teacher.

In addition to these concerns, another factor that
is usually overlooked is the teacher’s own acclima-
tion to new classroom circumstances. Teachers fre-
quently experience some degree of difficulty while
adjusting to any new approach in the classroom.
Research indicates that introducing a new proce-
dure, method or technique into a course, even when
the teacher is a capable instructor, can disrupt the
teacher to such an extent that students’ learning is
negatively affected (Smith, 1986). Teachers report
that they feel anxious and uncomfortable with a new
procedure and realize that it shows through in the
class. In many instances, it is not uncommon for
teachers to take up toa year toaccommodate the new
practice.

CoOLLABORATIVE PLANNING

In light of these key concerns, one creative
method for helping students make their thinking
and planning processes more visible while they
attend to and reflect upon the various dimensions of
writing is a technique called collaborative planning,
which has a flexible structure that permits teachers
to adapt the technique to their own teaching styles.
Collaborative planning allows students to work to-
gether and investigate the various elements and
aimensions of writing as they plan a paper. Typi-
cally, a writer collaborates with a partner called a
supporter; together they think through problems
and explore different goals and strategies for shap-
ing the paper—and in that process discover what it
means to be more aware of their own writing and
problem-solving processes (Flower, Bummett, Hajduk,
Wallace, Norris, Peck, & Spivey, 1990).

il ey Point

As the writer presents his or her tentative and
sometimes sketchy plans for the paper, the supporter’s
responsibility is to help the writer by asking useful
questions of the writer, eliciting clarifying information
when necessary, contributing advice, raising meaning-
ful objections, promoting divergent views, sharing
opinions, and even encouraging the writer with
compliments, if appropriate. However, the organiza-
tion of the collaborative planning session is such that
the authority for the paper rests with the writerduring
the planning sessions and decisions regarding content,
style, etc. always remain under the writer’s control.

Often the students’ collaborative planning ses-
sion can be facilitated using one of several operating
metaphors, such as the Planning Blackboard or the
Writer’'s Maze, which provide students with a func-
tional way of structuring their planning session. These
metaphors evoke commonplace images that can sup-
ply students with a conceptual framework that assists
them in organizing their thoughts and ideas as they
travel through the different planning spaces or areas
signified by the blackboard or maze, which are illus-
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For many inexperienced writers, the collabora-
tive planning session gives them an opportunity to see
new options and share alternative perspectives. In
addition to creating a social environment for looking at
this process, students planning together can begin to
dissolve some of themystery that surrounds writing by
seeing some of the similarities or differences people
have in approaching a writing task, appreciating the
variations in thinking about an goal, noticing how
another person responds or interprets a statement or
explanation, or even reflecting upon the planning and
writing process.

However, observations and field notes from sev-
eral teacher/researchers participating in the Making
Thinking Visible project, which is studying collabora-
tive planning, suggests that some inexperienced writ-
ersareill-equipped to step into therole of the supporter
without some further guidance or direction. Usually,
this type of supporter does not ask relevant and atten-
tive questions. A typical prompt might be “What is
your topic?” followed by “Who is your audience?” In
other cases, the student supporter seems unable to
become engaged in the planning session and offers the
writer little assistance (Burnett, 1990).

Furthermore, if a writing instructor epitomizes
the ideal collaborator as a person who can provide
some direction for the planning session, how can we
share with students—and, thus, provide a model for

?

it

them to emulate—the kinds of prompts, questions and
suggestions that a writing instructor might offer in a
conference? And, what can we do to try and make the
goalsand ideas students generate during the planning
session more concrete?

The exploratory study described in this paper
looksat the potential benefits of introducing a specizlly
designed computer tool into collabortive planning
sessions. This preliminary investigation examinesonly
two aspects of the collaborative planning technique,
namely, modeling and delivering a set of general
prompts and questions for the student planners, and
encouraging external representation (i.e,, recording
written notes about the writer’s plans and goals) dur-
ing the time students are involved in a planning ses-
sion. Given the above concerns about students’ ability
to enact the role of the supporter, would the prompts
and questions that the program delivers help stimulate
conversationsand help students become more engaged
during the collaborative planning session? And sec-
ond, whattypes of responses would students record on
the computer log?

THE PLANNERS’ OPTIONS® PROGRAM

As one attempt to address some of the problems
outlined above and, perhaps most importantly, to help
students visualize the role of the supporter, I designed
a planning tool for the Macintosh® computer called
Planners’ Options®, which runs in a Hypercard® envi-
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ronment. Planners’ Options® was developed to try and
facilitate the collaborative planning session by deliver-
ing different prompts, giving a pair of planners the
opportunity to discuss possible responscs, and then
allowing students to record the gist of their responses
via a computer keyboard. After students finish a
collaborative planning session, they can save and sub-
sequently print out a record of the ideas, goals and text
they generated.

The nucleus of the program is the Planning Assis-
tant, which, in effect, becomes a second supporter
providing an additional degree of structure for the
collaborative planning session by offering general or
assignment-specific promptsand questions for the stu-
dents to select, discuss, and respond to as they move
through the different planning spaces contained in the
program (see figure 3). Using the metaphor of The
Writer’s Maze, the software automatically and trans-
parently invokes the conceptual framework that the
planning spaces provide for the planners ( The differ-
ent planning spaces are present and available for the
planners to use. Therefore, students benefit from the
structure of such a framework. But studentsare free to
attend to the questions and prompts while the software
sustains the conceptual framework).

While the program provides an easy method of
delivering various promptsand questions for students,

Planning Space: TOPIC INFORMATION

Questions

What are some of the {deas that you
have been considering for the
subject or topic of your paper?

the Planning Assistant also exhibits and models the
type of serious and thoughtful questions an experi-
enced supporter might ask of a writer. In this respect,
the Planning Assistant is dynamic in the sense that it
allowsteachersto 1) use general questionsand prompts
supplied with the program, 2) enterand record assign-
ment-specific questions or prompts, and 3) allows the
student supporter to enter and record session-specific
questionsand prompts that arise while the studentsare
actually planning and collaborating. In a very practical
way, whena teacher creates a set of assignment-specific
prompts using the teacher-authoring mode, Planners’
Options® allows the teacher to unobtrusively “join”
each collaborative planning triad since heor she gener-
ates an original set of prompts and questions, which
may be updated or modified as necessary.

Theotheraspect of this investigation is the role of
external representation, i.e., using a written notationor
record asa way of possibly enhancing thecollaborative
planning sessions. During a collaborative planning
discussion, students may generate a lot of useful ideas
and plans as they talk, yet these oral planning sessions
might be strengthened if students were encouraged to
record thegist of their conversations as they respond to
different prompts.

Although a benefit often cited for collaboration is
that participants bring different knowledge, experi-
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ences and perspectives to the writing task; paradoxi-
cally, this may also be a source of difficulty for the
students as well. Students operating with diffcrent
knowledge, experiences and perspectives can create
different or conflicting internal (or mental) represen-
tations of the collaborative interaction itself (i.e., two
students planning together can develop and take away
different understandings, plans and goals from a
planning session). Further, because this collaborative
interaction is usually verbal and ephemeral, it may be
more difficult for the participants to compare and
reflect on their interpretations of the interaction. Early
exploratory research on between-draft collaboration
suggests that writers in a face-to-face collaborative
condition tend not to make notes of remarks with
which they disagree and they tend not to address those
pointsin revisions of their drafts (Neuwirth, Palmquist
& Hajduk, 1990). Therefore, providing students witha
simple way to externally represent the ideas and plans
they have generated may furnish students with an easy
way to review a “visible” record and engage in a more
careful reflection of their plans.

Keeping this view of external representation in
mind, the Planning Assistant in the Planners’ Options®
program was designed to provide students with a
Review Area that may ercourage them to track their
progress, review their planning goals, and reflect upon
their statements and notes. Moreover, since research
demonstrates that writers have a difficult time devel-
oping a sense for the text whenever they read texton a
smaller computer screen, that is, a screen showing less
than full page, stidents can print out a computer log of
the details they have recorded. The program can also
generate a computer file that students can access via
any standard (ASCII) word processing program—al-
lowing them to cut and paste text that they generate
during the planning sessions.

Finally, if a writer wishes, he or she can begin
composing a draft of the paper using the Writer’s
Notepad area contained in the program,; the text stu-
dentsenter here can also be printed out and referenced
as a first draft, or the student can reirieve the text from
a computer file later so it might be cut and pasted into
any word pro4essing program.

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURES

Seventeen students from a freshman composition
class at Carnegie Mellon University—a section which
was taught in a computer classroom using Macintosh®
equipment—agreed to field test a prototype of Plan-
ners’ Options® by using the tool to plan one of the
assignments for their course. All students had taken
the university’s required computer skills workshop
during the previous term, so all the students were
trained computer users.

The regular writing instructor maintained the
general responsibility for the class; however, the re-

searcher worked to become an accepted member of the
classroom community by giving several lectures and
participating in discussions during the term before
introducing collaborative planning. Afteranoverview
of the teckniques of collaborative planning, using the
Planning Blackboards metapher, students saw a dem-
onstration by two experienced writers who were plan-
ning a paper; a discussion then followed where stu-
dents offered their initial impressions of collaborative
planning, shared the various kinds of observationsand
notes they had made during the session, and talked
about the benefits such collaboration might yield. In
addition to receiving a two-page, “minimal,” user’s
manual on Planners’ Options®, students saw the soft-
ware demonstrated via an overhead projector and had
the opportunity to ask any questions regarding opera-
tion of the programitself. Finally, the students watched
another demonstration of collaborative planning be-
tween two experienced writers who used the software
to guide their planning session.

Toconserveclassroomtime, some studentselected
to carry out the collaborative planning session using
the computers in the classroom; other students had the
opportunity to meet with their partner in one of the
campus computer clusters or in dorm rooms if a com-
puter was available.

The procedural model used in this class asked
students toemploy a particularapproachas they worked
through their planning sessions. The strategy was to
deliver a carefully constructed prompt or question for
the students to read, have them discuss and debate
possible responses to the prompt orally, ask one of the
students to record the gist of the oral response on the
computer, and finally print out a computer log of the
planning session for reference. This model, then, has
four components to it, as shown in figure 5.

Read Prompt

Discuss Response

N\

Record Gist

Print Log

FIGURE 5. PROCEDURAL M ODEL
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Because this was the first time the software was
ever used in a classroom, only the general promptsand
questions were used (see example in figure 4); that is,
we did not make use ot the option that allows an
instructor to generate and insert a set of assignment-
specific prompts.

In order to discover the effect of: 1) this type of
modeling and delivery of prompts, and 2) to evaluate
the types of responses student planners decided to
record, three types of data were collected. First, the
conversations of some of the students’ collaborative
planning sessions were tape-recorded and transcribed.
Second, the computer logs that the students generated
while using Planners’ Options® were captured and
printed out foranalysis. Finally, the students’ last draft
of the texts they had been planning were collected and
reviewed.

DiscussioN oF FINDINGS

Oneinitial way to assessstudents’ general level of
engagement during the planning sessionsis to .. ..y the
raw responses the planners entered into the computer
for the prompts and questions in each of the five
planning spaces. A review of the computer logs indi-
cated that students did take the time to read and re-
spond to most of the prompts and questions modeled
and delivered by the program. A tally of all the com-
puterlogs shows that the planners responded to 86% of
the task prompts, 77% of the purpose prompts, 76% of
the audience prompts, 75% of the topic prompts, and
69% of the text prompts. Most students were fairly
diligent about making a constructive response to each
prompt, with only 5.5% of the student responses being
unproductive (e.g., We already answered this question).
Although some students clearly did disregard some
prompts, especially in the text planning space, it seems,
after talking with some of them, that several students
neglected to retrieve the additional prompts in the
planning spacesand !i-aited their responses to only the
first three prompts tha: . e visible on the first planning
space card—instead ot :oving on to the second and
third cards—and this appears to be the reason why
students did not respond to some of the prompts.
Finally, although the software does not mark the length
of time students spent on task planning their paper with
a supporter, when students pilot-tested the Planners’
Options® program in a lab setting prior to this current
classroom study, the students’ planning sessions lasted
about ninety minutes. In the classroom setting, all the
students began a planning session during a fifty-minute
class period, buttheyall continued their planning sessions
outside of the classroom. Thus, the students spentatleast
anhour planning withasupporterand recorded aresponse
to most of the prompts and questions modeled and
delivered by the program,

Another general measure that points to the level
of students’ engagementduring theplanning process is

achieved by looking at the conversational turns stu-
dents take. By examining a typed transcript of a writer
and supporter's planning conversation, teacher-re-
searchers can often get a sense of how much planning
is taking place as they count the number of turns
students take while they discuss plans for the paper.
Generally, the more turns on an planning space, issue,
key point(s), topic idea(s) and so forth, the more likely
itis that thereis some interesting planning taking place.
An examination of the transcripts in this study indi-
cates that thenumber of turns the planners took during
their dialogue for each of the five different planni.g
spaces varied from alow of six turns fora task planning
space to a bigh of forty-six turns for an audience plan-
ning space. However, the majority of responsesranged
between twelve and twenty-one turns for each plan-
ning space, with more conversational turns taken while
responding to the prompts in the audience planning
space than in any of the other planning spaces.

Since the video tapes from the pilot-test of Plan-
ners’ Options® showed students engaging in enthusiastic
conversations after receiving most prompts, the expec-
tation was that these same prompts and questions would
generatea higher number of conversational turns than s
reflected by the transcripts analyzed in this classroom
study. One explanation might be that studentsin the
current classroom study had more distractions in the
computer classroom and in the computer clusters
whereas the students in the pilot test completed the
planning sessions in a private, closed lab.

Here is a typical exchange between two student
planners who respond to four prompts as they move
through the topic planning space in seventeen turns.
They have agreed that Aiaie, whois thesupporter, will
read the prompts and questions from the computer
screen. For comparison the transcript of their conver-
sation is shown in the right column (figure 6), and the
corresponding computer log entries are shown in the
left column (figure 7). The recorded responses here
tend to reflect and summarize the planners’ conversa-
tions—except for the recorded response to the second
prompt. Italicized text indicates text that was entered
into the computer log by the ~lanners. (Note: Both fig-
ures areon the next page. Plea.  fer to them before reading
what follows below.)

A close examination of the planning transcript
allowsus to make someinteresting observationsabout
how students are interacting with one another, how
they are interacting with the progre =, and how they
are responding and working with the prompts from
the program—especially when compared to the nota-
tion the students made,

Quite often transcripts of two planners talking
about their plans (and working without a computer)
will reveal a resourceful supporter prompting and
encouraging the writer to claborate upon an issue or
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3.Armie; [reading a prompt] “What are some of the
ideasthat youare considering as the subject
or topic of your paper?”

Allright. Ah.... ThearticleI took out wason
urban development. And so ah... The
possibility of where it's going is... more of
anenvironmental concern. [ likethe idea of
a picture of a hostile environment. Those
two thing together. Is thatall right?

5. Amie; Yeah. Yeah.

[pause, typing]
6. Arnie: More questions?

4, Alice:

7. Alice: [reading] “What are some things people are
going toexpect you to say about your topic?”
I don’t think they would expect the two
together actuelly.

8. Amie: [Reading] Okay what do you think? Isthisa
widely known topic?

9. Alice: I think urban design is a fairly new thing.

Usually you just build a building. You
don’: think about where it’s situated. The
whole idea is now in advancing cities and
all that. ] guessthe explanation depends on
the audience—and who the audience is.
[pause, typing]
10. Arnie: Okay, why don’t we switch to Audience.
What happened?
11. Alice: I think we hitthe wrong button. Try... Yeah,
that’s good.
[planners decide to move briefly to the audience planning space:
10 to 26]

27. Alice: Okay. [reading] “What are some alterna-
tives | could use for my topic?” Wedidn't
think about that one.

28. Arnie: Are there divisions within architecture?
29. Alice: Yes.
30. Arnie: Or maybe even not architecture.

31. Alice: Yeah, you're right. There’s all these other
fields of architecture. I could do that.

32. Arnie: What kinds of fields are there?

33. Alice: There’s planning the building, and commer-
cial design, residential design, and re-con-
struction?. That’s where you take a build-
ing and add on to that...

34. Arnie: Oh, 1 know what you're talking about.

35. Alice: 1 can’t remember it right now either. Re-
something. [pause, typing]

36. Alice: [reading] Well, i’d like the general publicto
be informed about it.

37. Arnie: Are you going to beinformative or are you
trying to express your feelings about it too?

39. Alice: Yeah, | want to express my feeling too.
[pause, typing]

Toric Prompr1: What are some of the ideas that you have
been considering for the subject or topic of you paper?

Response 1: architecture and concerns with the environment.
Urban design.

[NO RESPONSE RECORDED)

Toric Prompr 2. Think about what you’ve said so farabout
your topic ideas; what interests you, and why?

RespoNsE 2: Personal interest in architecture, I've grown up in
a growing suburbia, so I see a need for some type of planning
additional to design. Frank Lloyd Wright's building, Falling
Waters is an extreme of how a building can fit into it's environ-
ment, and how the design if the building is conceived with
consideration of the surroundings.

Toric Prompt 3. What are some alternative ideas for your
topic?

ResPONSE 3; other fields of architecture. design, reconstruction,
adding on to buildings, residential planning, etc

Toric PRomMpT 4. What are some things that a reader would
expect you to say about your topic?

Risponsk 4: to be informative, how the environment and archi-
tecturearetied together. also how I feelabout it. Itis an issue that
I am concerned about.

FigUre 6. TRANSCRIPT EXCERPT

FiGURE 7. ComruTeR Loc EXCERPT
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point being discussed. The excerpt above shows that
Arnie gives Aliceencouragementina number of places,
and Arnie prompts Alice to augment and clarify her
responses in several places (see turns 8, 28, 32 & 37).
Yet, while Arnie does prompt Alice with questions that
he generateson his own, this transcript also shows that
the majority of the students’ conversational turns in-
volved one of the planners reading the prompt; and
this happened in all the transcripts.

Additionally, in terms of the program itself, the
transcript also points out that some planners’ had to
spend a portion of their session time attending to the
program and working within its structure. Occasion-
ally, the transcripts revealed that some students had to
spend some time recovering their “place” in the pro-
gram after they would click on the wrong navigational
button. For example, at turns 9 & 10, we hear that they
have made a navigational error, but manage to recover
from it rather quickly.

Finally, though the pauses for typing arenoted in
the transcript, the length of time is not recorded. Some
of the transcripts indicate that the supporters remained
attentive as the writer keyed in the responses. Some
supporters helped by contributingor suggesting words
and phrases, and ina few cases the supporter was heard
dictating the response. For example, in the following
excerpt, Sally types and records the responses that her
supporter, Frank, suggests.

Sally:  (reading) “Whydothink you'rebeingasked
to write this kind of paper?” 1 think that’s
hard to say.

Frank: | think it’s because slavery has not really
beenabolished (laugh) No, becauseit teaches
us...you know this class isn’t meant to be a
writing class just fcr writing for the sake of
writing. It's meant to help us in our fields.

Sally:  (typing) This course is meant to help..not in
writing alone, but writing to people in your own
field—yeah.

Frank: At least in preparing students—because
we're going to have to do it anyway.

Sally:  (typing) At least to prepare us todo this in the
future.

FiGURE 8. TRANSCRIPT EXCERPT #2 (SALLY & FRANK)

However, as many of the responses are keyed
into the computer, the only sound on the tape recorder
was thesound of the clicking keyboard. And ficld notes
taken in the classroom noted that some of the support-
ers would use the time to gaze around the room while
responses were entered.

In comparing the tfanscript of their conversation
with the entries of the computer log, it is interesting to
notice that the written response to Toric PROMPT #2 is
neither read aloud by either planner nor discussed.
Yet, the written response provides a more complete
picture of Alice’s interestin architecture and acompel-
ling example for the argument she is trying to make.
And in her final paper, she does include this example
of Wright's work to effectively illustrate her point.

In sumrnarizing the analysis of the transcript
above, students may have been constrained by having
to 1) spend time reading the prompts the program
generates, which may have taken time away that a
resourceful supporter might have used, yet on the
other hand, it could have facilitated some of the less
resourceful supporters; 2} spend some time moving
around in the program, although this task mightalso
have given the planners some downtime to think and
reflect while they executed the routine navigational
procedures; and 3) spend time keying in the written
entries, which interrupted the planners’ dialogue. Itis
also important to keep in mind that the transcripts do
notalways provide a researcher with a complete view
of the planning session; the elaborated response citing
Wright, as noted, was not discussed in the transcript.

REeVIEWING THE COMPUTER LOGS

The responses entered in the computer logs re-
flected the types of notations that students decided to
record. These written entries in the computer logs
seemed to reflect students using distinctive strategies
to respond to the prompts and to the questions the
software modeled and delivered. Quite often the
students’ written entries were “canonized” responses.
In some ways, a canonized response might be viewed
as the type that comes quickly to mind and suggests
restricted thinkingon the part of the planner(s); on the
other hand, it might also be seen as one way students
rehearse the material they arelearning in theclass. The
first type of canonized response occurs whenever the
planner parrots back a writing platitude or bromide.
For example, consider Bobby’s response to the follow-
ing prompt. Toric PRoMPT 4: Often ideas that seem
clear to a writer are unclear and confusing to readers;
how do you plan to explain your topic ideas to your
readers? REsPONSE 4: Use non-technical language. Present
a broad over view of the topic to prevent confusion and
disinterest among the readers.

The other type of canonized response occurs
whenever astudent remembers something the writing
instructor has said in a lecture, discussion, or com-
ment. Here’s an example from a student log that
coincides with a remark made by the writing instruc-
tor: Response 3. ] will obviously be expected todisplay “good
writing” as determined by our studies to date on the notion
of good writing. I will also have to cite sources and speak
from the viewpoint of an authority in my field.
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Although both of these canorized responses ap-
pear to present rather general and high-level plans for
a paper, and these type of plans appeared in every
computerlog, they also suggestthat students dounder-
stand or hear some of the things that the writing in-
structorissayingabout the planningand writing process
and could suggest that students are struggling to use
this instruction as they plan their papers. However,
this type of response is probably not functional as a
writing plan and, thus, is difficult for the student to to
put into effect in a paper.

It was apparent, after a cursory reading of the
computerlogs, that the more interesting entries tended
to be those providing specific information and details
about the plans or goals, especially when contrasted
with canonized responses. Whenever the written log
entry contained specific and detailed written entries, it
provided a window allowing a person to see more
clearly what the writer was planning todo in the paper.
And since this kind of specific, detailed description
provides a better window for outsiders, like research-
ers and teachers, it seems reasonable to presume that it
could also furnish the inexperienced writer with a
clearer picture of how the paper was shaping up.
Hence, the design for coding the students’ computer
logs attempted to determine: 1) whether students
tended to make written entries using a single proposi-
tion versus multiple propositions (here propositions
are distinguished from grammatically correct sen-
tences), 2) whether student planners tended to make
general versus specific written entries, and 3) whether
the students tended to make elaborated written entries
or not (see figure 9).

Since many planners used a mixture of frag-
ments and complete sentences as they recorded their
entries in the computer logs, coding the logs for the
numbser of propositions provided a classification that
showed whether planners typically generated only
one idea, point, problem, goal, etc. as opposed to
generating several. Here are two different responses
to the same prompt that illustrate the classification of
a single proposition (SP) response. AUDIENCE PrOMPT
4: Readers frequently don’t know as much about a
subject or topic as the writer does; so what kinds of
things will your readers need to know about? RESPONSE
4(Carol): levels ofar-hitecture. Response 4 (Ralph): I'm
working from the premise that these people don't believe in
artificial intelligence, so I may have a problem. Each re-
sponse contains only one thought to consider, al-
thoughoneresponseisrecorded asa fragment and the
other as a complete sentence.

In contrast, the following three responses reflect
a planner using multiple propositions to record en-
tries. Task PrompT 1: Think about your assignment
and give ityourseriousattention; then, explaininyour
own words what you think you are supposed to be
doing in this paper? Responst: 1 (Carol): applying ev-
erything we've gone over all the discussions concerning
audience, what makes writing good, etc. TASK PRoMPT 2:
What do you find interesting about this assignment?
Resronse 2 (Carol): Gives us a chance to write about and
explore something that interests us. Writing as if we are
alreadyamemberof thecommunity. TAsK Prompr3: What
are some specific things that your teacher will be
locking for in this paper? Response 3 (Carol): specifics
of audience, what we've learned, to see that some thought
process was used, information conveyed in a understand-
able way. Being a member of the community.

as a point to be discussed or maintained in the paper.

complexity used to record the notation.

comglexity.

complexity used to record the notation.

complexity.

SP: SiveLE PRoposTioN = indicates notationof one statementor comment offered for consideration oracceptancesuch

MP: MuLTirLe ProPOSITIONS = indicates notation of several statements or comments offered for consideration or
acceptance such as points to be discussed or maintained in the paper

GE: GeNERAL & ELABORATED = indicates notation of proposition(s) concerned or dealing with universals of planning
as opposed to particular aspects of the paper being planncd, which are distinguished by the level of details or

GNE: GeNERAL & NON-ELABORATED = indicates notation of proposition(s) concerned or dealing with universals of
planning as opposed to particular aspects of the paper being planned, without being distinguished by details or

SE: SrEctrc & ELABORATED = indicates notation of proposition(s) concerned or dealing with particular aspects ofthe
paper being planned as opposed to universals of planring, which are distinguished by the level of details or

SNE: SrEctFic & NON-ELABORATED = indicates a notation of proposition(s) concerned or dealing with particulai
aspects of the paper being planned as opposed to universals of planning, without being distinguished by details or

Ficure 9. CopING CATEGORIES
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Since the student responses in the preceding two
paragraphs consider only universal plans that could
well be applied to any paper, and since there are no
elaborated or specific details about the topic or task
being planned, these entries also reflect general non-
elaborated (GNE) responses.

On the other hand, planners would also enter
responses that contained specific information about
their paper, but without going into much detail, and
these were coded as specific non-elaborated, as the
following example illustrates. Toric PROMPT 1: What
aresomeof theideas that you have been considering for
the subject or topic of your paper? Response 1: I have
been considering two very different subjects. The first would
include an argument against Searles reply to Al and the
Turing test as a proof for intelligence.

Finally, some planners recorded specific ideas or
plans about their papers and made an extra effort to
record more elaborate details of the ideas and plans.
For instance, Erin, in the two examples that follow,
enters responses that offers a writer/supporter some
concrete details regarding optional topic 1deas by re-
cording two arguments (or proofs) that may need to be
challenged in pursuing the ideas of artificial intelli-
gence. Toric ProMpT 2: What are somealternative ideas
for your topic? Response 2 (Erin): An alternative would
be something on reality perception, or I could writean essay
that attacks both the Turing test as a proof of intelligence and
professor Simon’s claim of word-thing relationships that
proposeinteiligence to existin thesimplest of digital comput-
ers (calculators). In thislast example, Erin’s interests are
expressed more clearly in the SE response, which
happens to also record a point that Erin wants to raise
about how artificialintelligenceis defined. Toric PromPT
3: Think about what you’ve said so farabout your topic
ideas; what interests you, and why? RESPONSE 3 (Erin):
the artificial intelligence issue interests me a lot berause I
don’t believe that it is possible to have intelligence wnhout
consciousness, if it were, Simon would be right, and not just
calculators but everything would have to be deemed intelli-
gent in some manner. I think this is a point way overlooked
by the professional philosophers that are currently dealing
with this topic. The other topic interests me becausel find the
interpretation of reality analmost religious sort of experience.

In applying these coding categories to the stu-
dents’ computer logs, the results reveal that 75% of the
students’ written entries were composed of multiple
propositions. Not surprisingly, the greatest number of
the students’ written entries was General & Non-Elabo-
rated ((GNE), which accounted for 56% of all entries.
The next highest category was Specific & Non-Elabo-
rated (SNE) with 21% of the entries; 10% of the entries
fell into the Specific & Elaborated (SE) category, and 8%
fell into the General & Elaborated category. The re-
maining 5.5% were classified as either frivolous or
flippant entries and not included.

In looking at the general and non-elaborated re-
sponses, which accounted for most responses, it seems
like some of the prompts tended to have a mild “schema
activating” effect in the sense that the recorded re-
sponseoftenreflected somecommon planning patterns
across students. For example, here’s a prompt and a
response from a student’s log: AUDIENCE PROMPT 3.What
are some things that readers would expect you to say
about your topic? Response 3. Define it and give basic
information on it. Discuss the relevance of it to the readers.
[ExpLAN] how superconductivity will affect their life.

Although this was categorized as a response
statement with multiple propositions and as a general,
non-elaborated statement (MP/GNE), it does reflect a
simple schema with four distinct elements to it that
may have been of limited value in establishing some
overall structure for this student. First, the student
plans to define what she means by superconductivity.
Next, the student has decided that it is important to
give the reader some basic information about super-
conductivity. The writer also notes that she needs to
discuss therelevance of superconductivity for theread-
ers’ benefit. And finally, she decides that she wants to
explain how superconductivity will be affecting the
readers’ lives. Albeitavery generaland highlevel plan,
it is carried out in the writer’s paper.

The computer logs also suggest that the prompts
that attempted to get students to generate paragraphs
of more polished prose, which the supporter was to
critique, were frequently ducked. For example, in
response to Toric PROMPT 6: “Let’s see an example, ina
few paragraphs, of how you see your topic idea(s)
fitting into your paper—keeping inmind your reasons
for writing this paper. Have your supporter comment
on the paragraphs after you have finished,” even when
students did produce some usable text, few of the logs
or transcripts recorded any comment from the sup-
porter.

On the other hand, in trying to encourage stu-
dents to make writtenrecordsof their planningsessions,
perhaps the goal should not always be to hope that
students produce perfect sentences, although a few of
the prompts do specifically request that the writers
attempt to produce a paragraph of two of prose that
might be used to explain an idea they’ve been discuss-
ing or that might show how they would introduce a
topic or key point. In fact, one study indicates that for
some more capable students they produce better final
drafts when they spend time generating brief proposi-
tions that note their ideas and plans as opposed to
generating formal complete sentences (Glynn, Britton,
Muth, & Dogan, 1982).

FuTURE PROCEDURES AND TECHNIQUES

Given the fact that only 10% of the responses
where specific and elaborated responses, and given the
above examples from students, which seem *o present

COLLABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS 69

7o



a reader with a clearer picture of the writer’s goals or
plans, it may be interesting to see what might be done
to further encourage more specificand elaborated writ-
ten responses from planners. Perhaps one simple ap-
proach may be to simple tell students to just do it—i.e.,
be more specific when making entries. Another, pos-
sibly more subtle approach might be to revise selected
prompts so that they request more specific responses.

A third and rather interesting approach might
involve revising the procedural model that the stu-
dents were asked to follow when using Planners’ Op-
tions®. The transcripts and classroom observations
indicated that the time during the planning sessions
devoted to keying in responses was idle time for some
the supporters. Although some of the supporters re-
mained “active” while the writer was recording a re-
sponse (i.e., the supporter was attending to the text as
itappeared on the screen and in many cases helping the
writer by suggesting words, synonyms, phrases and
sometimes sentences), approximately half of the sup-
portersbecame “passive” while the writer recorded the
response (i.e., the supporter would gaze around the
classroom, rummage through bookbags, or talk with
other students. Therefore, whenever there is a demon-
strated high percentage of passive supporters, it may
be useful to have the writer cornplete that portion of the
task before meeting with the supporter. Thus, instead
of asking students to read the prompts, discuss re-

Read the Prompt

Record Response Alone

N

Discuss Response with Supporter

\

Revise the Response

\

Print Out Log

Ficure 10. REviseD PROCEDURAL M ODEL

sponses, record responses and then print out thelog, a
new component would be added. The revised proce-
dural model would be as follows (sce figure 10).

Finally, in addition todevelopingacodingscheme
that allows a researcher to measure the level of plan-
ning that takes place during a session, reviewing these

logs as an outsider without the same context the two
planners would have had also suggested that writing
instructors might be able to use the computer logsas a
powerful diagnostic tool. Inother words, an instructor
could evaluate students’ logs and get a picture of the
strengths and weaknesses of the plans and goals the
students had developed. To help make the planning
process more visible to students, the instructor could
share several computer logs with the class and lead a
discussion that talks about the reasons why particular
ideasor plans appear tohold morepromise than others.
Or, the instructor could make comments on the logs
and return them to the students.
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TRANSFORMING Toric KNOWLEDGE:

S1x PORTRAITS OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING!

Davip L. WALLACE
CARNEGIE MELLON UINIVERSITY

The most striking feature of these planning sessions is the variety of ways in
which these students handle the interplay between managing topic information and
addressing rhetorical concerns. What emerges from these three portraits is not a single
model for successful rhetorical planning but a collection of workable patterns.

Alicia, a tenth-grade high school student, is telling her friend Maria about her
plans for the extended definition papers that their teacher has recently assigned.
This writing assignment asked Alicia and Maria to pick a phenomenon or abstract
concept, to define it, and then to extend that definition based on their personal
experience. Their teacher had them spend some time inclass planning their papers
together; their conversation gives us a glimpse of the kinds of plans that Alicia has
for her paper. In the following excerpts, Alicia focuses on facts, on laying out the
content that she has gathered from several sources. In this first segment, she begins
with a dictionary definition of a noua, the topic of her paper, and then explains her
basic plan for writing the paper.

Maria: What are you going to write about?

Alicia: A nova, that's when a starbrightensintenselyand then itgradually dims. It’s
morelikeanexplosion of a star, like, ofthe sun, Okay, and other words.. like
a supernova is like a bigger explosion. Okay, and the sun and a star, you
know, arelikerelated. All right, and I'm gonna write theeffects of it, so that’s
what it’s really going to be about. That's the definition of a nova...and I just
wrote some things down that are some effects that would happen, like hot
summers, like really like a hundred and twenty degrees....
As the session continues, Aliciamoves from describing novasin general to describ-
ing in great detail what would happen to the earth if the sun were to become a
supernova. As this excerpt illustrates, her plans are largely content-based; she has
collected a string of facts, but has not yet considered how to use those facts.
Alicia:  Sincethesunis goingdown, it’s goingto becold all the time. Cold summers,
like cold in August, and the samethi..g—the land will like get hard and dry
and, of course, if it’s frozen—everything—no plants will grow and no
animals can eat the plants, and we can’t eat the animals and all that. And it
will freeze our rivers and stuff.
Maria:  So anyway we will die,

Alicia:  Itwillkillourfish, Allinalltheeffect ofitis, we'lllike begone, and plussince
when the earth explodes, I mean, um, the sun explodes when it goes back
down, it will losesomeof its pullon the planet so we’ll just be Venus, Jupiter,
and Mars.

Maria:  float off into space
Alicia:  We'll just be floating around in space and we’ll just be floating’ around in
space..and we’ll just break up. (bell rings ending class)

At this point, Alicia’s plan for writing her extended definition of a now is
basically a list of the facts that she plans to include. She has gathered information
(e.g., dictionary definitions); however, her assignment to write an extended defini-
tion asks her to do more than reportfacts. This assignment asked her to develop her
basic definition by relating it to personal experience.

The casestudies in thisarticle examine whathappens when studeats face new
writing tasksand try to engage in rhetorical planning, planning that relates content

——
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knowledge to the rhetorical concerns of purpose, audi-
ence, and specific discourse conventions. These case
studies are portraits of two high school sophomores
and two college juniors as they attempt to transform
knowledge to meet the rhetorical constraints of a vari-
ety of writing tasks. The students use collaborative
planning (Flower, Burnett, Hajduk, Wallace, Norris,
Peck, and Spivey) as they work with a partner to
transform their topic knowledge. The transcripts of
these planning sessions allow us to observe their con-
versations and eavesdrop on both their patterns of
interaction and the problems that they encounter.
The participants in this study all faced writing
tasks that were largely new to them. The high school
students, of whom Alicia isone, often wrote essaysand
reports, but the extended definition paper called for
them to combine their own experiences with informa-
tion that they had gathered from sources. In contrast,
the third-yearcollegestudents whose experiences! will
describe had a great deal more writing experience than
the high school students, but their course also intro-
duced them to new genres for writing (e.g., technical
reports and news articles). In short, each of these
writers found themselvesin situations like the one that
Alicia faced in the excerpts above. That is, they often
had to transform topic knowledge, recast collections of
informationaccording to the constraints of new writing
tasks that specified new purposes, audiences, and
discourse conventions. Their planning sessionsexpand
our understanding of how students begin to transform
information according to rhetorical concerns.

Ti.o tas, that Alicia faces is similar to the writing
tasks discussed in several process-tracingstudies which
suggest that transforming a collection of facts accord-
ing to rhetorical concernsis often a stumbling block for
student writers. Indeed, several studies suggest that
the ability to deal with content knowledge in terms of
rhetorical concerns is a critical difference between ex-
perienced and inexperienced writers.

Inexperienced writers are often fairly good at
creating what Flower and Hayes call plans fo say (con-
tentgenerationand arrangement) but donotattemptor
havedifficulty with plans todo (thetorical planning). For
these writers, planning often meais making a list of
chunks of information to be included in a text, much as
Alicia did in the earlier excerpt. Certainly, gathering
and organizing information is an important part of the
writing process. However, for many writing tasks,
writers like Alicia need tolearn to go beyond collecting
and arranging information; they need tolearn that their
writing cando more than presentinformation. Oftenas
they face new and more complex writing tasks, inexpe-
rienced writers need to move beyond arranging infor-
mation and develop an awareness that writing can do
more than report information.

A study conducted by Burtis, Bereiter,
Scardamalia, and Tetroe suggests that the ability to
distinguish between plans to say and plans to do may
be at least in part a developmental issue. They ou tline
the development of planning ability in 10- to 14-year
old students in a study thatused modelsof experienced
writers’ planning to help these young writers. The
youngest of these writers had great difficulty conceiv-
ing of planning as anything but the generation of text;
often theirwritten planningnotes weremirrored almost
word for word in their final texts. As age increased,
students were more able to distinguish between plan-
ning what they wanted tosay in their textsand making
rhetorical plans, plans that consider audience, pur-
pose, and discourse conventions. The researchers note,
“ . studentsacross the 10- to 14-year age range showed
a tendency to distort all kinds of planning into content
generation, although this tendency diminished signifi-
cantly across the age range” (p. 170).

Scardamalia and Bereiter characterize the differ-
ence between the knowledge-based planning of inex-
perienced writers and the rhetorical planning of expe-
rienced writers as knowledge telling versus knowledge
transformation. In contrast to experienced writers who
transform their content to meet rhetorical constraints,
the elementary school students in this study often
relied on a “what next” strategy, which prompted
them to simply add the next piece of information.

In short, the work of these process-tracing re-
searchers suggests that the ability to transform knowl-
edge into plans thatare sensitive to rhetorical concerns
may be a least in part a developmental issue. These
studies suggest thatby juniorhigh student writers may
beabletoengageinrhetorical planning when prompted
to do so. However, research comparing expert adult
writers with college freshmen writershasdemonstrated
that more experienced writers pay a great deal more
attention to rhetorical concerns. The distinction be-
tween texts that present collections of information and
texts that transform knowledge according to rhetorical
constraints is not new. Indeed, it is basic to Flower’s
discussion of writer-based and reader-based prose.
More recently, Flower, Schriver, Carey, Hayes, and
Haas have proposed that three major typesof planning
can contribute to the writing of expert writers. Basedon
detailed analysis of planning by expert and novice
adult writers, they argue that planning may be knowl-
edge-driven (cf. Scardamalia and Bereiter’s knowledge-
telling), schema-driven (driven by conventions for dis-
course), or constructive (driven by rhetorical concerns)
and that under certain conditions each of these strate-
gies may be successful. Thus, both expert and novice
writers may successfully follow a knowledge-driven
plan or schema, such as narrative, to generate a text—
given that the schema or knowledge structure fits the
task. However, they also suggest that experts differ
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from novice writers in that the more experienced writ-
ers have both more schemata and more elaborate
schemata for various writing tasks, and the expert
writers could construct plans by specifying critical
rhetorical elements when a ready-made plan would
notsuffice. Thus, they argue that the ability to perform
thisconstructive, rhetorical planning isakey difference
between the planning of expert and novice writers.

Given this research on knowledge transforma-
tion and the strategies that support or prevent it, my
purpose in these case studies is to describe how student
writers begin to move beyond familiar knowledge-
driven planning and appropriate rhetorical planning
strategies. Asthe earlier excerpt from Alicia’s planning
session illuctrates, many student writers are adept at
knowledge-driven planning but need help in develop-
ing plans that consider rhetorical concerns (e.g., pur-
pose,audience, discourseconventions). Thesix portraits
that follow are drawn from collaborative planning
sessions in which students are prompted by a partner
to develop their plans for writing and to consider
rhetorical concerns (e.g., purpose, audience, discourse
conventions). The portraits highlight various patterns
of interplay between knowledge telling and knowl-
edge transformation and illustrate the impact of both
the task-at-hand and writers’ experienceonattemptsto
transform knowledge.

The portraits are drawn from case studies of two
tenth-grade students from a small publichigh school in
Pittsburgh and two case studies of students enrolled in
a sophomore/junior-level technical writing course at
Carnegie Mellon University. Taken together, they
sketcha general pictureof the successes and difficulties
that these students encountered as they attempted to
transform topic knowledge for a variety of writing
assignments. The tenth grade students have more
difficulty grasping the purpose of the planning sessions
than do the more experienced college students, but
both sets of planning sessions flesh out our under-
standing of the interplay between knowledge-telling
and knowledge transformation.

The case study students each worked with a
partner in the collaborative planning sessions. As
writers, each participant had the rare chance to talk
about his/her plans for writing before committing
them to text. As supporters, each person tried to help
the writer relate content plans to rhetorical issues by
listening to the writer’s plan, asking the writer to ex-
plain or elaborate. raising questions, or suggesting
alternatives. The high schoolstudentshad two planning
sessions on the same assignment. The college students
had three planning sessions, each on a separate assign-
ment. Inaddition to their planning sessions, each of the
students was interviewed twice, once before their ini-
tial planning session and then again about two wecks
after their final planning session.

Hicu ScHooL CASE STUDIES!
Avricia AND CRraAIG

The setting for the first three portraits that I will
sketch is a small Pittsburgh high school that specializes
in programs for the creative and performing arts. In
these three portraits, thecase study students, for whom
1 will use the pseudonyms Alicia and Craig, plan their
the extended definition papers described earlier. As
the earlier excerpts from Alicia’s first planning session
illustrate, reporting information is a familiar task for
these students; however, the extended definition asks
them to develop their definition and torelate it to their
personal experience.

Craig and Alicia had two planning sessions for
their extended definition papers. For both sessions,
Craig worked with a classmate Ed, and Alicia worked
with a close friend and classmate, Maria. The first
portrait is drawn from both of their initial planning
sessions. It highlights the mismatch between the
teacher’s intended purpose for the planning s2ssions
and the students’ interpretation of her purpose. The
second and third portraits focus individually on Craig
and Alicia’s second planning sessions. These portraits
contrast a planning session that fails toaddress rhetori-
cal concerns with a successful attempt at knowledge
transformation.

PORTRAIT ONE: MISMATCHED PURPOSES

The first set of sessions illustrates a mismatch
between the teacher’s intended purpose for the plan-
ning sessions and the students’ interpretation of her
purpose. Craig and Alicia’s teacher intended the col-
laborative planning sessions as an opportunity for
these students to elaborate their plans for writing by
developing their often skimpy sense of audience and
purpose and by considering alternative structures for
their papers. However, the teacher wasconcerned that
as supporters the students would have difficulty using
therhetorical prompts that collaborative planning sug-
gested, that is, that they would not be able to make the
abstract rhetorical concerns of audience, purpose, and
textconventions concrete intheir planningsessions. To
help them, she prepared a dittoed list of sample ques-
tions toillustrate the types of questions that the students
might use as rhetorical prompts when they served asa
supporter. She intended these questions only as ex-
amples, but in the first set of planning sessions, both
pairs of students used them as a checklist.

In terms of the teacher’s goal, that the students
elaborate their plans and consider alternatives, the first
planning session was not very productive for either
pair of writers. Aliciaand Maria did iittle to elaborate
their plans for writing; instead, they read the notes that
they had written and used the sample list of questions
that their teacher had given them as a checklist. In the
following excerpt from their first planning session,
Alicia rcads questions from the dittoed sheet, and
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Maria responds perfunctorily.

Alicia:  What is your audience?

Maria; Peers, I just told you that.

Alicia: Whatkind of language isappropriate for this
audience?

Maria: Layman’s terms.

Alicia; Is there an appropriate introduction?

Alicia: What would the audience find interesting?

Maria:  The facts.

Alicia: I got an X on almost everything [on the
question sheet].

Maria: How long did she say thisis supposed to be?

Craigand Ed do much the samething in their first
session. They take turns asking each other the teacher’s
list of questions without really engaging in any explo-
ration of their topics or their plans for writing.

Ed: What points would you like to cover?

Craig:  Um, that some have talent and that they’re
born with it.

Ed: Justtalent, all right. What’s the reader going
to remember from this paper?

Craig:  Thatsome have talent. Thaveto workon this

a lot...all the other points refer back to the
main point {another of the dittoed questions]

Ed: Do they?

Craig:  Yeah.

Ed: Okay, what is your audience? Your peers or
someone like yourself?

Craig: That’s what we're supposed to say, right?

This excerpt illustrates that Craig and Ed nomi-
nally play the game that they think their teacher is
asking them to play, but they are either unable or
unwilling to use the session to explore and elaborate
their ideas for writing. Both pairs of students move
through the dittoed questions without stopping to
develop their ideas or consider alternatives. For both
pairs of writers, rhetorical concepts such as audience
remain undeveloped. Maria responds with the single
word, “peers”, when questioned about her audience,
and Craig’s response makes it clear that “peers or
someone like yoursclf” is the answer which he pre-
sumes that the teacher wants.

In these initial sessions the pairs of writers do
litleknowledge transformation or rhetorical planning.
They review their basic plans for content (knowledge
telling) and use the rhetorical prompts in a perfunctory
way. In short, they do a task for the teacher; untortu-
nately, their interpretation of the task is not what the
teacher intended nor is it a particularly useful task.
They did not develop or enrich their plans by checiing
off the teacher’s examples questions and briefly re-
counting the content that they planned to include.

Indeed, the writers’ first sessions are almost paradig-
matic examples of what Flower et al, (Planning in
Writing) call knowledge-driven planning.

PorTRAIT Two : THE TEXT INTRUDES INTO PLANNING

Craig and Ed’s second planning session is sub-
verted froma planning session to a text-editing session.
Although both pairs of writers had drafts of their texts
during their second planning sessions, Aliciaand Maria,
as the next portrait will illustrate, used their texts as a
basis for discussion and further planning; in contrast,
Craig and Ed’s texts become impediments to further
planning. Craigand Ed’s second session is remarkable
because of the absence of planning; both students read
the other’s text and made a limited number of sugges-
tions. Given a text to work on, Craig was able to point
out a paragraph that really didn't fit with therest of the
paperand helped Ed cleanupa number of problems in
grammar and punctuation, focusing largely on sen-
tence-level issues. Ed, on the other hand, didn’t help
Craig at all. In a later interview, Craig said that Ed
couldn’t find anything wrong with his paper. He said
that Ed was “kind of wishy-washy”; he couldn’t make
any specific suggestions about Craig’s paper.

Clearly, however, Craig needed to address larger
issues in his paper; specifically, his development was
shallow. The best part of the session, Craig reports, was
when the teacher, who had noticed the trouble they
werehaving, came back toread his paper withher “war
painton.” She told him that he needed to narrow his
paper down to one point instead of three and really
develop that point. Thus, in this planning session,
neither writer considered major changes for his text,
and as supporters neither writer used the collaborative
planning prompts to help the other weigh rhetorical
issues or consider alternatives.

PoRTRAIT THREE: UsING D1scCOURSE CONVENTIONS TO
SeLECT ToPic INFORMATION

Alicia and Maria’s second planning session is
interesting because of their use of discourse conven-
tions as a means for selecting topic knowledge. In
contrast to their first session, (see excerpt on page 71)
wherediscourse conventionsserved asastaticcategory
provided by their teacher, Alicia and Maria show re-
markable flexibility in their application of discourse
conventions to each others’ plans for text. Maria uses
discourse terms that the teacher had introduced inclass
to help Alicia sce how to use personal information to
flesh out her extended definition, and Alicia addresses
a genre-level problem in Maria’s paper, distinguishing
between an argumentative paper and an extended
definition.

In the first part of this session, Maria interpreted
the teacher’s instruction about developing a general
definition using personal experience to help Alicia sce
that she must do more than report the lists of informa-
tion that she has collected about novas. Summarizing
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what she saw happening in Alicia’s paper, Maria said,
“You're speaking in general. I'm talking about
you...how would you feel...You personally, this is not
talkingabout the world; thisis talkingaboutyou.” Alicia
responded that she is not sure that she should spend
much time in the paper talking about herself. Then,
Maria, recalling the teacher’s discussion about moving
from generalizations to specific examples, advised Ali-
cia, “Yeah, you can go from general to specific. Re-
memberon the board you cango froma general writing
to aspecific.” Eventually this discussion lead Alicia to
anew goal forrevision, to make the general part smaller
and then “get bigger onthe specifics.” Withoutdirectly
referring to the concept of discourse conventions, Maria
adroitly applied the teacher’s instruction about use
specific, personal details to flesh out the general defi-
nition.

Discourse conventions at the genre level were
also the problem that Alicia pointed out in Maria’s
paper on the theory of evolution. As Maria discussed
what she was planning to say, Alicia noticed that Maria
was planning to turn her paper intoanargument, while
Maria maintained that she wasstill writinganextended
definition. For example, Alicia said, “Oh, well, is this
going to be like an argument? You're going to say...”
Maria interrupted, “It’s still going to be the extended
definition of evolution. And going along with the
definition of evolution, going along with stating the
other species are involved with the evolution theory.”

As the session continues, it becomes clear to Ali-
cia that Maria was missing the point of the assignment:
Maria was writing an argumentative paper rather than
an extended definition. Alicia stressed that Maria was
trying to argue a point and that she would have to cite
a great deal of evidence to make her point. Finally,
Alicia suggested, “You know I think it would be, if you
justwrite the standard definitionof evolution...It seems
to me that would be likea whole different subject when
you argue it.” When Maria finally saw Alicia’s point,
the two proceeded to compare their papers and find a
way for Maria to restructure what she has already
written.

Although Alicia and Maria did not explicitly
identify many of the issues that they discussed as
specific discourse conventions, they clearly used a va-
riety of discourse conventions to select and develop
topic knowledge. Their experience illustrates that dis-
course conventions must be seen as encompassing 2
wide range of discourse moves (in their case both
genre-level and task-specific text structures) and must
be understood according to their function within the
context of a given writing task.

DiscussioN

While it is impossible to assign cause-and-effect
relationships, the differences between these two plan-
ning sessions are paralleled by striking differences in

the way that Alicia and Craig typically use planning
and drafts as they write and by the great differencesin
level of investment that each apparently brought to the
planning sessions, Both Craig and Alicia had partici-
pated in a number of classroom activities to prepare
them for their first planning session. Their teacher had
the class read examples of extended definitions, write
journal entries, and do some brainstorming or a rough
preliminary draft. However, by the time of her first
planning session, Alicia had already written and re-
vised a draft of her paper. In contrast, Craig wrote a
sketchy preliminary draft duringclass whiletheteacher
was giving the instructions for the collaborative plan-
ning sessions and during the first part of the planning
session while Ed was talking about his plans.

This difference in terms of investment of time 2nd
effort also seems to extend to Craigand Alicia’s general
approach to school writing assignments. Insome sense,
Craig’s focus on sentence-level issues and his reluc-
tance toengageinconstructive planningisnotsurprising
given his typical writing style. Craig is 2 one-draft
writer: unless he’s forced to do a preliminary draft for
class, Craig’s first draft is usually his last. He told me
inhis preliminary interview that his normal pattern for
writing a school paper is to think a good deal. He
focuses his early efforts on coming up with an original
idea; then, he thinks of ways to develop those ideas on
the bus ride home from school or talking with his
parents. He rarely talks to classmates about his ideas
for writing.

Alicia is quite different from Craig both in the
sustained effort that she puts into drafting papersand
in the great help she gets from her classmates. Assoon
asshe hasa topic for a paper, Alicia begins writing. She
writesout adraft of everything that comes to her mind.
Then she writes another and another and often yet
another. While Craig is probably the better of the two
writers (his teacher says that he’sone of the best writers
inhertenth-gradeclasses), Aliciaand her partner prove
much more skillful at helping eachother elaborate their
plans for writing and in focusing on rhetorical con-
cerns.

Craig and Alicia make an interesting pair for
comparison because of the differences in their writing
styles and experiences. Craig brings writing ability but
limited social interaction about writing ascompared to
Alicia’s extensive interaction and willingness to revise
in light of her interaction. As the first set of planning
sessions illustrate, both pairs of students needed to
move beyond their checklist approach to see planning
as something that they could use for their own pur-
poses. However, it also seems that collaborative
planning wasa more naturaladditionto Alicia’s writing
process than it was for Craig because talking about her
writing and making new plans were a normal part of
her writing process.
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CoLLEGE CasEg STuDIES: NANCY AND FRED

Unlike the high school students, the college writ-
ers, Nancy, Fred, and their partners, made good use of
all of their collaborative planning sessions, adapting
their basic approach and use of rhetorical prompts
according to the tasks which they faced. Compared to
Craigand Alicla, Nancy and Fred have both agreatdeal
of writing experience and experience in collaboration;
as professional/technical writing majors, both of these
students were familiz ¢ with peer editing and working
in writing groups from other writing courses and
workshops. Thus, in contrast to the high school stu-
dents, who struggled atfirst with collaborativeplanning,
these college writers adapted very quickly.

Nancy and Fred regularly worked with partners
in class, and their teacher asked them do collaborative
planning for three assignments: a news article, a tech-
nical memo, and a proposal for revision of a computer
documentation project. In each case, these writers
faced a new rhetorical situation; they had to hone
diverse topic knowledgeto createa coherentdocument
that showed a clear purpose, was appropriate to a
specified audience (as well as the teacher), and demon-
strated control of a set of discourse conventions. Their
planning sessions show both a consistent concern for
rhetorical issues across the three writing assignments
and flexibility in managing the interplay between de-
veloping content knowledge and rhetorical planning.

The most striking feature of these planning ses-
sions is the variety of ways in which these students
handle the interplay between managing topic informa-
tionand addressing rhetorical concerns. Whatemerges
from these three portraits is not a single model for
successful rhetorical planning but a collection of work-
able patterns. Portrait Four shows two patterns for
transforming topic knowledge: one for reducing and
focusing abundant topic knowledge and the other for
evaluating theviability of topics. Portrait Fiveillustrates
the power of audience to build a sense of rhetorical
exigence, and Portrait Six illustrates that for some
writing tasks only minimal knowledge transformation
is needexl.

PoRTRAIT Four: THE REVOLVING DOOR OF
Toric KNOWLEDGE

The first assignment that these writers planned
with their partners was a news article. For this assign-
ment, the planning sessions for the two pairs of writers
were very different. Fred and his partner, Dana, spent
most of their planning session searching unsuccess-
fully for a topic for Fred’s article while Nancy and Julie
worked very hard to focus an overabundance of topic
knowledge. However, as the discussion below will
illustrate, neither pair of writers allowed their discus-
sion of topic knowledge to become circular. That is,
while both pairs spent significant portions of their
planning session generating and rejecting topic knowl-

edge, both pairs exited that revolving door: Nancy and
Julie exited within, moving to deeper-level planning
while Fred and D'ana exited out, taking with them tests
for finding relevant topics.

Fred and Dana’s use of topic information con-
sisted largely of brief descriptions of possible topics;
they made few attempts to transform the information,
largely because the question of topic knowledge was
not yet settled for Fred. Aside froma brief interruption
where Dana described her topic, the entire session
consisted of the partners posing possible topics for
Fred’s news article and rejecting each on the grounds
that it was not timely or that the audience (the teacher
and students in the class) would not find it interesting.
However, as the following excerpt illustrates, Fred and
Dana did not engage in extended discussions of unpro-
ductive topics, instead they used issues sitch as audi-
ence and timeliness to evaluate the viability of a given
topic. In the excerpt below, Dana suggests that Fred
might write about one of the issues raised in a recent
issue of the campus newspaper. Fred vetoes the idea
citing timeliness as the issue.

You could do...somethingabout A1DS. They
have that new, what was it? Like they did a
survey and asked these people about you
know their testing for AIDS, If they were
tested, were they positive or negative, stuff
like that. They said it really worked well, in

a couple of other places | think, like New
Jersey or something.

We have a whole week though, and if you
pick something that already happened, it
would be out of date by the time we submit

it.

Even though the collaborators spent the majority of the
session proposing and debunking various topics, Fred
left the session with a sense of the kind of topic that he
was looking for. Near the end of the session, hesaid, "I
don’t think this will be hard once I come up with
something.” Thus, while topic informatior. Jominated
this planning session, the collaborators used specific
tests of rhetorical relevance to moderate their discus-
sion.

In contrast to Fred and Dana’s session, the plan-
ning session for Nancyand her partner, Julie, was both
abundant with content knowledge and punctuated
with instances of rhetorical planning. Late in the ses-
sion, Nancy briefly described her article and got a little
help from Julie, but talk about Julie’s article on off-
campus housing dominated the session. Throughout
most of the session, it was clear that Julie is swimming,
nearly drowning, ina seaof contentknowledge. Unlike
Fred, Julie had found a topic with a great deal of
information and faced the task of finding a way to
recast information into a news article format. Julieand
Nancy spent well over half of their session discussing
and elaborating this information. However, periodic

Dana:

Fred:
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returns to rhetorical issues, mostly at Nancy’s prompt-
ing, reminded Julie to translate her “plans to say” into
“plans to do.”

Early inthe session, Julie identified focusasone of
her main problems. She had a greatdeal of information
about a neighborhood action group that was concerned
about violations o* housing regulations by students
who live in off-campus housing, but she is confused
about the group’s motivation. Inthe followingexcerpt,
Julie and Nancy try to focus this content information.

Julie: I thivkit’s also a whole bunch of little, [ hate
to say this, but I think it’s really justa whole

bunch of little prissy residents who just want
something to bark about.

Nancy: Yeah, they need a cause, you know.

Julie: Yeah, you know, well they're like, they're
like, they’re like little bored housewives

Nancy: June Cleaver needs a cause. [both laugh]

Julie:  And probably they’re pissed off because it's
so hard to find parking around their houses

with all the students
Nancy: Yeah, parking is probably 2 part of it, too
Julie: because if all those students have cars, it's

gonna be really hard to find places *o park

Nancy: Yeah, seeif you can get out of that lady what,
what the driving force behind the

Julie: Yeah, why is this

Nancy: ..now all of a sudden

Julie: Yeah, OK.
This exchange illustrates one problem that Julie faces;
she’s was trying to write a supposedly objective news
article, but she was aware of her own biased attitude
and suspected that her major source (“that lady”) has
not been candid with her. Also, in this exchange, Julie
introduced yet another topic, parking problems, into
an already information-packed plan for writing.

The collaborators began to make progressinman-
aging Julie’s bumper crop cf content knowledge when
the discussion focused ondiscourse conventions. Much
like Alicia and Maria, these students also spent timein
their session relating the teacher’s instruction about
text conventions to Julie’s article. They did thisin two
ways. First, they settled on the genre for the piece and
decided how to use potentially volatile information
(such as the likely results from an interview with the
director of the neighborhood action group). Nancy
said, “I would just keep this to the facts, a news article,
and ifyou get more than that, then dothe long extended
version for the Union.. {a student newspaper specializ-
ing in editorial pieccs], but this thing needs to stick to
the facts.” Here Nancy distinguishes between the
editorial pieces typically run by a student rewspaper,
which had been discussed in class that day, and a more
typical news article. Julie responded, asking if Nancy
meantthatshe should notuse comments (atechnicalterm

for quotations from sources in news articles introduced
by theteacher ina previousclass). Nancy clarified, “1t's
ok to use comments, but relate them; they have to be
related to someone involved, like the landlord or the
coalition, ora student.” Here these two students began
to make headway; they relate Julie’s content plans to
requirements of the news article assignment.

When Julie said again that she couldn’t focus the
problem that she is trying to write about, Nancy finally
crystallized the most troublesome issue:

It's not, it’s not the problem that you want to focus

on; it’s the event. That’s what I think you're doing

ina newsarticle. Thefact thatthere’sacrack down

on more than three unrelated students living

together.

Much as Alicia did for Maria, here, Nancy uses both
genre-level and task-specific discourse conventions to
get Julie to begin rethinking her content in terms of the
text conventions of the writing assignment; in this case,
Julie needed to focus the events around a timely event,
a crack down, tc shape her information to fit the con-
ventions of a news article.

Also, although both pairs of college writers focus
on the issue of timeliness, Nancy and Julie are able to
develop muchmore specific plans because the question
of topic is settled, while Fred and Dana were not ready
for such planning. Indeed, both pairs of college writers
d:scuss rhetorical constraints which they apply to con-
tent knowledge. However, Fred and Dana’s planning
sessionislargely knowledge driven because thequestion
of content knowledge is not yet settled; the issues of
audience and timeliness serve only as selection criteria
for potential topics. In contrast, Nancy uses the time-
liness issue to help Julie recast the information thatshe
has gathered according to a focus that is suitable for a
newsarticle. Thus, although much of Nancy and Julie’s
planning is dominated by discussion of content
knowledge, they are able to transform that knowledge
using rhetorical constraints.

PORTRAIT FIVE: AUDIENCE AND EXIGENCE

This portrait illustrates how Fred and Dana’s
developing understanding of audience shapes their
content plans in their second planning session, build-
ing what Bitzer calls a sense of rhetorical exigence. The
assignment asked the college writers to play the role of
an information designer in a case study simulation.
This collaborative writing task required them to work
as a team to redesign a technical document written by
a superior, the president of the fictitious company, and
to write an accompanying memo explaining the ratio-
nale for their changes to an superior. Unfortunately,
Nancy and Julie’s tape recorder malfunctioned, so their
planning session was lost. However, Fred and Dana’s
planning session exhibitsarecursiveinterplay between
audience and topic information; their developing un-
derstanding of audienceallows them to build a sense of
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rhetorical exigence, that is, what information is appro-
priate for this situation and how that information may
be most effectively used.

Early in the session, Fred and Dana focused their
efforts on plans for revising the technical document for
a consumer audience; they considered what informa-
tion consumers would need and try to find “a simpler
approach” that would answer basic consumer ques-
tions (e.g., Why is this a good product? How can itbe
used in the home?). Their basic plan was to remove
much of the information from the original technical
document that the consumer audience would not need.
However, as their planning continued, Fred and Dana
began to realize that the plans that they had made for
revising the technical document to meet the needs of
the consumer audience were in conflict with the posi-
tion that they needed to take for theirin-house audience.
Fred suggested that in deference to the company
president, who wrote the original document, they
should change his words as little as possible and con-
centrate on eliminating unnecessary prose. Later, he
added that they could keep more of the president’s
prose (and probably not risk losing their fictitious jobs)
and still not lose the consumer audience if they could
format the text so that the consumers would recognize
places “where you can stop reading, and the people
who want to know more can go on.”

This conflicting sense of audience surfaced again
near theend of the session when the partners discussed
the arguments that they would use in their in-house
memos to defend their changes in the technical docu-
ment. In the excerpt below, Fred recycles their earlier
senseof deference to the presidentin hisresponseto the
argumants that Dana proposes that they use in the in-
house memo.

Dana: ..Infact, there should bealot more of that in
here...] mean that’s the product—except fcr
that he doesn't really go into saying thisis a
great buy; you should get it for your house.
I mean, you know...he’s sort of belittling his
own system. | mean if | were doing some-
thing like this, I’d have a lot more about just
how people can use it. It [the original tech-
nical document]is more like how peuplethat
made it can use it; I mean it'd bebetter fora
person who's installing it, you know, that’s
what this read like and maybe be that’s

Fred:  When you write the memo, you don’t have
to, you can’t really tear this [the original
technical document] apart because you're
going to be writing it to theguy who wroteit.
He's going to see it, so you have to say that
it’s gnod; it just needs a little work.

Unlike their first session where they focused on
finding a topic for Fred, here topic or content knowl-
edge provided the backdrop for rhetorical planning.
The rhetorical concerns of two audiences, the con-

sumer audience for the technical document and the
corporate chain of command for the accompanying in-
house memo, eventually become so salient that they
compel the writers to consider not simply whatto write
but what to write to whom, However, this dual sense of
audience was not immediate; it developed gradually
throughout the planning session. Fred and Dana have
a good sense of their consumer audience from the
outset; they understand what information their audi-
ence needs and how they can effectively present that
information. Gradually, however, they build a more
sophisticated understanding of their in-house audi-
ence and how its needs may conflict with the needs of
the consumer audience. This conflict leads them to a
more sophisticated sense of rhetorical exigence; even-
tually they realize that they must both propose changes
to the technical document that will meet the needs of
their consumer audience and present a rational for
those changesin the in-house memo withoutoffending
the original author. Thus, this more complex under-
standing of their audiences provides a more effective
basis for assessing the viability of their plans.
PORTRAIT Six: MIN1:1AL KNOWLEDGE
TRANSFORMATION

The snapshot of knowledge transformation cap-
tured in this final portrait suggests that knowledge-
driven planning may beeffective when the demands of
a writing task are not excessive, In this set of planning
sessions, the taskis again very different,and the writers
adjust their collaborative planning accordingly. This
time the pairs of writers met to talk about their plans for
a memo proposing and justifying revisions to a com-
puter documentation project that the four students had
written as a group project. Each writer had user-tested
a portion of the document, and thus, both planning
sessions focused largely on sharing information.

The rhetorical aspects of this assignment were
quite familiar to the students. The audience for the
revision proposal was the teacher, and the memo for-
mat was well-specified in the handout describing the
writing assignment. Not surprisingly then, these final
two sessions are largely knowledge driven. Oneof the
most useful things the writerscould doin this situation
was to share and compare what they had learned in
their user-testing session. Thus, the collaborative plan-
ning sessions focused largely on sharing content
knowledge,and there was little need to transform topic
information. However, even though these sessions
focus largely on sharing information, Nancy and Julie
take an extra step, ending their session by consolidat-
ing their lists of issues into categories.

Although they did not engage in extensive
knowiedge transformation, the sessions allowed each
of the writers to talk out the information gathered in
user-testing. For example, in the excerpt below, Dana
listens and makes brief responsesas Fred talks through
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some of the observations that Mary, a friend of Fred’s,
made as she tested part of the software documentation.

Fred:  She(Mary)said that, ah, because it started in
the middle of the page she assumed that it
would only be half a page long, that's why
she read it.

Really.

Yeah, like, if it would have started at the top
of the page and continued down the whole
page, she thought it would be too long, but
since it started midway that’s why she liked
it.

That’s cool.

She said that, she made the same point that
Don (the instructor] made about the, you
know, the picture was on the left side, and
the text was on the right side. She said that
was confusing to her, too. And I didn’t ask
her about it. She brought it up first.

That’s a good one.

She said that, ah, she said that the display
can, thedisplay paint thing wasn’t explained
that well. 1 don’t know why..she said she
couldn’t tell what the difference was be-
tween cut and clear.

Cut and clear? I'm amazed!

1 guess we had to say something about when
you cut you're going to paste it later, but
when youclearit’s goneforever  guess, right?

Dana:
Fred:

Dana:
Fred:

Dana:
Fred:

Dana:
Fred:

Dana:
Fred:

1 guess.

Idon’t know. She said it was easy to follow,

and she said that it was designed well.

As this excerpt illustrates, Dana served as a sounding
board in this segment of their planning session, taking
conversational turns and occasionally making substan-
tive comments. The same pattern also dominated most
of Nancy and Julie’s session; in contrast to their re-
sponses in their earlier planning session, these “laid-
back” responses did not add content; they simply al-
lowed the writer to explain and develop the list of
problems that they had uncovered in their user-testing
session. Again given the nature of this assignment,
these knowledge-driven interactions are sensible.

Although the majority of both planning sessions
consisted of this information sharing, Nancy and Julie
ended their planning session by briefly considering
how they would use the topic information that they had
developed. In the excerpt below, the svriters discuss
how they will organize the information that they had
discussed.

Nancy: So that’s it for this paper. | guess what I'm
gong to do is address those first three main
issues; like, I would say typos are a main
issue,

Nancy: Well, mineare pretty much categorized. I'm
just going to categorize them ir to details and
to, um, further instruction.

Julie:  Iguessmineisgoingtohavetobedetailsand
maybe something about the language

Nancy: Yeah

Julie: LI

Nancy: Butthere’s really nothing you can proposeto
solve about the language really. You really
need to have some new look at it, because
we're not seeing the language ary more.

Julie:  Yeah, well that could be a proposal, have

someone else look at it.

Nancy: Yeah, yeah that's all you can do; can’t solve,

you can’t say this need to be changed to that.
Here, Nancyand Julieconsolidate theirlists of informa-
tion under topic headings (e.g., Nancy’s details and
further instruction). They also reshape the language
usage problems that Julie’s testing turned up as a
proposal for further work rather than as specific changes

that she can make in the software documentation.
Although little knowledge transformation occurs
in either of theses planning sessions, both were clearly
efficient. For both pairs of writers, planning for this
task did not require the exw asive evaluation and re-
structuring of content knowledgeaccording to the con-
straints or multiple audiences or specific text struc-
tures. Thus, their planning sessions were appropri-
ately simpler and focused on sharing information.
However, Nancy and Julie’s move to consolidate their
content plans at the end of their session is a notable
difference, which may have ultimately made their ses-

sion more useful.

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

The two most salient issues illustrated by these
case studies are the adaptation of collaborative plan-
ning techniques by the college writers and the need for
students to understand the purpose of planning and to
engage in defining rhetorical issues in planning as
illustrated by the experiences of the high school stu-
dents. The college writers showed both the ability to
transform content knowledge to meet rhetorical con-
cerns and flexibility in adapting to the demands of
different writing tasks. Of the high school students,
Alicia and Maria overcame their initial difficulties and
addressed some complex rheto.ical issues, whileCraig
and Ed had more difficulty and dealt with substantive
issues only in terms of the texts that they had written
and with prompting f-om their teacher.

Although the college students adapted more
quickly to sollaborative planning than the high school
students, Nancy, Julie, Fred, and Dana did not follow a
predesigned pattern in their planning sessions. In fact,

Julie:  Yeah, that's a problem. 1don't really have theyprpvedadeptat'bothadap.ting theircollabor'ations
main issues. according to great diffcrences in the state of their con-
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tent knowledge and meeting the different rhetorical
and practical constraints of assignments. Nancy and
Julie’s news article session illustraes that teasing out
clear rhetorical goals from a maze of content know!-
edge can be hard work. Fred and Dana’s experience
planning on the same assignment illustrates that too
little content knowledge can be as big a problem as
having too much.

Fred and Dana’s second session, planning the in-
house memo and the revision of the technical docu-
ment, suggests that rhetorical planning may be much
casier when writers have a good sense of control over
content knowledge and illustrates that rhetorical is-
sues, such asaudience, may take considerabletimeand
effort to develop. The final planning session for both
pairs of writersillustrates thatknowledge-driven plan-
ning may fruitfully dominate planning sessions when
the writers recognize that such strategies are a good
match with the task at hand. In these instances, effec-
tive collaboration may depend vn a partner’s willing-
ness to serve as sounding boards for developing ideas.

These portraits also illustrate that instruction
interventions like collaborative planning must be seen
by both teachers and students as flexible heuristicsand
must be adapted both to the constraints of a writing
task and to the needs of a given writer. The experiences
of the high school students argue that students must
take chargeifinstruction interventions such as collabo-
rative planning are to lead to rhetorical planning and
knowledge transformation. For Craig, Ed, Alicia, and
Maria, taking charge meant that first they had to see the
sessions as something that could help them and not as
something that the teacher wanted them to do. But it
also meant that the writers needed to see that success in
planning depends on their willingness and ability to
apply the rhetorical prompts to the specific needs and
situation of a writer. In contrast, the college students,
who were writing majors, had little difficulty taking
charge of their planning sessions. The portraits of their
planning illustrate that heuristic nature of constructive
planning, specifically the necessity of adapting to re-
quirement of a rhetorical situation and to the state of a
planner’s topic knowledge.

Finally, the process-tracing research cited earlier
suggests that moving from "“plans to say” to “plans to
do” or from simple knowledge-telling strategies to
knowledge-transforming ones may be an important
developmental step for young writers as well as a
continuing struggle for writers in new or difficult rhe-
torical situations. These case studies suggest that
through collaborative planning student writers may be
able to help each other manage the interplay arranging
topic knowledge and addressing rhetorical concerns.
However, they also illustrate that students nced to
understand that while the pianning sessions are meant
to help them focus on rhetorical issues, differences in

task or context may require them to deal more directly
with topic knowledge.
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TRANSFERRING TALK TO TEXT

JANE ZACHARY GARGARO
PITTsBURGH PuBLIC SCHOOLS

Observation of what transpires in a collaborative planning session gives teachers as well
as students a valuable assessment tool, helping both to answer the question: "Wheredo 1
g0 fror here?” Self-analysis of individual collaborative planning sessions and the
resultant texts enables the students to assess their progress as a writers. These self-
assessments, in turn, provide the teacher with valuable information on the progress of
both a class of students and of individual students within the class.

In A Framework for Reading, Writing and Talking Across the Curriculum (PCRP
II), Lyile and Botel present four perspectives or lenses, as they refer to these
perspectives, for looking at the curriculum. These lenses, a reflection of current
theory and research, presentlearning as meaning-centered, language-based, social,
and human and providea framework for language, literacy, and learningacrossthe
curriculum (11). The diagram below illustrates this approach to both the processes
of learning and teaching.

Four LENsEs FOR LOOKING
AT THE CURRICULUM
(LyTLE & BotEeL 11)

PCRP II stresses the impor-
tance of “talking” to learn from
and with others. Collaborative
learning provides one means of
enabling this talk; it is a process
which incorporates the meaning-
centered, social, language-based,
and human learning illustrated
above. Lytle and Botel point out
that in order for students to gain
from their participation in col-
laborative learning groups, how-
ever, they need talking strategies
“to make implicit thinking pro-
cesses explicit (123).”

As a member of the 1990
Making Thinking Visible Project

Ficure 1. Four Lenses sponsored by the Center for the
Study of Writing, Carnegie Mellon University, I have come to appreca.e the
importance of thestrategiesof both the planning talk in writer/supporter pairs and
the use of the Blackboard Planner as a vehicle for establishing a plan for writing.
Collaborative planning via the Blackboard Planner provides students with the
talking strategies needed for successful collaborative learning. By acting asa writer /
planner, the student articulates a plan to a supporter, requiring the writer to reveal
his thinking process to himself as well as to the supporter. The supporter, in turn,
asks questions, utilizing the Blackboard Planner, to focus the discussion of the plan.
Thus, the supporter is provided with the opportunity to begin to ask, not only the
writer, butalso himself, meaningful questions about text production. Collaborative
planning, in the ideal, therefore, promotes the learning /teaching model advocaied
by Lytle & Botel in PCRP Il. Being a classroom teacher, however, has made me
realize that the ideal does not always translate to reality (i.e., a CP session does not
always lead to improved text.). As a teacher-researcher and an advocate of the

MEANING-BASED

LANGUAGE-BASED
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writing process, I arintrigued by the transferor lack of
transfer between planning and text. My classroom
research, therefore, centered around the following
questions, relating planning to text:

eHow did writers actually incorporate the
questions or comments of the supporter into
the text?

» What questions/commentsdid writers tend to
ignore?

« What elementsof the planning sessionenabled
the writerstoutilizeeffective writing straiegies
in the text?

* What writing strategies did students develop
(what learning took place )as a result of
collaborative planning, as evidenced by the
text?

My rescarch was conducted in two classes of
grade 11 gifted students (Center for Advanced Stud-
ies), Peabody High School, Pittsburgh Public Schools.
There were a total of 18 students in these classes. The
following were employed as research tools:

 audiotapes of planning sessions;
e transcriptions of planning sessions;

e students’ texts (papers produced in response
to an assignment);

e students’ discovery papers (papers which
students wrote, after reviewing both the
audiotapes of their CP sessions and their
written essays, in order to assess the value of
collaborative planning to their writing

progress.

Utilizing Lytle and Botel’s teaching/learning
metaphor of the lens, 1 would like to present three
snapshots of student collaboration and text production
to see (1) what learning actually took place as a result of
collaborative planning, and (2) what elements of the
planning session enabled students to succeed. The
snapshots will be interspersed with my observations
on the planning session and its relationship to the
student text, which is included in its entirety. A com-
mentary follows each of the three examples of plan-
ning/text whichI have included. Finally, I will present
information gleaned from the students’ owndiscovery
papers regarding the connection between their process
(collaborative planning in.writer/supporter pairs) and
their product (the written text) and present a final
commentary on their observations.

ASSIGNMENT: PLAN AND WRITE A CHARACTER SKETCH
IN WHICH YOU CONVEY A DOMINANT IMPRESSION OF THE
CHARACTER.

The first two stiapshots are excerpts from a plan-
ning session in which a student attempts to establisha
sctting for a character sketch in relation to a key point

or dominant impression of her chosen character. In
much of the collaborative planning session not quoted
here, the writ"r attempts to identify a dominant im-
pression. Her planning gives evidence of confusion
about her chosen character. In the first planning
excerpt which I have quoted here, the writex'. working
with two supporters (we had an uneven number in
class that day), leads her supporters into a discussion of
the setting of her character sketch. Notice, however,
that she does not defend her initial decision to use the
Colombian setting when challenged by Supporter 1.
She does, however, express surprise at the question.
Note also that at the end of this excerpt, a new text
conventicn is introduced by Supporter 1; he suggests a
“looking back,” although he does not specify what
form this “looking back” could take. This suggestion
will once again surface in Snapshot 2 with the sugges-
tion of the use of “flashback” by Supporter 2. Also in
the second excerpt, Supporter 1 challenges the writer to
think further about the text conventions she will use to
create the character for her audience. Both excerpts
reveala writer who is not reaily open to challenging or
exte~ding her thinking in relation to her chosen setting
or o.er text conventions at this point. (NOTE:
Throughout this article S will be used for Supporter and W
will be used for Writer.}

SNAPSHOT 1: PLANNING A CHARACTER SKETCH
(ESTABLISHING SETTING IN RELATION TO PURPOSE)
S1: Are you going to have a conversation be-

+ ween you and her, or between your parents
and her or a couple of conversations, or?

W: I hadn't really thought of that. Um, I don’t
know where I want to set this—at my house
in reference to when I was in Colombiaor to
set it in Colombia. Maybe I should just have

it there,

Sl Maybe you should just set it at your house
and nothing at all about—

W: Nothing at all about there?

S2: But you wouldn’t know-—
51: I guess it is an exchange though.

S2 She was so adaptable--

W: —adaptable—

S2: If you hadn't gone to Colombia—

W: Right. Maybe I should just set it in South
America.

S1: Yeah, well, set it down there and talk about

how much you had to change, and look back
and say how much she must have had to.

In evaluating the successfulness of her collabora-
tions in her discovery paper, the writer points out that
there is the possibility that “I ignore the questions am
not prepared to answer.” Note, for example, that the
writer ignores the comment in Snapshot 1 about in-
cluding conversations and raoves to a discussion of
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setting. She says thatshedoesn’t know whereto set the
piece, but when the suggestion is made that the setting
should be her housein America, the writer objects. She
receives the encouragement she is looking for from
Supporter 2 (Supporter 2 seems to be encouraging the
writer’s own intentions) and quickly determines to set
the piece in Colombia.

SNAPSHOT 2: PLANNING A CHARACTER SKETCH
(INCORPORATING DIALOGUE AND FLASHBACK)

St Okay. Are you going to write a story about
her, or use dialogue, or quotes?

W: Yeah,l...um....seeifI putit—I want to use
dialogue because that was—I liked the way
she phrased things. 11liked her English. 1
mean her foreign accent in English, but do 1
write it in the way she would actually have
pronounced things, or do I just write it?

S2: I think so. ‘Cause did you read in the book
where a young girl was writing about her
fatherin Germany, and she just felt it how e
said it. So I think that would be a good idea
and that would help to get your dominant
impression across.

Sl So, your dominant impression, how’s that
going to come out in your conversations, or
are you going to make them up?

w: Well, I'm certainly not going to remember
them word for word.

Sl Well, I know, but are you going to, do you
remember specific conversations that have
tu do with--

W: Well, I think so. I remember conversations
with her, with her family, with friends about
the drug situation, and ] always used to ask
her when we were at my house looking
around for something to do, “Well, what
would you be doing at your house right
now? And we’d always have conversations
about that.

S2: Well, maybe if you could do a sort of flash-
back to your house from Colombia.

w: Yeah, I don‘t know. It justimpressed methat
she fit in my family so well without losing
her identity. She was definitely South
American the whole time. She just adapted.

In Snapskot 2, a suggestion is offered for the use
of flashback, which would have enabled the writer to
expand her piece and reveal Malacho's adaptability.
The writer, however, ignores this strategy, with “Um-
hmm” and “Yeah, I don’t know. .. She just adapted.”
The strategy—flashback--which might have allowed
her to show this adaptability is ignored in favor of a
restatement of her key point. The dialogue (conversa-
tions), which she discusses at length, are not utilized in
the paper cither. They are literally included as [ know
from past conversations that. . . (See character sketch
below.)

THE CHARACTER SKETCH
#Las medias, por favor.” Rodrigo holds his feet out for
Malacho to remove his socks. She puts down her hair brush
and does this immediately. Things of this nature are a
frequent occurrencein the Llano family and inall of Colom-
bia, as well, I imagine. The father comes home from work
and the wifeand daughters areexpected todoeverything for
him. Despite that, all requests are made with “pleases” and
“thank you’s” and everything is done good- naturedly. I
dislikethis practice. lam,of course, surprised toseeMalacho
take her father’s socks off for him without protest or hesita-
tion. In my mind she is a feminist: a young woman in
complete control of her life, with a sincere interest in suc-
ceeding. I know from past conversations that sheis a firm
: sliever in the “women can doanything men can do” theory,
Adyet shejumps at her father’s every command. However,
- 1 watch this process many times in various circumstances,
notice that Malacho does what is demanded of her without
ever compromising herself or losing her identity. She goes
along with the South American chauvinist conventions be-
cause they are a strong part of her,a major shaping force in
herlife. Theyarea driving portion of herculture. She hasset
tight boundaries forherself within whichan amazingamount
of freedom is possible. She maintains the inner strength,
ambition, and constant desire for self-improvement I asso-
clate with a truly liberated woman. Whetheror not she goes
along with her society’s demands or lack of opportunity for
women is superficial; she willalways strive for achieving her
personal best.

COMMENTARY ON CHARACTER SKETCH

The writerof this character sketchisan individual
with strong opinions,one of these beinga firmbelief in
feminism. The writer's entire planning session gives
evidence of confusion about the dominant impression
(key point) she will give of her chosen subject. She
marvels at Malachc’s adaptability to a culture other
than her own; moreover, she expresses confusion over
Malacho’s ability to accept her own society’s cultural
expectations of Fer as a woman. Adaptability and
liberation wereboth considered as possible key points.
Her supporter, ina part of the session not quoted here,
suggested that perhaps the two were related. She
accepted thissuggestion. In herownwords, this is how
she incorporated her supporter’s advice: “ My final
draft of the essayincluded themboth, makingthe) oint
that despite the restrictions Colombian society had
placed on her, Malacho maintained her own identity
while adapting to the ways of her non-feminist ori-
ented country.” In her discovery paper, the writer
creditscollaborative planning with helping her sortout
her confusion about her chosen subject.

The key point of the essay is ciear, but Malacho’s
character seems to have gotten lost in the writer’s
struggle to statea key point directly rather than estab-
lish a dominantimpression of the character. The writer
ignores the supporters’ suggestions that would have
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enabled her to show us a character rather than utilize
her subject to make a point. In The Cognition of Discov-
ery: Defining a Rhetorical Problem, Linda Flower and
John R. Hayes state:

An audience and exigency can jolt a writer into

action, but the force which drives coraposing is the

writer’s own set of goals, purposes orintentions. A

maijor part of defining the rhetorical problem then

is representing one’s own goals. As we might

predict from the way writers progressively fill in

their image of audience, writers also build a

progressive representation of their goals as they

write (27).

At this stage of the composing process, as revealed by
the text and the planning session, the writer's goal
seems to be something like I am going to make some sense
out of this character who seems to have feminist views similar
to mine but whose actions within the boundaries her own
culture, in my opinion, belie those views.

Why, then, did the writer incorporate so few of
the writing strategies suggested by her supporters?
Her planning transcript seems to indicate that she was
notyet ready to show the readera characterbecauseshe
was still confused about the character she chose to
depict. Her “intentions” were to come to some under-
standing of Malacho’s characterand actions. Ifa writer
is not clear on her key point, a discussion of strategies
may not be directly transferable to a first draft of the
assignment. A collaborative planning session on strat-
egies (text conventions) may have been more helpful to
the writer after this draft had been written. Another
session may have enabled the writer to redefine her
rhetorical problem and set a new goal which, hypo-
thetically, may be stated something like this: How do
I show the complexity of Malacho’s thoroughly Co-
lombianbut independent character? Askingstudents
to restate the assignment in the form of a question
before they begin their collaborative planning may
assist both the teacherand the student in thislearning/
teaching situation, enabling the teacher to understand
h .w students are defining the assignment for them-
selvesand enabling thestudent to focus moreclearly on
the problem which the assignment presents.

ASSIGNMENT; PLAN AND WRITE AN ON-CLASS ESSAY
ANSWERING THE FOLLOWING QUESTION: WHICK NOVEL MAKES
A STRONGER SOCIAL STATEMENT, Brack Boy BY RICHARD
WRIGHT OR DINNER AT THE HOMESICK RESTAURANT BY ANNE
Ty %

As evidenced by the following transcription,
neither of the collaborators seemed prepared with a
plan at the beginning of this collaborative planning
session. They chose to use the “let’s toss around a few
ideas” approach rather than getting feedback on a
specific plan. And yet, many of points of discussion
concerning key pointand the structure of the essay are
valid ones, which Student B incorporated into his es-
say. In fact, it scems that by suggesting that they plan

{ogether, Student A abdicated the chance to developa
plan. Student B became the writer/planner , some-
times asking questions but more often answering the
questions of Student A, who begins to act as supporter
toStudentB. In hisdiscovery paper, Student Bsays this
about the process of collaborative planning: “The
process is not known as a solitary dictation [I think this
refers to the writer simply telling the plan to a sup-
porter], and I think the role of the supporter is not only
to suggest things that you think your writer-partner
might like, but to suggest things that you yourself
would like.” Note Student B’s argument in favor of
what he terms the “block method” of comparing and
contrasting toward the end of the transcription. Col-
laborative planning not only enables him to “suggest
things that he might like” but also to argue in support
of his choices. He, in effect, becomes his own best
supporter, enabling him to develop greaterautonomy
as a writer.

SNAPSHOT 3: PLANNING AN IN-CLASS
ESSAY TEST

(UTILIZING STRUCTURAL STRATEGIES
TO CONVEY A KEY POINT)

A: An essay test on—

B: Black Boy and Dinney at the Homesick Reslau-
rant—

A: We're comparing and contrasting—

B: —- to see which was more socially respon-
sible or something.

A To see which was making a stronger social
statement.

B: Statement, yeah, statement is better. . . ..

A: I'd beinterested toknow if anyoneisgoingto
write about Dinner at the Homesick Restau-
rant.

B: I might, just to be different.

A: Yeah, I was thinking about that, but I didn’t

seeawaythatlcould. Youknow, cverything
I came up with as a good reason for Dinner,
I had a counter for it, you know? All right,
moving on. Ail right, for Black Boy. Maybe
we should collaboratively plan
collaboratively, you know, work on both of
ours at the same time?

B: Okay, Black Boy. The author Richard Wright,
he's fighting society fromthetime he’s avery
little boy.

A Um-hmm. All right, so his main struggle is

against society and its Southern institutions
and discrimination policies and everything.

B: All right, think about this, if you were going
to write an essay, what would your main
point be?

A: In comparing the two?

B: Your main impression. What would be—

would youtakeitlike saying that in Black 3oy




| B

the narrator was more depressed about soci-
ety than any of the different narrators in
Dinner at the Homesick Restaurant and then
would you compare from there, or what
would your text conventions be and stuff
like that?

A: I don’t know. See the thing that stands out
in my mind is about the racism. I would take
that. See the difference, | meanIdon’t seea
way to compare them because in Dinner
you're dealing with a family that has its
problems like every family does. . . .

B.; Yeah, ] know....

A: My question to myself, to you, I guess, is
how do we compare? Seel’m used to doing
comparisons where we take one point and
they’re close, but you outweigh it for one
specific reason in each, you know. You pick
out a point and then you do a series of these.

=3

You’re undermining the block method.

A: Allright, wellanyway, I'm tryingto find out
how we can change, | mean how we can
comparethese points in Dinnerat the Home-
sick Restaurant thataren’t strong enough. |
mean I guess we haveto find what thepoints
are?

B: I think you do it in reverse order. I think you
find the points in DHR that are strong in
terms of social, and then you just balance
«.0s¢ against those of Black Boy, and then
maybe ~“er you've made your comparison,
then you state other reasons why you think
BBis superior to DHR. You can't start off
with BB because therereallyareno matching
influances with DHR. You need to start with
DHR and then go the other way.

Throughout much of the year Student B was a
fairly standard five-paragraph essay test writer. He
had learned the fonnnulaand used it withlittleinnovation
or risk-taking. Many times I had suggested that he
review his introducticas and pat conclusions. This
essay is different, hcwever. Hese he begins to engage
the topic by having a character from one novel hypo-
thetically meet a character from the other novel. (Note
the introduction of the text which follows.) In com-
menting on this session, Student B noted that in their
discussion on this paper, he and his supporter decided
that this didn’t have to be “just another boring paper.”
He credits Student A with suggesting that he find some
way to compare thebooks beside the usual. Itis difficult
to be precise about what specific comment in the tran-
scription he is referring to. Early in the session, how-
cver, when Student A asks Student B if he thinks
anyone will choose Dinner at the Homesick Restaurant as
making the more significant social statement, he re-
sponds, “ I might, just o be different.” (See transcrip-
tion above.) He doesn’t choose DHR; however, he does
do something “different,” for the first time taking a risk
in focusing his topic.

STUDENT B’s IN=CLASS ESSAY TEST

WHICH NOVEL MAKES A MORE SIGNIFICANT SOCIAL STATE-
MENT — Brack Boy OR DINNER AT THE HOMESICK RESTAU-
RANT ?

1f Cody Tull and Richard Wright had met on the street
in an anonymous Southern town, Richard would have been
expected tostepaside, smiling falsely, while Cody continued
on with a surly grin. [ am not accusing Cody of prejudice; 1
am simply stating that that is how society was in the period
the books wereset in. Black Boy , told as anautobiography by
Richard Wright, does a better job of exposing this prejudice;
in fact, a primary goal of the book seems tobe social criticism.
Dinner at the Homesick Restaurant isanovel about a family cut
off from society; victims, yes; instruments of harsh social
commentary, no. Two comparable characters in terms of
age, gender and rebellious nature are Cody and Richard;
through their lives I state n.y case.

In Dinner at the Homesick Restaurant, the character of
Cody Tull is a victim of his family structure and his own
slightly warped mentality. Cody is always concerned that
his mother hates him (he gives her good reason) and that
Pearl loves his brother Ezra more. Cody becomes bitter and
rebellious, and Pearl cannot handle him except through her
presentation of herselfasa harsh, authoritarian figure. Never
in the book is prejudice shown against anyone except Pearl
(I think her job could have been better) and Josiah, who
suffers from cruel children and Pearl.

But, in Black Boy Richard Wright has to claw himself
out of his desperately poor family whilebeing beaten down
constantly by both whites and blacks. Richard goes through
childhood with no more than one year of schooling at each
new place his family moves. The system is unconcerned,
however; nothing is expected of a poor black boy anyway. In
fact, Richard’s beatings at the hands of the various family
members were considered necessary toteach him his place
in society. The more he challenged the white system, the
more he would be hurt, and his parents knew that. As he
goes into adulthood he finds prejudice everywhere—on the
street, on the job , in the library etc.

A hypothetical meeting between Cody and Richard
would be interesting. Would they fight the first day of
school? Maybe, butonly because both grew up witi quite a
Jot of hate, not because of outright prejudice. Cody’s hate
came from hisimagined mistreatment by his family (notably
Beck, Pear), and Ezra), and Dinnerat the Homesick Restaurant
chronicled these family relationships. Rickiard Wright’s hate
came from horrible prejudice, and out of his hate sprang
Black Boy, a socially condemning novel. Black Boy wins by
default; no novel I have yet read (except maybe Oliver Twist)
could stay with it in terms of a powerful social statement.
Only an autobiography gets that close to the hatred.

COMMENTARY ON Essay TesT

As indicated earlier, this essay offers evidence
that Student B is achieving greater autonomy as a
writer. He is willing to take risks rather than follow the
standard five-paragraph essay—introduction—devel-
opment with three major points—conclusion—format.
The collaborative planning session offers evidence this

COLLLABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND  ASSIGNMENTS 85

5

| Lol -



student is also able to support his choices of writing
strategies in regard to this assignment.

Before engaging in the planning session, the stu-
dents in the class had been presented with two means
of comparing and contrasting. In the planning session
excerpt presented here, Student Bargues convincingly
for what he terms the “block” (subject-by-subject)
method as opposed to the poiit-by point methed,
whichStudent A says she is used to. He points out that
when one novel is the stronger choice overall, the
writer should discuss the weaker of the two first and
then move on to build his case in favor of the other
novel. Note the part of the transcription which begins,
» I think you do it in reverse order.” He effectively
argues that the point-by-point method will not workin
comparing/contrasting novels in which one makes a
much stronger case in regard to the problem which the
essay question presents. Hisessay does, in fact, follow
the structure for which he argues, as evidenced by the
text.

This collaborative planning session and text also
offer evidence that students become autonomous as
writers when they become their own supporters, i.e.,
begin to provide meaningful answerstoquestions which
they pose for themselves in regard to the assignment.

ASSIGNMENT: PLAN AND WRITE A NARRATIVE WHICH
MAKES A STATEMENT ABOUT FAMILY

The writer of the following family narrative has
lots of ideas, none of which have been thought through
carefully or fully, as evidenced by his opening com-
ments in the collaborative planning session: “Ikind of
came up with theidea of. ... I'm not sure exactly. ...1
don’t know how I can arrange it exactly,” etc. His
supporter, however, is quite adept at listening and
asking good questions which enable the writer to de-
velop his plan., Occasionally, the supporter offers
suggestions via his questioning technique, such as
when he asks the writer if he would like to use charac-
ters of different ages. However, it is the writer’s choice
to eventually make the characters ages 91 and 12. (Sce
narrative sketch below.) Many student collaborative
sessions begin with a discussion of key point. Here the
writer begins by talking about strategics: a contrast
between characters of different ages, the possible set-
ting, using dialog te. It is not until the writer, encour-
aged by his supporter’s question, is able to articuiate a
key pointand find meaning for his piece, however, that
the strategies discussed begin to make sense. A final
decision about setting enables the writer to consolidate
his plan.

SNAPSHOT 4: PLANNING A “FAMILY” NARRATIVE
(MOVING FROM A DISCUSSION OF STRATEGIES TO A

DISCUSSION OF KEY POINT)

w: I kind of came up with the idea of people
reflecting on their childhood or their family

w

sw

sw

sw

life. And I came up withtwoideas. Ithought
I'd work with two different age groups for
my plan. Ithought I'd try forties, you know
guys coming together for a reunion or some-
thing, or real life, like on an army base or a
nursing home or a hospital, you know? I'm
not sure exactly. I don’t know how I can
arrange it exactly, how I want to say it, but
have them reflecting on something which
happened. And I wantto doit soit’s not real
long, you know. Idon’t want it to be real
long.

So, | guess you want to use a lot of dialogue?

Yeah, I'm going to make it basically all dia-
logue. You know, quick, snappy writing.

Are you going togo back into any flashbacks
or into any memories or?

Yeah,] mean yeah, I think they’d haveto, but
I don’t see any super long flashbacks or
anything like that.

Do you have any idea of what they have in
common?

I couldn’t decide whetherit's their family life
that they developed over the years, or their
family lifeas children. Ikind of liketheidea,
and I think it should probably be easier to
writeifthey knew each other inadvance. But
I guess I would like for each to discuss their
different aspects of family life, you know?

Or would you like to do like the point of view
of a person in his thirties compared to like a
kid of age seven?

That's a cool idea. I like it. Yeah. Like a little
kid could be saying something like, "I can’t
wait until I can get away from home.” And
then theadult will say something like, "Well,
once you get away from home, you miss
your parents, and | wish [ were still home.”
And then he’d say, “You don’t want to be at
home because your parents make you eat
your vegetables,” or whatever. Maybe
something like that.. ..

I wonder if you wouldn’t want to have it a
biz brother and a little brother. The big
brother is all grown up and has kind of a fun
life, better than the younger one.

I thonght about that relationship, but I
thoug.t I'd rather do it with difierent par-
ents so they’d have more to compare.

So you want to use comparison?

Kind of, but not point-by-point, just we'll be
comparing them because they each bring up
a different quality.

Yeah, that no two parents are really alike.

Yeah, but that's not the point I'm really try-
ing to make.

What is your point?
I think I'm trying to bring out the good in
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family life. I'm going to show thatit ends up
working out for you usually, and that’s im-
portant. I don’t know, probably a positive
view. The adult will be a kind of mentor to
the kid, I guess. He's learned over the years
thatit’s not only easier, but certainly nice to
have people caring for you when you wake
up in the morning and now he’s having to

wake up, you know.

S: Doyouthinkthatthis hastotake placein any
particular setting to make it work better?

Ww: I’'m not sure, but I think it'd be interesting if
I put it in a hospital.

S: What are your other ideas like?

This collaborative planning snapshot and result-
ing text underscore the importanceof utilizing “talking
strategies” such as those provided by the Blackboard
Planner. They also reveal the importanceof “listening”
to the talk and “thinking” about the talk as well. Note
the supporter’s questions and comments which enable
the writer to develop his plan. “Iguess you wanttouse
dialogue” (strategy); Do you have any idea of what
they [the characters] have in common?” (topic infor-
mation); “Would you like to do the point of view of a
person in his thirties compared to a kid of age seven?”
(strategy); “So you want to use comparison?” (strat-
egy); “What s your point?” (key point); “Do you think
that this has to take place in any particular setting to
makeit work better?” (strategy) By asking the writer to
think about many aspects of his rhetorical problem, the
supporter has enabled the writer to continuously re-
view and consolidate his plan as he attempts to answer
each successive question. Note that the writer does not
evade the supporter’s questions, but attempts to deal
with each question or comment. To the supporter’s
suggestion that he use two brothers in his narrative
sketch, the writer responds, “I thought about that
relationship, butI thoughtI'd rather doit withdifferent
parents so they’d havemoreto compare. Hisresponses
give evidence that he is listening to and thinking about
his supporter's comments. His willingness to do this
suggests an acceptance of, or openness to, the process
of collaborative planning.

THE “ FAMILY” NARRATIVE SKETCH
A young boy walked into the room timidly. “Hi,” he
said.
An old man looked at the boy. “Well, hi there, sonny.”
“My name is Stevie.”

“Hi, Stevie, I guess you can call me. . . well. ..
Grandpa.” The man smiled at this. The boy found this
strange. “I really appreciateyou visiting me here. It does get
kind of lonely.”

“Oh, that’s all right,” stated the boy.
“How old are you?”
“Twelve, how old are you?”

“Ninety-one, but I'll bet Idon’t lookit.” And theold
man laughed. Theboy studied hislaugh and tried topicture
the old manas a kid out of the wheelchair, out of the nursing
home, just running around with friends. “Have you any
brothers or sisters?”

Two brothers, one sister,” he hesitated, ” all older.”
“Oh, so you’re the baby of the family?”

The boy cringed and said, “I don’t think so, but they
always call me that, so I must be. I wish they wouldn't call
me that. Mom calls me her littlebaby in frontof my friends.”

The man laughed, notrudely, buta knowing laugh. "1
don’t think it’s that funny. And my sister—she’s sixteen—
always says, ‘"Mom, get Stevie out of my room. I'm on the
phone.’ She’s alwayson the phone. Andthen my mom says,
‘Come here, my little poochie poo, leave Lisa alone and
come give Mommy a hug.’ ThenIsay, ‘Mom, I'm too old to
giveyou hugs, John never gives you hugs.’ Then Mom says,
“But Bunchkin, you’re never too old to give mommya hug.’
It sounds funny, but it’s not. I'm really sure it would be a
good idea to leave home.”

Then the man took a deep breath, sighed, and said, ”1
thought you were coming here to cheer me up. I'mtheone
in the home.”

“Oh, yeah, sorry, Mist—Grandpa.”

“Oh, that'sallright, Idon’tmind.” I wasthe youngest
also.”

“Yeah, but out of how many, two?”

“Oh, not many. I had twobrothers also, but I had six
sisters.”

“Ugh,” moaned Steveas heslapped his forehead with
the palm of his hand. I gotta sit down.”

“Roll up a chair,” laughed the man. And so the boy
did. He rolled up right next to Grandpa.

“ Are you for real, six sisters?” asked Stevie in disbe-
lief.

“I wouldn’t even joke,” laughed the man.

“~eah, that would be a real bad joke,” said the boy.
And they laughed together. The boy tried again to picture
this old man as a baby being bullied by six sisters and two
brothers, but he couldn’t do it. “Did they call you baby?”

“And that wasn’t all. I heard ‘pumpkin nose,’
‘schnookums,’ and many other greatones.” It maybe funny
to talk about with you, but when I'm at home, I'm not
laughing.”

“Of course not,” said the man. “But it’s a part of
family life, and you get over it, like 1did.” And the man
inched his way across the pink and blue room. “Coke,
Steve?”

#Qh, sure. .. Grandpa. . that'd be great.” Bythe way,
Grandpa, why did you want meto call you that and notyour
regular name. Atter all, I'm not your grandson. I’'m just
visiting from my school.”

“Well, Steve, I guess I was tired of being called baby
and pumpkin nose, and Ithought I would takeadvantageof
a chance to be respected for my age.”

“Oh, I sce.” And as they drank their cokes, their eyes
me;, ard they laughed.
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COMMENTARY ON FAMILY NARRATIVE

The writer of this narrative says this about his
collaborative planning in his discovery paper:

As | would learn as the year went on, paying

attention to the questions posed by my partner was

the single most important thing that I could do as

a planner. Unfortunately, I didn’t always do this,

and I think my essays reflect it. In my compare-

contrast essay, | had to comparetwo novelsand tell
which raised the more significant social issues and
why. Before we began our session, | already knew

the side that I wished totake.... However, I didn’t

know more than that. My partner questioned me

on family and its importance; however, instead of

answering him I would gobacktotalking about the

importance of racism. Yet, when heasked me why

Ithoughtracism was more important, all I said was

that it ’ is on a completely different level” That's

whatIsayinmy papertoo. It'sabland, meaningless

statement, that without furtherexplanation, means

absolutely nothing. Had [ answered my partner’s

questions, my essay would have been much more

informative. Instead, when the questions became

difficult, I would shy away and not answer them.
The writer continues in relationship to his family nar-
rative:

An example of what can happen if you do answer

yourpartner'squestions isevident in my narrative.

I came into this session with only vague ideas of

whatl wanted to write. ...Westarted our discussion

by trying to decide what age group I should deal

with. My partner asked me it I liked the idea of

having a large age difference between my
characters, and I reacted to theidea very positively.

Asitwould turnout, inmy paper, theelder character

would be91, and theyounger would be 12, I got the

idea of having the adult give the child some sort of
advice about family life. However, 1 was still
missing some key point in my paper until my
partner asked meif thesetting would beimportant.

That turned out to be the missing link, and, after

that, ideas began to flow. This was the best CP

session of the year. Probably because by answering

(withinterest) all of the questions] was asked, 1 was

able to come up with a strong plan. . .. It was

interesting for me to go from having no ideas, to a

strong, structured plan in about 20 minutes.

The writer’'s comments are evidence *'.at he is
well aware of what transpired in his planning session
and of the connections between the planning and the
text. As we have seen, his appraisal of his ability to stay
with thesupporter’s questionsis accur -‘e. The writer’s
discovery paper reflections on the connection between
planningand text provide him with an assessment of
his development asa writer. Heat - ibutes hisability to
come up with a “strong, structured plan in about 20
minutes” to his willingness to answer, as he says, “with
interest” his supporter’s questions. His statement re-
flects his acceptance of collaborative planning; his writ-
ing, the benefits of an openness to the process of CP.

SuMmMARY: CONNECTING ProcEss To PRoDUCT

From my classroom inquiry, | have observed that
students do not always utilize the comments of their
supporters in producing text; yet many times they do.
The snapshots presented here are evidence that, as
learners, studentsin any givenclass, existonadevelop-
mental continuum—intellectually, emotionally, expe-
rientially, psychologically. Generally, Ifind that stu-
dents easily incorporate ideas that are perceived as
consistent with and as enhancing their own intentions.
They readily incorporateideasor strategies with which
they are familiar and which do not involve much risk-
taking, Other students, however, challenge themselves
to understand a strategy in relation to overall purpose
or to relate overall purpose in a strategically unique
way. These latter writers, exemplified by the writers of
the Compare/Contrast Essay Test and the Family Nar-
rative in this study, have begun to utilize collaborative
planning for their advantage. They have begun to sce
the importance of reviewing and consolidating a plan
via the decisions encouraged through the utilization of
the dlackboard Planner,

In addition to learning from the collaborative
planning transcriptions, the students’ texts, and the
students’ discovery papers central to this study, the
discovery papers of others students in my class pro-
vided me with additional insights regarding the rela-
tionship between collaborative planningandtext. These
quotations from my students’ discovery papers, for
example, suggest some of the reasons that students do
not incorporate the comments/questions of their sup-
porters into their text:

"] reject ideas when they challenge my
preparation, and I think Iamanchored witha
good idea.”

* “Wlen the questions became too difficult, I
would shy away and not answer them.”

e “Sometimes I answered too many questions
and said too much instead of really listening to
what the supporter was trying to emphasizeto
me.”

e “I must listen to my supporter’s comments.”

* “1 did not ignore my supporter’s questions/
comments, but whenactually writing my essay,
I1did not incorporate them.”

» “] tended to ignore questions that involved
experimenting and changing my plan in a big
way. I think that this is done out of fear.”

e “] need to be more careful about passing over
the things that don’t strike my fancy at the
moment.”

* “The questions I tended to ignore were those
that involved the revamping of my entire

papcr."
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All of these comments seem to suggest that students
will not benefit from collaboration when they are not
open to the process. This lack of openness seems to
result from one of three dominant attitudes: (1) an
inflexibility in regard to their own ideas or established
plan, (2) an unwillingness to improve process skills, or
(3) an unwillingness to connect process to product.
These three attitudes are further illustrated by the
following students’ comments:
I ignored my supporter's comments because [

usually have thought it (the plan) over enough so

that I don’t like switching for any reason. . . .A

portrait of myself as a writer would bea reckless

writer, who dives into an ocean ofideas with nolife

jacket of planning. | wadethroughideas with only

a vague sense of what direction I'm proceeding in.

.. .Collaborative planning was not entirely helpful

to me only because of my hard-headedness. It was

helpful to me when [ allowed myself to be open to

it.

Ifsomeone asked me whether or not they should
use CP as a writing technique, | would definitely
recommend an attempt at using it. Whether or not
it works, it is up to them.”

[INFLEX1BILITY/ UNWILLINGNESS TO QUESTION ONE’S OWN IDEAS
OR PLAN]

Throughout the three collaborative planning
sessions, many plans and questions were thrown
around. As I would learn as the year went on,
paying attention to the questions posed by my
partner was the single most important thing that [
could do as a planner.

Unfortunately, I didn’t always do this, and |
think my essays reflect it.

[GoInG THROUGH THE MOTIONS/NOT UTILIZING THE PROCESS
TO ADVANTAGE]
I always seem to deviate from my original plan.
I didn’t ignore any questions the sup;rter asked.
I answered all the questions and took all the
comments into consideration. I1.ad an answer for
every question and /or comment that was made. .

I always thought about what I would say in
response to a supporter’ squestion, butI never once
said, “Oh, yes, that ‘s an excellent point.” I never
thought about it or perceived it in that way... . Itis
much easier for me to write from the heart and let
my ideas flow. That’s why I love poetry.”

[UTILIZING PROCESS FOR THE SAKE OF PROCESS/NO CONNEC-
TION BETWEEN PROCESS AND PRODUCT]

In assessing the benefit of collaborative planning
to their development as writers, these students show
thattheylacked acceptance of the process. Thefirsttwo
students are fully aware that they did not utilize the
process toadvantage. The third, however, believes she
took advantage of the process. But if we look further,
we see that even she recognizes that she never said,”
That's an excellent point.” Such a comment on the
writer’s part, I believe, would indicate recognition that
the supporter has made a significant statement which
will enable the writer to develop her plan more fully.

This writer, by her own tacit admission, however, is
resistant. She is not willing to revise her plan. (This
unwillingness to revise was evident in successive writ-
ten drafts of an assignment as well.) In fact, it's ques-
tionable whether she puts any plan into action. As she
says, “I's much easier for me to write from the heart
and let my ideas flow.” Her comments lead me to
believe that she enjoys writing from inspiration; she
does not accept the value of making connections ver-
bally, of thinking a plan through and getting; reactions
toit. Many times during the year she expressed verbal
resistance to any new type of thinking she was asked to
do. In regard to being asked to think about how a
particular author made meaning in a piece, for ex-
ample, she indicated thatshe had difficulty answering
because she “doesn’t think that way.” She often com-
mented that she is more of a “ science/math” person
than an “English” person. This defensiveness did not
allow her to utilize collaborative planning to her ad-
vantage.
DEVELOPING PLANNING AND
WRITING STRATEGIES
The students’ planning transcriptions, texts, and
commerits give evidence of growth in planning and
talking strategies which include
o developing listening skills;
» askingpertinentquestionsof oneselfand of one’s
partner;
» answering rather than ignoring questions w.iich
are asked;
» connecting elements of the Blackboard Planner
(key point, information, text conventicns, etc.)

Their texts and discovery papers suggest that
these students are now more conscious of using the
following writing strategies in text production:

» utilizing planning decisions in the actuai toxt;
o limiting information;
* organizing information inrelationship to purpose;
e considering alternative structures;
» using specific detail and example.
A NOTE TO TEACHERS AND
CURRICULUM WRITERS

The planning transcriptions and students’ texts
provide evidence that collaborative planning is one
teaching method which fosters the learning model
advocated in PCRP1I. Collaborative planningenables
students to improve cognition and enhance
metacognitive awareness. Looking through the lens of
meaning-making, the snapshots reveal students’ efforts
to ask and answer questions, making their thinking
more visible to themselves. The snapshots also reveal
a process which is language-based. Students learn
through the utilization of talking strategies and by
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making connections between oral and written lan-
guage. They learn the significance of communicating
fora purpose. Learning is ad vanced through the human
and social aspects of collaboration. This process allows
students who are open to it the opportunity to utilize
their prior knowledge and beliefs (human aspect) and
interact witha community of learners (social aspect) to
further develop their knowledge and skills.

Inteachingand in writing curricula, therefore, we
should consider not only the “what” butalso the “how”
of teaching. As educators our goal is to develop inde-
pendent thinkers and learners. We cannot accomplish
this goal unless we pay attention to process as well as
to educational materials and specific content knowl-
edge we as a socicty deem it necessary foi our children
to have.

Observation of what transpires in a collaborative
planning session gives teachers as well as students a
valuable assessment tool, helping both to answer the
question: “Where do I go from here?” Salf-analysis of
individual collaborative planning sessions and the re-
sultanttextsenables thestudents toassesstheirprogress
as a writers. These self-assessments, in turn, provide
the teacher with valuable information on the progress
of both a class of students and of individual students
within the class.

My work asa teacher-researcherin the Making
Thinking Visible Project at The Center for the Study of
Writing, Carnegie Mellon University, has convinced
me that collaborative planning is one methodology
which, paradoxically, enables students to engage each
other for the purpose of becoming independent think-
ers and writers.

Works CITED

Flower, Linda and John R. Hayes. The Cognition of Dis-
covery: Defining a Rhetorical Problem. Pittsburgh, PA:
Carnegie-Mellon University, 1980.

Lytle, Susan L. and Morton Botel. Framework for Read-
ing, Writingand Talking Across the Curriculum ( PCRP
II), Harrisburg, PA: The Pennsylvania Department
of Education, September, 1988.

90



STUDENT TEACHERS AND COLLABORATIVE PLANNING:
TRANSFER AND ADAPTATION FROM

REPRESENTATION TO PRACTICE

LiNDA NORRIS
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

“We comduct research in a field to make sense of it, to get smarter about it, perhaps to
learn how to perform more adeptly within it. Those who investigate teaching are involved
in concerted attempts to understand the phenomena of teaching, to learn how to improve
its performance, to discover better ways of preparing individuals who wish to teach.”
(Shulman, 1986, p. 3)

Purrose AND DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to explain how teachers early onin their professional
workdevelop theirown philosophies for teachingand learningand how theyassimilate
the new concepts and techniques they learn with what they have already learned in
order to teach thei: own students. This work may be useful for other classroom inquiry
projectsor teacher preparation programs interested inhow teachersform philosophies,
make decisions, and adoptdifferent methodologies for teaching composition. Thereare
three main reasons for thisinquiry: the firstis to see how preservice teachers think about
themselves as writers and how they represent and react to a new idea for teaching
composition; the second is to discover how student teachers’ attitudes toward and
knowledgeabout writingand teaching writing, particularlyinthe areasof planningand
collaboration, are manifested when they teach their own students; and the third is to
compare experienced teachers’ views about planning collaboratively with prospective
teachers’ views and to suggest some implications for the practice of writing,

Three studies in particular investigated some of the ways teachers represent
themselves, their students, and their classroom situations in order to better understand
the rationales teachers have for what they teachand how t- y teach. Swanson-Owens
(1986) was interested in how two experienced teachers’ philosophies about teaching
and leaming were played out in practice. Concerns suchas “the individual’s views on
the source of new knowledge, the development of knowledge, and the goals of
instruction” (Swanson Swens, p. 69) are critical to the decisions teachers make about
what they will teach and how they will teach it. Hillocks (1986) characterized four
different types of instructional practiceand provided explanations for theassumptions
that underlie why teachers use these modes in the teaching of writing. Most recently,
Hoy and Woolfolk (1990) studied the socialization of student teachers—their senses of
personal teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy.

These studiesshed somelighton ways teachersimaginetherole that they playand
the roles that their students play in the teaching and learning experience; their images
of the classroom itself, the goals for instruction, and ways knowledge is gained directly
influence the choices they make about what gets taught and how it is taught. 1 am
interested in how preservice teachers, particularly those who aspire to teach secondary
English, develop their teaching repertoires;  would like to know more about how and
why teacher trainees make decisions about certain strategies and techniques they will
accept and use or reject and not use in the teaching of writing. Like Swanson-Owens,
I want to discover more about what it is teachers attend to (“locus of attention”) and
whatinfluencestheirinstructional practice (“conditions of instruction”). UnlikeSwanson-
Owens, however, ] wantto explorehow prosp ective teachers early in their professional
pursuits understand the nature of teaching and learning and how they begin to select
certain methods for teaching composition. As a teacher-rescarcher in the Making
Thinking Visible Project as well as a preservice teacher instructor, lam interested in
how teachers carly in their practice, at the time just before doing their practicum
work and then during the actual practicum itself, select, translate, and apply what
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they have already learned about wriling to a new
technique for teaching writing that they haven’t learned
before. In order to take a close look at these prospective
teachers’ representations of and attitudes toward col-
laborative planning' as well as their predictions and
decisionsabout usingcollaborative planning, I decided
to take a close look at several factors: prospective
teachers’ attitudes toward planning and collaboration,
their images and representations of planning and col-
laborative activity, their reactions to using and teach-
ing collaborative planning, their predictions of ways
they would use collaborative planning in the class~
room, and student teachers’ adoption or rejection of it
as part of their methodology and philosophy for teach-
ing writing,

Twenty-three preservice teachers from the teach-
ing of writing courseduring the fall semester 1989-90 at
the University of Pittsburgh participated in this study.
In the course they learned about collaborative plan-
ning, tried it for at least one of their own writing
assignments, and predicted howcollaborative planning
would work in their own classes when they became
teachers. In the spring semester, I selected two student
teachers, based on their responses to writing attitude
surveys and their journal writing, for short case study
observations during their student teaching
practicums—one of the participants who decided to
usecolleborative planning with students and oneof the
participants who did not.

I collected and analyzed five kinds of data:

1) a journal of reaction and reflection about col-
.aborative planning. I asked these twenty-three stu-
dents (prospective English teachers) to examine col-
laborative planning as a writing technique. They were
towritetheir reactionsinajournal that wasrequired for
the teaching of writing course and in which they com-
mented on several philosophies and methods for teach-
ing composition (e.g., Bartholomae and Petrosky,
Atwell, Kirbyand Liner, Applebee, Flowerand Hayes).
They also read two newsletters written by members of
the Making Thinking Visible Project at the Center for
the Study of Writing at Carnegie Mellon University,
and they read selections from the Project Book on
collaborztive planning also written by members of this
project. They viewed a twenty-minute videotape on
doing collaborative planning, and they participated in
a large group planning session and discussion. They
also tried collaborative planning with a partneroutside
of class. They wrote their comments and reflections
about all of these materials and activities in their jour-
nals. [ collected, read, and commented on the journals
at week four and at the end of the semester.

2) a thirty-question writing attitude survey. This
survey, developed by David Wallaceand Nancy Spivey
at CMU, asked students about their own planning
process as writers and about their views on collabora-

tionin writing (See Appendix A). On the firstday of the
teaching of writing class and on the last day of the
course, I asked the students present to take this survey
that asked 30 questions about their writing and plan-
ning experiences and how they felt about both plan-
ning and collaboration. When I administered the sur-
veys at the end of the course, I asked the students also
toindicate in the upper right-hand corer of the survey
thenumber of times they did collaborative planning for
their own assignmernts during the fifteen weeks of the
course. I gave each of the surveys a numbered score,
the highest possible score being 120.

3) written predictions about collaborative plan-
ning in their own classrooms. Very close to the end of
the course in December, I asked these prospective
teachers to predict how collaborative planning would
work in a teaching situation that they imagined could
happen to them (See Appendix B for examples). I also
read thefinal take-home examinations(questionsabout
planning collaboratively) of each student to gain more
insights into how they understood and felt about using
collaborative planning. In addition to the above infor-
mation from all students who took the teaching of
writing course, I also collected the following data from
the two student teachers I observed during the spring
semester:

4) observational notes taken during student
teachers’ teaching acompositionclassat practicumsites,
and

5) personal interviews (audio taped and tran-
scribed) with two student teachers at the end of the
methods course and after teaching a writing class at
their practicum sites.

This paperisalook athow onegroup of preservice
teachers in general, and two individuals from that
group in particular, represent collaborative planiing
and make decisions about whether or not this tech-
nique would be part of their teaching repertoires. The
discussion toward the conclusion of the paper includes
how some experienced teachers in last year’s Making
Thinking Visible pilot program understood collabora-
tive planning and made decisions about whether they
would use itin their own classrooms; their views were
not unlike views expressed hy some preservice teach-
ers.

INITIAL RESPONSES TO
COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

How did preservice teachers react to the collaborative
planning technique for teaching writing? What reactions
and reflections did they make about it over the course of an
academic semester? What did they find useful and positive
about it and what did they find problematic?

In the writing methods class and prior to any
student teaching, the group discussed and wrote in
their journals what they anticipated would be the ben-
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efits and weaknesses of collaborative planning if they
used itasa teaching of writing tool. Some of the benefits
mentioned were that collaborative planning enhances
speaking and listening skills, promotes social interac-
tion, builds confidence and authority for writers, and
contributes to sharing ideas, finding the self, consider-
ing elements of a piece of writing that they never
considered before, anticipating problems that might
arise in the text, getting organized, and considering
suggestions they would not have thought of by them-
selves.

Among the concerns brought up by the students
were what their writing assignments would be, so that
whenstudentsdo plancollaboratively they don’t “steal”
ideas from one another. They also voiced questions
such as what if the students fool around and don’t plan
when they allow class time for planning, what if a
writerrefuses to plan with asupporter, whatif students
justask questionsinalock-step fashionand aren’t good
supporters for writers, and what if writers become too
dependent on their supporters for help? In answer to
some of their concerns about collaborative planning, I
talked with them about open-ended kinds of assign-
ments that would be non-threatening to students who
might be hesitant to share their ideas at first. We also
discussed how they as teachers could demonstrate the
supporter’s role so that the blackboards would not jus.
be a series of questions thata supporter would askin a
lock-step fashion. We also talked about how planning
collaboratively might be a way for writers to become
more independent rather than more dependent on
other people for support for their writing in the sense
that after doing collaborative planning with a sup-
porter, the writer learns to make considerations and
decisions about purpose, audience, text conventions,
and topiconhisown, when thesupporterisnotaround.

The journals they kept during the course could be
divided into two “camps.” On the one hand, I read
people like Kathy and Timmie who see more benefits to
plan.ing collaboratively than disadvantages, benefits
like,

“asks them [students] to assume two roles writer/

listener and encourager and prodder, which 1

believeany student benefits from seeing/being on

m.ore than one side.” —Timmie,
or
“1. aids the writer in !~oking at his own writing
through the eyes of an observer, 2. polishes social
skills of the students, forthey learn to interact and

communicate with their fellow classmates. . . 3.

takes fear of authority (teacher) eway—

comfortable with friends, 4. very egocentric—
students like to talk about themselves, 5. good
mental exercise, 6. creative outlet for students “ —

Kathy.

Students like Kathy and Timmie predicted that
collaborative pianning would be a successful writing

technique in how they inagined teaching a writing
class. And students in this “camp” did plan
collaboratively on the writing assignments for this
class and other classes outside thisclass frequently, and
wrote that they enjoyed itand that it helped themto get
through their courses. About the technique in general,
other members of the class wrote the following com-
ments in their journals:

“Collaborative planning is concerned with getting

beyond the facts into a region . . . which contains

problems, & confusion. A whole new world opens

Lp for the writer when she allows herself to face

this area of confusion and puzzlement.”

“ like this idea a lot. Probably becausel havedone
it without knowing I was doing it & because it
occurs before anything is written.”

“Students would gain a clearer and more accurate
understanding of what they are trying to express
in their writing if they use collaborative writing
exercises. The most important aspect in
collaborative planning is that the writer is not
being judged by the supporter but, rather,
encouraged.”

“] think it is a great idea for inexperienced writers
who never plan and are never certain where they
are going with a particular piece of writing. For
these people collaborative planning is an excellent
tool. Not only does their writing improve
enormously, but they are also becoming skilled
listeners and able communicators.”

“This collaborative planning has a lot of side-
benefit potential. I see the support system as
character-affirming for uncertain adolescents. I
think the process of explaining one’s project to
someone else, answering one’s questions and
defending one’s choices and views would be a
process of ‘meaning-making’— investing a bit of
oneself in the task at hand.”

Six students in the teaching of writing course who saw
advantages to using collaborative planning and who
predicted that it would work in their classes used
collaborative planning themselves anywhere from 4 to
25 times during the semester. These six prospective
teachers planned collaboratively on the writing re-
quired not only in the teaching of writing course, but
also in the teaching of literature course, the crcative
dramatics course, the teaching laboratory lesson plan
assignments, and in other education courses they took
during this semester where they were required to sub-
mit papers and other written work. Two of these six
students, Margie and Geri, became collabora’' ve plan-
ning partners and frequently planned (for at least 15
different written assignments during the semester) the
writing they were required to do for several courses.
There was also representation from another
“camp.” On their writing attitude surveys, these six
student teachers said they either neverdid any collabo-
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rative planning after they were asked to one time
during the course, or did it only one time beyond the
course assignment. Journals like Lisa’s, and Terri’s
reflected hesitancy to plan collaboratively for a variety
of reasons:
1 like Atwell’s approach better because I resent
the fact that I will be told when to collaborate, and
with whom. . .. I found that peer tutoring, either
with same age pairs, or across ages, is a profitable
type of collaboration. Yet, as with all types of
collaboration, there are problems. The primary
problem is that the tutor may be overpowering, or
the tutee, resentful.” —Lisa

“The only problem I have with C.P. is the specific
pointsof focusthatare partoftheblackboard planner.
Forexaraple, I don’t think that audience applies toa
poem. Shouldn’t the points of focus change for
each writing assignment? A student may even
havea problem thatisn’t covered intheblackboard
planner also. . . .I do know that not all students
may benefit from collaborative planning,and those
that do need constant supervisionto keep themon
task. “ —Terri

About the planning blackboards, John wrote,

“] am havinga problem filling in the boxes.I getan
urge to start writing first. So I will. In a rambling
fashion. Then maybe I can fill in the boxes for a
morecohesive finaldraft, should onebe necessary.”

And Stephanie remarked,

“My only complaint about the “Blackboard

Planner” is that it’s so linear. I like circular or flow

chart types of things that don’t have little boxes. 1

know that reviewand consolidateruns beneathall

of the boxes, but it still looks too sterile. I like to be

less organized. I suppose for me an ideal diagram

would be somewhere between the blackboard
planner & my actual depiction.”

Other concerns from this group were that writers
would become too dependenton supportersin order to
plan their writing when they felt as teachers their goal
was to get writers to become more independent; and
the fear that one writer would “steal” another’sideasif
they talked about it first kept resurfacing. Those who
gave collaborative planning more skeptical reviews
found it problematic because they felt collaboration
could make writers too dependent on supporters for
help, could allow for “stealing” original ideas, could
cause much confusion and off-task behavior, and could
impose a structure (the planning blackboards) that
writers might find restrictive and unnatural. Randy
wrote,

“Collaborative planning could probably be useful

intheclassroom, but it seems to methattheoverall

goal of the program should be to get students to
ask themselves the right questions when they
write. Writing, for me, has always been a very
private enterprise—and I usually ask myself

questions like the ones that are stressed in
collaborative planning. By working with another
person, students may gain insight and practice
regarding which questions to ask. However, that
other person will notalways bethere, and writing,
after all, is a private affair.”

Students had different reactions to this writing
technique, anywhere from very accepting of the idea to
skeptical and cautious. Those who readily accepted
this notion accepted collaborative planning because it
issomethingthey havealready beendoing as writersor
because they saw it as something useful as a problem-
solving strategy or a communication technique that
promotes social interaction, authorial ownership, lis-
tening, and student-centeredness. Students who talked
about writing assignments with others, who enjoyed
interaction with others, and/or who have had other
experiences with writing as problem-solving saw value
in doing collaborative planning; students who thought
that writing isprivate, who were taught to do theirown
work (if not, they would be cheating), and/or who
understood or tried to move through the blackboards
mechanically (that is, without having a sense of how
audience, purpose, text conventions, and topic infor-
mation interact and consolidate in a writer’s plan)
questioned whether collaborative planning would bea
good idea.

PRESERVICE TEACHERS AS PLANNERS

How did preservice teachers think about themselves as
planners? How did they react to collaboration in writing?
What effect did their perceptions have in how they used
coliaborative plannig for their own writing?

After administering the writing attitude surveys
on the first day of the courseand readingall thejournals
early in the semester in October, I discovered that the
class had many different ideas about what planning
is—from a process that occurs throughout the various
stages of the writing process, such as brainstorming,
drafting, and revising, to thinking about planning as
outlining or note taking or divine inspiration or just
bouncing ideas around witha fellow classinate or close
friend. These students, through class discussion, dis-
covered that they had different representations of plan-
ning, and they realized that their future students may
represent planning and writing in theirown individual
ways also. At the midway point in the course during
our class discussion, the majority of preservice teachers
agreed that collaborative planning seemed to be one
way to help students with writing; the majority said or
wrotein theirjournalsthat would like totry it with their
students in the future.

Iasked the students during the fall semester to do
collaborative planning with someone outside the class
on a piece of writing they were working on. Several of
them replied in their journals that they collaborated
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with someoneabout the first journal assignment, which
was to explain their own planning process. The majority
ofstudent teachers commented in theirjournalsthat they
preferred collaborating with other members of their
class rather than with someone outside of class (e.g.,
friend, parent, sibling). Their reasoning was that other
class members knew the assignment and alsohad todo
the assignment, so they were better collaborators be-
cause they had a better understanding of the assign-
ment and had more of an investment for doing the
collaboration—they might get some ideas for the as-
signment that they hadn’t considered before talking it
over with a peer. Getting some alternate or new ideas
from peers was helpful; they did not consider this
“stealing” someone else’s ideas.

For at least six students, collaborative planning
became a regular part of the writing process for all the
otherpapers they wroteduringthat semesterincluding
the major course assignment, which was to design a
sequence of writing assignments that they would teach
to a high school class, and the take-home final exam
which incluced both theoretical and practical ques-
tions about teaching writing. These students formed
study groups and talked a great deal before and
throughout the completion of the writing assignments.
These students wrote that they talked to each other on
the phone, before and after classes, and during breaks
between classes about their assignments. Another six
students wrote that they did not use any collaborative
planning for any of the writing assignments and wrote
their papersaloneoronly used itonce. Theothersin the
class wrote that they did plan collaboratively on more
than one of the assignments or on part of the assign-
ments and »art of the time worked alone.

I obtained sixteen post-writing course attitude
surveys from the twenty-threeenrolled inthe class (one
student moved and had to finish the course early, and
the others did not come to class that day). High scores
on the surveys (scores in the high 90’s and 100"s) reflect
that students felt positively about planning and did
plan out their writing; high scorers also told others
about their writing and felt that collaborating with
someoneabout their assignments was very helpfuland
useful. Low scorers on this survey did not think that
either planning or collaboration was as important as
the high scorers. Students who had high scorcs on the
attitudes toward planning and collaboration aiso indi-
cated that thev planned collaboratively many times
during the course. The three highest scorers on the
post-surveys were the three who indicated that they
used collaborative planning the most times throughout
the semester, from ten to twenty-five times. (One stu-
dent estimated that she used collaborative planning
somewhere between fifteen and twenty-five times.)
Six students indicated that they never did any collabo-
rative planning after they were asked t» one tine

Post WAS Number of CP
Sessions

108 25

107 11

103 15-25
101 2

97 10

97 3

97 0

93 3

91 0

90 4

90 2

90 0

90 0

86 5

84 1
77.5 1

TaBLE]l. PReSERVICE TEACHERS’ POST-WRITING
ATTITUDE SURVEY (WAS)
Scores AND TiMes THey DD
COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

during the course, or did it one time beyond the course
assignment; their writing attitudesurvey scores ranged
from 10 to 30 points below the scores for the high
scorers (See Tabie 1).

Two PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ PREDICTIONS
ABouT COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

What predictions did preservice teachers make about
how collaborativeplanning would work for theirown classes?
Did their predictions haveany bearing on whether or not they
would use collaborative planning when teaching writing?

The previous sections of this study provided a
glimpse at prospective teachers’ general attitudes to-
ward, reactions to, and reflections about collaborative
planning before any actual teaching of writing oc-
curred. Adoption of a new technique like collaborative
planning, adding to one’s teaching repertoire, and fur-
ther developing a teaching philosophy all come from
how teachers feel about writing as writers and how
they perceive the following: notions about education
and collaboration, their past history and success with
schooling, and success with writing—the “baggage”
teachers bring with them into their classrooms. In gen-
eral, preservice teachers in this study who planned
with a partner even before they were introduced to
collaborative planning were more enthusiastic about
teaching it and recognizing benefits of doing it than
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those who were “private writers” before collaborative
planning was introduced to them.

The riext section looks at two specific students’
attitudes toward collaborative planning, their predictions
about how they imagined they would use collaborative
planning in a classroom situation, and then, if they actu-
ally did use collaborative planning when teaching a writ-
ing class during student teaching. They wrote their pre-
dictions in their journals during the fall writing methods
course, and they did their classroom student teaching
during the spring semester, Private interviews were con-
ducted with these two individuals at the end of the fall
semester—at that time we discussed how they reacted to
collaborative planning as writers, and also in the spring,
after the student teachers taught a writing class—at that
time we discussed what happened during the class, their
reactions to teaching the class, and their reasons for using
or not using collaborative planning during class time.

Why do Randy and Kathy feel differently about
collaborative planning? Randy and Kathy are both excel-
lent students, they both did very well in high school, and
have received A grades in their teaching courses at Pitt.
They have different personalities—Randy is quiet, soft-
spoken, reserved, introverted; Kathy is gregarious, out-
spoken, demonstrative, extroverted. When they talked to
me about themselves as writers in private interviews,
they had different points of view. Randy likes to work
alone,and he has had success in school from thinking and
doing by himself. He feels that if he shows or tells some-
one hisideasbeforehehandsin the final draft thenit'slike
cheating or stealing. He wouldn’t want someone to steal
hisideas, and he wouldn’t want to change his mind about
what he wants to write about because he talked to some-
one who tried to talk him out of what he was going to
write, He sayshe usually putsalot of imeinto hiswriting,
and rather than going to outside sources or other indi-
viduals for help, he prefers to think about what he wants
to write, his view or what he thinks the truth is, then
considers the opposing view and acknowledges it in his
argument. These strategies

have worked well for hira.

Randy is a confident, inde-

pendent writer. Subiect of th i Kath Rand
Kathy tolc me in an ubject of the Question athy -andy

interview that writing hus I like to bounce ideas off people. SA D

become easier and more 1 ,

enjoyable for her now, but Ilike to talk to someone before I write. A D

when she first came to Pitt, Writers should do their planning before writing. A D

writing was hard for her. s ,

She procrastinated doing Writing should be a very private process. D A

her writing assignments, I like to finish writing before telling someone. D A

had trouble organizing ex-

what she wrote, Talking to her teachersand to other class
members helped her to make sense of the points she
wanted to make and to structure her writing better.
Talking out her plans gave Kathy confidence that shehad
something to say that others would want to read about.
She recalled times when at 11:30 at night, she’d be on the
phone with one of her classmates discussing the next
paper that was due. Bouncing her ideas off the other
person was helpful as well as getting the other person’s
point of view. Discussing the assignments made Kathy
moreexcited about writing and got her to think about her
goals. Planningand collaborating helped Kathy feel more
comfortable about writingand made her feel thatshe was
really communicating to her readers. When looked at
Randy’s and Kathy’s responses to the Writing Attitude
Survey they had taken on the last day of the teaching
writing class, I noticed that Randy agreed that writing is
a very private process, but Kathy disagreed with that
statement, Itappears that the way they would use collabo-
rative planningin teaching writing and what they would
predict for how students would useitare directly related
to how they feel about writing as writers themselves.

Perha; Randy and Kathy see collaborative plan-
ning differently because they are different writers. Both
writers see benefitsin planning, but they plan differently.
Kathy likes to talk before she writesand before she hands
in a final draft. Randy plans alone; he thinks about the
assignment and determines how he’s going to write itby
himself, Kathy recognizes the benefits of collaboration,
but Randy sees collaboration asa threat to original think-
ing. Kathy haslearned that sharing what she thinks with
someone helps her to communicate better; Randy has
leamned that you should always do your own work, and
writing alone for him has paid off. I think thatadopting a
new techniquelike collaborative planning hasmuchtodo
with how we adopt writing techniques ourselves as writ-
ers and with how successful those techniques have been
for us as writers. As Table 2 demonstrates, Randy and
Ka.hy disagreed on questions on the Writing Attitude
Survey that were about how they viewed the writing

actly what she wanted to
say, she rambled, and she
couldn’t find her “voice” in

TABLE 2. DIFTERING RESPONSES TO WRITING A TTITUDE SURVEY

(SA-STRONGLY AGREE, A-AGREE,

D-DISAGREE, SD-STRONGLY DISAGREE)
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process and how much they talked about their writing
to others.

Randy and Kathy disagreed on their views about
collaborative planning and also differed in their re-
sponses to the writingattitude survey, In their journals,
they predicted that their classes would respond differ-
ently tocollaborative plannirig (See Appendix B). These
predictions were written in the fall semester teaching of
writing course, before any student teaching occurred.
Randy imagined that his tenth-graders would break
into groups of two. He would tell them to take turns
explaining the incident, the lesson, and its importance.
The other person would be free to ask questions about
anything the writer says that seems interesting or con-
fusing. Then he goes on to describe three disaster
sessions and one that’s fair to good. His role, he feels,
would be one where he really can’t help much because
he doesn’t think that coming into the middle of a
conversation gives him any way to contribute to the
discussion. He would opt to work with one boy whose
partner has decided to work by himself and would let
the rest of the class “plan” for about ten more minutes.

Kathy also imagines that she would be teaching a
tenth-grade class and would ask them to write a paper
on a successful relationship in their lives. Her assign-
ment is similar to Randy’s (personal experience). Like
Randy, she would let the class decide who will collabo-
rate with whom, but when she monitors their planning
and finds off-task behavior (the dance Friday nightand
the fight Tonya had with her bovfriend), she decides to
pa.r students herself so they aren’t with their friends
and imagines that this works better. The planning and
collaboration that Kathy supposes are successful; writ-
ers get new ideas and other viewpoints from support-
ers who can step back from the writer’s relationship
and see things the writer can’t because “the writer
might be ‘too close to the forest to see the trees.”” Kathy
predicts that her class’ papers demonstrate “an in-
depth analysis of their relationships” that she doesn’t
think would have happened had they written their
papers withoutcollaborative plan.iing. Kathy discussed
her plans for writing with other class members fre-
quently throughout the course and saw more benef'ts
than detriments to teaching chis technique to other
students.

Kathy’s and Randy’s responses bring up the is-
sues not only of attitude toward classroom collabora-
tion and the benefits of planning, but also of transfer of
understanding a new concept and applying it to your
own situation. Much in these responses points to how
these prospective teact ers understand therole of plan-
ning collaboratively and, not less in importance, how
these teachers interpret their roles as writing teachers.
Kathy has hope that collaborative planning will aid her
future students in focusing on elaboration and key

points. Randy feels that the majority of his future
students will use it as a “blow off” session. When I
asked Kathy and Randy how many times they used
collaborative planning during their own writing meth-
ods course or for other writing assignments this semes-
ter,Randy said hedidn’tdoany planningcollaboratively
except for theone time whenhe wasasked toand Kathy
said at least 5 times. Thereis a definite link between the
way they felt about and used collaborative planning as
writers and they way they predicted collaborative
planning would go in their own classes. Kathy wrote
very positively about collaborative planning in her
journal, used it with class members during the course,
and predicted that it would be useful in teaching com-
position; Randy wrote that writing was a private pro-
cess, did no collaborative planning except for the one
time that he was asked to during the course, and
predicted that it would probably be a waste of class
time for his students.

Other mer bersof the class also wrote predictions
about collaborative planning in their journals during
the fall semester. The majority of student teachers
predicted that their classes would be more like Kathy’s
prediction than Randy’s prediction, although a main
concern for themajority of student teachers was whether
collaborative planning sessions would invite off-task
behavior. These predictions, I think, are linked to what
student teachers bring from their backgrounds—both
their own experiences as student writers and their
previous stucent-to-teacher relationships, both suc-
cessfuland vnsuccessful. In the majority of this particu-
lar class’ eyes, off-task behavior on the part of their
students means that they are niot doing a goc 1 job as
teacher, i. e., students on task are a sign of a good
teacher. Randy, who has always done his writing pri-
vately and who considers writing to be a very private
process, feels that if he gives students time to collabo-
rate that they won’t use the time to do the task, that
they’ll take advantage of the situation and use it for a
bull session. Randy’s descriptions characterize collabo-
rative planning sessions as ones where the teacher has
no control over what the students are doing; to allow
the studentsto take control is for them tobe off-task and
unproductive.

Kathy’sdescription is one of a teacher who guides
and monitors students through their planning ses-
sions; both the teacher and the students have control
over the task. Kathy will intervene if she feels any off-
task behavior is leading up to an unproductive use of
class time. Kathy, who used collaborative planning
with other members of the class when she was writing
a sequence of assighments, believes there are more
benefitsthan drawbacks in the planning session,among
those are organizational and critical thinking skills,
things she discovered as a student writer working on
assignments for her own classes. Those who see writing
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as a private process and see little advantage in sharing
plans with someone, as Randy does, probably won't
decidetoteachcollaborative planning. Thoselike Kathy
who see advantages in the social, supportive aspects of
planning out a piece of writing with others probably
will ask students to try planning collaboratively when
teaching writing.

How ATtTiTUDES AND PREDICTIONS WERE
LINKED TO AcTUAL TEACHING OF WRITING]

Were the two student teachers’ attitudes toward col-
laborative planning and their predictions about it linked to
decisions they made about teaching writing to students?

In order to follow up how Randy and Kaihy, with
theirdifferent attitudes toward collaborative planning,
their different experiences as student writers, and their
different predictionson how they would teach writing,
I went to observe their classes at their respectiv:
practicum sites during the spring semester while they
were student teaching. On the day I went to observe
Kathy and Randy teaching writing classes, Kathy used
collaborative planning and Randy did not.

Kathyused collaborative planning with her tenth-
grade “scholastic business” students when they were
writing descriptive paragraphs about imaginary cars.
(These students, she explained, were those not tracked
into the advanced placement, college preparatory, or
general mainstream groups at her school site.) Her
lesson plan stated that her objective was to have stu-
dents learn how to write descriptive paragraphs. Be-
fore class she tcid me that she thought collaborative
planning would help her students focus on their pur-
pose and supporting details for these descriptions. In
her journal in the previous fall semester, Kathy pre-
dicted that her students would protit from doing col-
laborative planning because of the social interaction
and because it took authority away from the teacher
and gave it to the students.

Inthefollow-upinterview Iconducted with Kathy
after her class, sl.e told me that she discovered, as she
had predicted, students enjoyed the social interaction
and the break from the usual teacher-directedness of
the classroom. Kathy confided that early in the class
period she worried that the class was off task and too
loud; she feared that her students were “goofing off”
and not accomplishing anything in the planning scs-
sion. During the class I observed that some of the pairec
groups that Kathy origi. ©lly assigned wanted to joiu
other pairs, so they beca.ne foursomes. Kathy did not
object. As she went from group to group, she noticed
that students were asking each other serious questions
and making co' ments about their rough plans and
first drafts, co .nents that asked for elaboration like
“So whatdo you think of the Avenger [car name]?” and
“What’s your main idea?” At the end of the planning
sessions, Kathy called thelarge group together and had

her students comment about the experience. Com-
ments ranged from “Yes, it [collaborative planaing]
helps you; [it] made me see that my paragraph and car
were stupid” to “I could have been a better supporter if
she would have had something [a plan to discuss]” to
“I could criticize him and he wouldn’t get mad” to “[1
got] a lot of good ideas from my supporter.”

Randy’s twelfth-grade “average” students had
just read some of William Blake’s Songs of Innocenceand
Experience; their task was to write aboutanything they
wanted and in any form (poem, short story, dialogue)
as long as they provided two different perspectives on
the same thing. The students wrote thei? assignments
outside of class and did not do collaborative planning
at any time in class. Randy collected the class’ assign-
ments and photocopied eight of the forty papers from
the two class sets. Cn the day I observed him, Randy
distributed copies ot the eight papers to each student,
asked students to read those papers, and he went row
by row to each student asking him or her to say which
he or she liked best ar.d which he or she liked least and
why. Many students repiied they liked themall; atleast
one in each class said they didn’t like any. In general,
students 'iked the pieces they said they understood or
that were realistic, and they disliked the ones they
claimed they couldn’t understand or that dealt with
what they called trivial matters. Both classes thought
that one of the papers (two poems) plagiarized Blake
and was not written by the student at all. Randy ex-
plained tc the classes that the poems were not plagia-
rized, but that they were what he thought was a very
good parody of Blake and that’s why heincluded them
in the eight example papers.

After class, when I asked Randy how he thought
thetwoclasses went, he said that he was pleased that he
did get everyone to talk—most of the time only a
handful of st idents dominate the class discussion and
everyone else just sits there. He said he would probably
not include the two poems that students thought were
plagiarized if he could uo the class again, because he
did not want to promot2 discussion that someone
cheated. (This was a surprise that he did not anticipate
from theclass, and yet, he told me that when heread the
poems before photocopying them, he went to check
Blake to make sure they were not plagiarized poems.) I
asked Randy what he thought might happen if he would
have asked his classes to re-plan t~eir pieces or if he asked
them, “If you couid re-plan this, what would you tell this
writer?” He said that that would have been interesting
and probably a good idea to see what they would do, but
that hisschedule toget all of their assignments completed
was jammed, and he just wouldn’t have time to fit it in

In his fall semester journal, Randy predicted that
collaborative planning would havea mixed if nct nega-
tive impact on his writing class; in the spring semester,
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he decided not to teach or use it for the writing assign-
ment he gave to his class. Whenlasked himina follow-
up interview after class if he would ever consider
teaching collaborative planning to his students, his
reply was that he would use collaboration on different
projects (although he didn’t mention anything spe-
cific), but he wasn’t sure about using collaboration with
writing yet. He said that he might try it and see if it
would work, then, if it did, he might keep doing it. He
said that he saw both the problems and the advantages
with collaborative planning in the teaching of writing
class; “I see both sides.” He said he probably would try
it, but that he couldn’ during his practicumbecause his
schedule and the points for his students’ grades were
already determined by his cooperat.ng teacher, He
added that planning collaboratively wouldn’t work for
hisclassif points weren’t given for duing it; his students
were very grade-conscious.

About collaborative planning he said, “I haven’t
done anything like that because I think it would be so
new to kids, first of all. 1 have such a limited amount of
time. I don’t think it would be very successful, even if
it was for points. I don’t know if they would talk that
much. The guys get tognther, they gossip, they get
rowcy,and Idon’t know, T haven’t tried it. I don’t think
it would be very successful with these classes. You need
a year maybe to develop it, or half a year, or some-
thing,” Randy’s decision not to use collaborative plan-
ning seems to be based on his earlier prediction that it
would generate too much “rowdy” behaviorand other
factors such as not enough time to develop a new
technique during a teaching practicum and how to
ausessit. Yet, the one aspectof hisclass that he was most
vleased with th tday was that he got all of nisstudent:
to talk in class. Their talk, however, was most often in
the form of single comments or critiques directed to
Ra..dy as the teacher, not to each other as writers and
supporters for the pieces of writing.

Kathy’s overall impression of using collaborative
planning was positive. She predicted tnat this tech-
nique would work in her class if she tried it, and she
predicted that students would get ideas that they might
not huve thought of had they just tried to write the
paragraphs on their cwn. She saw : sme evidence that
students did get helpful feedbach. and alternative ideas
from their supporters. She also predicted that students
would get off the task and that they would complain
about the assignment—which they did, But Kathy re-
flected after class that the off-ta;k belavior and com-
plaining were usual with her students and that plan-
ning the paragraphs collaboratively actually had the
students moreinvolved in the task longer than for some
other class activities; when they got serious about their
planning sessions and began to listen to one another’s
ideas, the complaints ceased.

ADOPTING AND ADAPTING A NEw WRITING

: TECHNIQUE

What insights concerning adaptability of a new writ-

ing technique does a study of preservice teachers provide?

And what can be learned about the acquisition and transfer

of knowledge by observing some of those who learned andjor
taught collaborative planning?

If we look at Randy and Kathy in this study in
light of Swanson-Owens’ work, it appears that one
plausible reason why Randy resists implementing col-
laborative planning into his teaching repertoire and
Kathy adopts collaborative planning into hers is be-
cause of their strong commitment to “old knowledge.”
Randy resisted collaborative planning because it did
not fit with his already-formed notions about planning
and collaboration in writing. Likewise, Kathy’s “old
knowledge” about planning collaboratively was com-
patible with this innovation; thereiore, she accepted it
readily.

Randy’s perceptions of the “conditionsof instruc-
tion” during his student teaching also seem to be a
stronginfluenceon hisresistance to using collaborative
planning. He is concerned about how much time col-
laborative planning wi!l take to teach and he doesn’t
want to change the way the curriculum has been set by
his cooperating teacher. He states that his class won't
do anything unless they receive points for it, and i
can’t give points for this activity because the points
have already been determined by the cooperatirg
teacher. One possible reason that Randy did not incor-
porate collaborative planning into his lzsson, was that
he perceived theconditionstobeinappropriate. Kathy’s
“conditions of instruction” were determrined by a dis-
cussion she had had with her cooperating teacher prior
to her use of collaborative planning; both agreed that
collaborative plannirg would be a good technique to
try with these students for adescriptive writing assign-
ment. Kathy may have incorporated collaborative
planning into her lesson because the circumstances
seemed right and appropriate for her to do so.

Likewise, it seems from my observation that
Randy’s and Kethy’s “locus of attention” are diffurent.
Both student teachers share the position that learning
should be a:. interactive processand both want interac-
tion n their composition classes. But Kathy’s class is
one where students interact with one another as she
viwoves among them; Randy’s class is one where stu-
dentsinteract with him and talk to oneanother through
him. Kathy has her students deing most of the work
coi!aboratively and she is there as a facilitator. Randy
has kis students do their own work privately and
outside of class and he is there to direct their critiques
of one another’s work. The students in Kathy’s class
discuss their plans for their imaginary cars and reflect

CoLLABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNMENTS 99

1.



on how others in the class helped them to plan the
paragraphs they will write. Students in Randy’s class
evaluate existing written products, get a grade for the
assignment from Randy, and move on to the next
writing assignment, a research paper. Kathy’s class
seems more process-oriented in contrast to Randy’s
which seems more product-centered. From my brief
conversations with the cooperating teachers at the
classroom sites and from the interviews I conducted
with Randy and Kathy following the lesson observa-
tions, I noticed that these student teachers’ perfor-
mances were also reinforced and influenced by what
their cooperating teachers thought about both how
they should teach the class and what they should teach
the class.

It is not surprising that the attitudes that these
student teachers had about collaborative planning as
student writers in the teaching of writing methods
course did not change when they actually :aught a
writing class during student teaching. Moreover, they
asked their students to plan and to write in ways that
they said worked best for them as writers. It is also
worth mentioning that factors such as the already
determined curriculum that these studentteachers were
to teachand theinfluencesof their cooperating teachers
also played important roles in Kathy’s and Randy’s
decisions about whether they should use collaborative
planning in teaching writing.

IMAGES OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING AND
TRANSLATING THEM TO TEACHING WRITING:
TowARD A THEORY ofF TEACHERS’
PROFESSIONAL DECISION-M AKING

Collecting and reading these prospective teach-
ers’ responses to collaborative planning and taking a
closer look at what two secondary student teachers,
Randy and Kathy, think about planning and collabora-
tion has stimulated my own thinking abo":t the images
of planning and collaboration that writing teachers
have, how they respond to those images, and how they
translate them into their tvaching. Last year I tracked
six experienced teachers’ responsesto this writing tech-
nique throughout the Making Thinking Visible Project
pilot year. These experienced teachers, at the end of the
pilot year of introducing collaborative planning and
having themtryit with theirstudents, wrotea “discovery
paper” (aresponse to nsing collaborative planningand
their reactions and reflections to their own classroom
inquiry) and responded to an audio-taped interview
we conducted and transcribed; they responded to col-
laborative planning in much the same way as the
prospective teachers at Pitt did.

Twoexperienced teachers decided that collabora-
tive planning would not fit with the way they taught
writing; these teachers thought, much like Randy, that
having students collaborate would generate off-task

behavior and would invite students to “steal” one
another’s original ideas. One of these teachers was
piloting a project for the Pittsburgh Public Schools
besides being interested in the Making Thinking Vis-
ible Project. This extra responsibility allowed her very
little time to teach collaborative planning or to examine
its effects on her classes. Besides the fact that she felt
time constraints against doing collaborative planning
with her students, she also could not agree with a
fundamental premise of collaborative planning which
allows writers to plan their ideas aloud and get re-
sponse from a supporter about the piece of writingeven
before any writing takes place. It was important to her
as a writing teacher and asa writer herself that writers
create their pieces alone and not show their writing to
anyone until after they had their own inspirations and
were able to write something down without any inter-
ference or contamination from other writers. She ex-
plained that planning collaboratively would not be
beneficial for the kinds of writing assignments that she
does with her students, what she called “creative writ-
ing.” She felt that collaborative planning might inter-
fere with the individual creativity and originality of
each of her students.

In a letter about this issue she wrote, ”A writer’s
‘creativity,’ or to be more specific, the summation of all
the techniquesan individual writer employs (wittingly
or no) to create his unique ‘voice’ is not something
which can be hashed out en groupe. The voice of the
co:laborator is sure to interfere.” The idea of collabora-
tive planning clashed v-ith her belief that for writing to
be original and creative, it must be done in isola*:on,
without peer cnmentary or question. Planning
collaboratively conflicted with her notions of how writ-
ers should plan—alone and without outside interfer-
ence.Oneofhergoalsas a writing teacher wasto gether
students to find their own voices in their writing; she
felt that collaborative planning, which she understood
as writers helping one another to think, would inhibit
students from achieving this goal. Collaborative plan-
ningcould neither fit into the curriculum demands that
were placed upon her nor could it fit into her own
personal beliefs that writing was something that had to
be done alone, quietly, and without any outside inter-
ference. Theotherteacherexplained that he felt uncom-
fortable with collaborative planning because he rarely
had his students work in pairs; he preferred large
group discussions and a more teacher-directed class-
room.

The other four teachers in the project did use
collaborative planning with their students to varying
degrees; two of them were secondary school teachers
and two were elementary school teachers of gifted
students. The two high school teachers said in their
interviews that they discovered that collaborative
planning was an important addition to the ways they

100



taught writing. One English teacher explained that it
helped her students to write personal narratives and to
understand and use text conventions such as foreshad-
owing, point of view, and symbolism in their own
personal essays. The other high school teacher taught
social studies; he said that planning collaboratively
‘helped his students to focus on their key points and
purposes for writing a research paper on World War I,
Healsodiscovered that collaborative planning brought
about certain attitudinal changes in how students lis-
tened to one another during class discussions and how
they were more willing to share different views and
consider alternate ideas on an issue. He also noticed
that his students were able to see the areas of purpose,
audience, and text conventionsinother historical docu-
ments as well as in their own writing. The two elemen-
tary teachers, during their interviews, agreed that col-
laborative planning was beneficial to their students
because it provided a new vocabulary for thinking
about writing and stimulated their students’ thinking
about more than just the topic information for their
assignments,

These prospective teachers’ and experienced
terachers’ opinions about collaborative planning and
the decisions they have made about whether they would
adapt this technique to their own writing classrooms
suggests an idea about professional decision making,
at least by writing teachers (See Figure 1).

Randy and Kathy, as well as the exparienced
teachers in our project group pilot, by the interaction
between their images of the writing process (included
in thisimage is their own notion of planning) with their
}rior educational experiences (included in this image
would be their notion of collaboration), and adding
their new image of this model of collaborative plan-
ning, receive and respond to this technique, and ulti-
mately, make decisions about it, differently.

For example, Randy kriows how to plan his own
writing; he can be a good planner and supporter for
himseif, so he doesn’t see how talking out his plans for
writing with someone else wiii help him much. One of
the goals he has for his students is for them to become
independent thinkers, so the idea of having them share
their thinking is at odds with what he feels is an
important goal for his classroom. Randy has always
been rewarded in school for doing his own work. He

Teachers' Images
Professional = of
Decisions Writing

thinks that having students collaborate might invite
weaker students to take ideas from stronger ones—and
that wouldn’t be fair to the strong ones, in his view.
Randy thinks that collaborative planning may end up
being a crutch for weak writers to depend on stronger
ones for ideas, which would make them unsuccessful
in classes where students must write by themselves.
Randy sees collaborative planning as really justa time
for students to do some social chit-chatting; his journal
prediction suggests that hedoesn’t want to be bothered
by having to walk around the room, eavesdropping on
his students’ conversations, to make sure that they are
on-task. Randy’s view is similar to the experienced
teachers who feel that collaborative planning infringes
on the independence, originality, and time-on-task of
writers when they work alone. Simply put, Randy and
the two experienced teachers from our pilot study
chose to abandon the idea of collaborative planning
because they translate it as something that conflicts
with their own histories and the way they think writers
should learn to write, while Kathy and the other teach-
ers who use collaborative planning teach it because
they translate it as something that agrees with or en-
hances their histories and their notions about how
writers learn to write.

But Kathy’s representation of collaborative plan-
ning has its shortcomings as well. Because she finds
comfort and security in discussing her writing assign-
ments with others, she thinks that giving students
opportunities to talk to each other will benefit all of
them. During our inteiview, Kathy explained that
planning collaboratively was good because it took the
authority away from her as the teacher and allowed her
students to teach each other; she feels strongly about
breaking the traditional mold of the teacherdoing most
of the talking. Kathy and other experienced teache:'s i
our pilot project see value in students socializing and
brainstorming theirideas. Just getting somestudents to
“freewrite” orally is an accomplishment. But are
freewriting and brainstorming really the same as this
model of planning collaboratively?

Collaborative planning is really more rigorous
and difficult than freewriting or brainstorming. Itis not
social for socializing sake; it is both social and intellec-
tual for a purpose—for a writer to test a plan with a
supporter and to develop a more thorough plan for a

Learned

Personal
<interaction> Experience + New

(Baggage) Images

FIGURE 1, A THEORETICAL DIAGRAM OF WRITING TEACHERS’ DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES
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piece of writing. Collaborative planning demands that
the writer come with a thoughtful, prepared plan, and
it requires that the supporter respond and react with
helpful and appropriate insights, questions, and com-
ments. It asks writers to consider very specific rhetori-
cal concerns when they are discussing their plans.
Writers and their supporters talk out the writer’s pur-
poses, conventions she or he wants to use, who the
audienceisand how theaudience will react to this piece
of writing, what the key points are and what thereason-
ing is behind those points. Collaborative planning is
based on the notion that writers need to move beyond
generating topic information to othir important con-
siderations that influence and create a well-developed
composition.

Each teacker has an understanding and represen-
tation of this writing technique, but each of these repre-
sentationsis limited in the sense that it may notinclude
all of the dimensions thaccollaborative planning might
offer as a way o: teaching writing. One image that has
emerged consistently and that has been a reason for
tcach 'rs to accept, question, doubt, or reject this idea is
that f lanning collaboratively is talking or just talking.
For teachers whobelieve that getting students to talk to
or.c another is beneficial for getting them to write,
collaborative planning is ac epted; for teachers who
scC interactive stucient talk as unimportant and even
detrimental to the writing process, collaborative plan-
ning is abandoned. Teachers who translate this model
of collaborative planning to their students as just talk-
ing, however, face the consequences of off-task behav-
ior and unfruitful planning sessions. Collaborative
planning isn’t just talking about anywning; it is focused
talk about specific planning areas—talk that should
help the writer to make choices about what sh2 or he
might say, what effects and impact the piece might
have, and hcw the piece might look.

Anotherimageof collaborative planning that may
be a reason for deciding to use or not to use itis that it
encourages one student te think for anotherortodo the
work for another. Those who believe that planning
collaboratively encourages student wri'ers to “cheat”
in order to get the writing done reject it; those who see
itasastrategy forgetting students toovercome “writer’s
block” and to gain awareness and control of their own
ideas with the help of a supporter accept it. Those who
ducide to do collaborative planning may also see itasa
sort of scaffolding, a way for writers who begin with a
supporter and the structire of the planning black-
boards to internalize those strategics and become bet-
terplanners when they choose to writc or when theyare
required to write alone.

Kathy and those experienced teachers who advo-
cate collaborative planning sce it as a way to place the
authority and ownership for writing into their students’

hands; Randy and those who choose not to use collabo-
rative planning see it as something that takes owner-
ship away from individual writers. Teachers who em-
brace collabor: tive plenning whole-heartedly and force
it on their writing classes may be doing as much a
disservice to their students as those who see nobenefits
to it at all and never use it. The problem with these
differentimagesof co'laborative planningand teachers
either adopting it or abandoning it is that if a teacher
does ore or the other then students who would find
collaborative planning very helpful may r.ever get the
opportunity to try it, and students who have to use it
because the teacher is 50 sold on it may be restricted
from writing in the way they feel is most comfortable
and productive for them.

Being a researcher on this project has givenme a
glimpse at how teachers, both experiericed and pro-
spective, translate this technique and make decisions
about vshether collaborative planning should be (aught
to students in their classes. In this study, those who
were predisposed to the technique of collaborative
planning were so because it fit with their “old knowl-
edge” and their representations of planning and col-
laboration in the teaching of writing. Equally impor-
tant to whether or not teachers actually use <ollabora-
tive planning when they teach writing are their “locus
of attention” and their “conditiors of instruction.”
Effective teachers recognize that their classes contain
student writers with a variety of learning styles and
that different approaches work well for different stu-
dents. Student writers may want to plan collaboratively
for some writing assignments and may not find it
useful for others. What is important to keep in mind, !
think, is that the teacher’s translations are translated
again by their students; students who are doing col-
laborative planning may understand it and use it dif-
ferently than their teachershad intended. Andstudents
whodon’tget to experience planning collaboratively at
all miss any potertial benefits that good rhetorical
planning may contain.
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APPENDIX A: WRITING ATTITUDE SURVEY

Name:

WRITiNG ATTITUDE SURVEY
Different people bring very different attitudes to their writing in school. This survey will help you define your attitudes
toward writing. Respond to the following statements about writing by circling the appropriate letter(s) to indicate how
strong’y you agree or disagree that the statement applies to you. There are no right or wrong answers; answer honestly in
terms +,¢ your own writing experiences in school.

SA=STRONGLY AGREE, A=AGREE, D=DIsAGREE, SD=STRONGLY DISAGREE

SA A D SD When I have a writing assignment, I like to talk to someone about it before
I write.

SA A DSD I know writing techniques that I can adapt for different kinds of assignments.
SA A D sSD My major concern when I begin a paper is coming up with enough things to say.
SA A DSD When I get stuck writing, I come up with other strategies to try.

SA A DsSD I'am likely to come up with a clearer sense of wnat I want to accomplish in a
piece of writing if I think about my ideas before I start to write.

SA A DSD Writing should be a very private process.
SA A DSD When ! write something, I tend to jump right in and start writing the final ¢ ~afi

SA A D SD I think it helps if I decide what my major points will be before I start to write
a paper.

SA A DsSD The thing which determines how well I do in writing is luck.
SA A DSD I consider what I want to accomplish before I start writing a paper.
SA A DSD I like to wait until I've finished a paper before I tell people about my writing.

SA A DSD Planning is something writers do only before they write, not after they
start writing.

SA A DSD I'’know when I have a good idea for something that I'm writing.

SA A DSD When I have a writing assignment, I end up doing little planning because | don’t
have time for it.

SA A DSD I think the ~bility to write well is an art: either you can do it, or you can't.

SA A DSD When I start writing an assignment, I have no idca if I will succeed in saying
what I mean.

SA A DSD I test out my plaii fora paper by thinking about my goals.
SA A DSD People can give me useful advice about what I'm going to write.

SA A DSD I waste a lot of time when | write because [ don’t know wha. | want to say.

(TURN OVER TO COMPLETE SIDE TWO)
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SA=STRONGLY AGREE, AsACREE, D=DiSAGREE, SDaSTRONGLY DISAGREE

SA A D SD No matter how much time and effort | devote to my papers, they all seem to turn
out about the same, as far as quality goes.

SA A DSD When | have a problem writing, I like to bounce ideas off other people.
SA ADSD I often think about what my finished paper will look like before | write.
SA A DSD A writing strategy that I use in one class is ust less in another class.

SA A DSD Telling a friend about my ideas for writing helps me write better.

SA ADSD Writers should do all their planning before they start writing.

SA ADSD Even when writing is hard, I have confidence in my own abilities to
solve problems.

SA A DSD When I write, I never know if what [ write says what I mean.
SA A DSD Thinking about my reader helps me decide what I am going to say in a paper.
SA A D SD The thing which determines how well I do in writing is how hard I try.

SA ADSD It’s a waste of time to talk with other students about my writing.

Response Question: Reflecting back on your writing over the past year, have you seen
any changes:

* in the way you think about writing?

¢ in any strategies that you use in writing?

* or in your attitude toward writing?

® coPYRIGHT 1990 THE MAKING THINKING VisiBLe PROJECT, CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY
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APPENDIX B: ProsPecTiVE TEACHERS’ PRCDICTIONS

RANDY

PrepictioN ofF A Crass UsING
COLLABORATIVE PLANNING ON A Speciric WRITING
ASSIGNMENT

Writing Assignment: Tell meaboutatimeiny life
when you learned an important lesson. This shouiu be
something you think is really true. Please, be sure to tell me
why this event in your life was so important.

Class: 10th grade, World Literature

I would have the class break up into groups of two. |
would tell them to take turns explaining what Fappened, the
lesson this taught, and why it was important. The other
person would ask questions about whateverinterested him/
her or confused him/her.

Let me givr:a few scenarios for different groups.Inone
group, two boys are together— one is considered “cool” by
his classmates while the other is considered a “nerd.” The
second boy has a great story to tell, but it is rather personal.
He is afraid that, if he teils the other boy his story, the other
boy will make fun of him and tell everyone else in the class.
The other boy may not actually do this, but this doesn’t
matter. The seond boy thinks he will, so, hechanges his story
toa safer subject. However, thissubject boreshim.Intheend,
he doesn’t write much at all.

In another group, two girls who are very good friends
aretogether. They are talking about their plans for this week-
end instead of about their plans for writing. As the teacher
moves toward them, one girl suddenly says, “I think that
would be the best way to write it.” They continue with this
creative dramatics scene as long as the teacher is close
enough to hear what they are saying. After the teacher
leaves, they go back to talking about Friday night.

Inanothergroup, a boy and a girl aretogether. The boy
tells his story, but the girl doesn’t like it. She tells him to
changethestory. Afterabriefdiscussion, heagreesto change
it and ends up writing what she wants him to write.

In another group, two girls who aren’t really friends
aretogether. One girl tells her story, and the other girl acts as
an audience— pointing out parts of her story that were
interesting and that could beexpanded whilesaying thatshe
was confused aboutother parts of the story. Also, the second
girl points out that the first girl never really said why the
lesson was so important. After a brief discussion, the story-
teller comes up with a good reason.

As the teacher, I'm moving from group to group, not
saying much. I'm just trying to make sure everyone is on
task. Actually, I couldn’t say much if I wanted to because |
walk inat mid-discussion. It’s like walking up to two friends
who are talking about something that I know nothing about.
I just stand there trying to figure out what they are talking
about so that | don’t say anything stupid. I spend a few
minutes in each group, Trying to makesure they are making
progress.

ABOUT COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

I noticethat one group hasstopped talking,and noone
is writing.I go over to them. One boy says that the other boy
is only confusing him; heisthinking about what he will write
on his own. I work with the boy that was shunned while the
other boy works alone (becausz he wants to work alone).
Now, I'm sitting with this boy talking about his story. |
realize that I can no longer check oa the rest of the groups.
After about five minutes, I look around the room; everyone
seems to be working, but I have no way of knowing what
they arereally talkingabout. I decidethat the best thing todo
is work one on one with this boy for about ten more minutes
and then end the collaborative planning session.

Katny
HYPOTHETICAL SITUATION

3rd assignment:

My class is a 10th grade Literature and Composition
class. It consists of 25 students and is homogenously grouped.
I am asking them to write a paper on a successful rel~tion-
ship in their lives. | decide to give them time in class to
collaborate before they submit their papers to me. So they
divide any way they wish: into pairs, threes, and fours. Most
students, however, are paired off. As I monitor these ses-
sions, | overhear a little chatter going on; conversations on
the dance Friday night and the fight Tonya had with her
boyfriend before class. I'm worried that they're not working
and staying on task, so I decide to change the groups,
switching students around so the “friends” aren’t together.
This seems to work better. Many of the students are involved
in similar relationships, sothey seem to understand what the
other is talking about. The writer seems to be gathering new
ideas and thinking of new aspects of his relationship that he
hadn’tthought of.I don’t think his creativity is being restricted
atall, because this assignment doesn’t call for much creativ-
ity. (I mention that becausel oftentimes tend to think CP can
limit or restrict one’s creativity.) The listener, in this as-
sighment can, from an objective observer’s point of view,
bring to the writer’s attention aspects or viewpoints in the
relationship that he hadn’t thought of before. He can also
givethe writer a new viewpoint of himself by analyzing the
writer’s role in this relationship, for the writer might be “too
close to the forest to see the trees.”

In my students’ papers, | see an in-depth analysis of
their relationships. [ don’t think they would have gone into
them as deeply as they did without CP. So, in this case, CP
worked.
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COLLABORATIVE PLANNING AND THE
CrLassrooM CONTEXT:

TRACKING, BANKING, AND TRANSFORMATIONS

JeaN A, AsTON
Communiry CoLLEGE OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY

For most of my students whose experience had been shaped primarily by a banking
pedagogy in a low track in secondary school, both my problem-solving pedagogy and the
use of collaborative planning within that framework demanded a restructuring of their
concepts of themselves as learners, reading, writing and thinking if they were to succeed.

“Authority (and the floor) belongs to the writer as a planner and thinker”
(Floweret al. 11)

“Can’t you just tell us what these stories say? What are we supposed to say in
these papers?” (Laura, a community college student)

“When I was in high school, I was a low track student. I was never taught to
compose an essay (like this one), never taught to think for myself, or do scientific
work. I was taught how to do my taxes, fill out job applications, and sit quietly
without asking questions. I would go from class to class like a zombie for eight
hours. Each class was different; one class I was learning, one I was sleeping. When
I wasin eleventh grade, Islept every day in class and the teacher would alwaysread
his newspaper. At the end of the year, much to my surprise, I passed with a B+.
(Carolyn, a community college student)

“A careful analysis of the teacher student relationship at any level, inside or
outside the school, reveals its fundamentally narrative character. The relationship
involves a narrating subject (the teacher) and patient, listening objects (the
students). . . . His task is to “fill the students with the content of his narration. . . .
Education thus becomes an act of depositing. . . . This is the banking concept of
education. . ..” (Freire 57-58).

The four quctations above—the first principle of collaborative planning
placing authority in the writer, the frustrations voiced at the end of the first month
byastudent inmy community collegedevelopmental writing class who wanted the
teacher to be the authority, an analysis of the effects of tracking in a paper written
in the same class by a student reflecting on her past educational experiences, and
Paulo Freire's definition of the banking concept of education—represent four
critical pieces that shaped the direction of my odyssey in learning about collabora-
tiveplanningembedded in the framework formed by my students’ pasteducational
experiences and attitudes about learning and by the reading, writing, and learning
demands posed by the problem-solving pedagogy of my developmental composi-
tion course. Ilearned after two semesters of working with collaborative planning
that how students conceptualize and act on the principle of “authority belongling]
to the writer as planner and thinker” is linked to strategies, rules and attitudes
shaped and reinforced by past (and present) classroom experiences. For mostof my
students whose experience had been shaped primarily by a banking pedagogy in a
low track in secondary school, both my problem-solving pedagogy and the use of
collaborative planning within that framework demanded a restructuring of their
concepts of themselves as learners reading, writing, and thinking if they were to
succeed. Specifically the restructuring depended on their ability to know when to
either use, adapt or abandon old strategies and to learn new strategics to meet new
demands.
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The intricacy of this process I saw only in retro-
spect as I analyzed all of the data I collected for this
study. But it is the intricacy of the transformation that
I want to focus on in the three parts of this paper by
presenting the following:

1. a contextual framework, a description of my
two semesters of using collaborative planning
in acommunity college developmental course
and the consequent evolution of a research
strategy and a theory about changeindicators;

2. cases of five students who represent a
development continuum illustrating barriers
to and strategies for students’ negotiating
transformations in their learning;

3. a discussion of the patterns illustrated by the
five students in relationship to the class as a
whole and the implications for the use of
collaborative planning in classrooms.

THE CLAssrooM CONTEXT: TwO SEMESTERS OF
CoOLLABORATIVE PLANNING

Eng-100, Basic Principles of Composition, is a
second level developmental writing course for com-
munity coll2ge students at the Community College of
Allegheny County who have either placed in, based on
ascoreon the Test for Standard Written English (TSWE)
or who have taken Eng-089, Basic Writing Techniques,
a developmental writing course for those testing below
the Eng-100 cut-off. (In-class placemer.t essays are
used to move students up or down levels in the first
three weeks of a semester.) The primary objective of the
course is to help students who have basic contrul over
writing conventions learn to write short, analytical
essays in response to reading based topics. Rereading
America:  Cultural Contexts for Critical Thinking and
Writing, a thematic reader exploring contemporary
issues througha variety of discourse types, isoneof the
two texts (the other is a handbook) required for the
course. This is the course in which I used collaborative
planning for the fall and spring semesters.

A problem-solving pedagogy framed the fall and
the spring courses. The students and I in the fail
reviewed the topics in the book and picked the themes
that they wanted to read and write about. Students
worked in small groups to discuss readings and shared
analyses and questions with the class as a whole. The
groupsalso responded to drafts at various points in the
writing process. Given the process orientation of the
class and the dependence on small work groups, the
students, except for four, had no apparent difficulty
accepting collaborative planning, although they varied
in their proficiency in the planner and supporter roles.

Although fift:en students began the course in
September, eleven were enrolled at the end of the
fiftcen weeks with four' withdrawing because of job

and family demands conflicting with coursework. Ten
of the eleven tested into Eng-100 and their reading
scores (and performance) indicated that they were
reading at or above high school grade equivalency
levels. The eleven typified the heterogeneity of urban
community college classes: five were between 26-36
while six were between 18-22. Of those in the tradi-
tional cohort, all but one who was only eighteen had
been working full time one or two years before begin-
ning college. This work experience is what they had in
common with the non-traditional students and ac-
counted, in part, for the ease with which they accepted
group work since most had to work in teams 1n their
jobs. Work was also the issue that they wanted to read
and write about in Rereading America.

Observing students using collaborative planning
in the fall class, I saw a distinction that was to be the
center of my spring inquiry, the difference between
rigid and adaptable planners. Debbie illustrated the
former. Depending on well learned formulas acquired
in high school like the five paragraph essay, she would
transform all assignments to fit her formulas rather
than use the rhetorical guides of the collaborative plan-
ning model to plan her work. Sheapplied her formulas
like the rules of an algorithm, always ge.erating a
response, albeit a weak one that left her peers puzzled
over the meaning of her generalizations. Diane, in
contrast, worked with the rhetorical guides of the
blackboard planner, shaping each assignmert to the
varying needs of the audience she constructed, the
demands of the task, and her purpose. She used the
collaborative planning sessions to test ideas, modify-
ing, adapting, negotiating meanings with her sup-
porter.

The contrast between and the consequences of the
rigid and adaptable planning styles was illustrated in
ananalysistheclassdid of the papers Debbieand Diane
wrote in response to an assignment asking them to
examine the work environments and attitudes of two
workers from Studs Terkel’s Working and to draw con-
clusions about the reiationship of the two variables.
Debbie’s general, unfocused essay asserted only that
the workers were ditferent through a methodical list-
ing using a point by point formula of the difterences. In
contrast, Diane tied the differences between the work-
ers to a concept, alienation, that she had written about
in a prior assignment. The class, in examining the two
papers for revision, asked each writer to explain how
she defined the writing task, the purpose and the
audience.

Their respective responses to the questions re-
vealed the difference in the planning of each. Debbie’s
purpoie was simply to compare and contrast; she ig-
nore:! the prompt in the assignment that asked her to
draw conclusions about relationships between atti-
tudes and environments. She defined “Audience” as
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theclass who had read theassignment. Her constrained
definition lead to sparse details. Diane’s purpose was
toarticulate a theory about how attitudes are shaped by
environments in work places and, even though she
knew that the class had read the material, she stressed
that she needed to use details to make her argument
credible. She transformed knowledge to fit her goal
whereas Debbie’s paper was driven by a schema that
she learned in high school which she generalized to all
assignments: “Just state a subject, then compare and
contrast to whatever the other may be, then summarize
it.” The resulting paper was a five paragraph essay, a
formula she perceived as working because, as she said,
it always got her a paper. With the schema controlling
her planning rather than the rhetorical components
Diane used, Debbie altered all assignments 1> fit the
formula, a rigidity that was dysfunctional.

[ began the spring term hoping to learn more
about what caused the two kinds of behaviors I had
observed in Diane and Debbie, but my inquiry ex-
panded and became more complex because the initial
resistance I encountered to both the problem-solving
pedagogy and the introduction of collaborative plan-
ning forced me to examine aspects of the students’
academic histories, their assumptions about learning,
and their reading and writing strategies to determine
whether these components conflicted with theassump-
tions inherent in the classroom pedagogy. My gradual
understanding of the conflict shaped and reshaped the
research strategies I used during the term.

Of the nineteen students who enrolled in my
spring section, ten had taken the lower-level develop-
mental writing course the prior semester. Their place-
ment scores indicated lower reading proficiency than
thosein the fall class. Oftheremaining nine, three were
repeating 1(0) while six entered on the basis of place-
ment scores. Five were between ages thirty and fifty
while the remaining fourtcen represented the tradi-
tional 18-22 year cohort.

Laura’s complaint, quoted at the beginningof this
paper, voiced the sentiments of themajority intheclass.
They did not want the responsibility of discussing the
readings; I was to lecture and tell them “the meaning.”
I was also to tell them exactly what I wanted them to
write in the papers. Theidea thatauthority should rest
with the writer was, indeed, a very foreign notion. A
minority comprised of the older students, however,
voiced support for the pedagogy of the class and for
collaborative planning because, as several wrote on a
questionnaire, “you learn to see things from different
points of view,” and “you learn to be open to opposing
points of view.”

Two of the readings in a unit on education re-
vealed both to the students and to me the underlying
structure to the resistance in the class to the shift in

authority and responsibility that both the problem-
solving pedagogy and collaborative planning posed.
The first, “Keeping Track,” (Oakes 459-469) presented
the students with the interview responses from teach-
ers of high and low track classes to the question, “What
are the five most critical things you want the students
in your class to learn this year?" and the responses of
students in the classes to the question of, “What is the
most important thing you have learned or done so far
in this class?”

The students saw quickly that expectations for
high track students centered on thinking critically and
independently whereas expectations forlow-track stu-
dents centered on following directions. Low track
students, in their responses, spoke of learning respect,
of being quiet, of learning to listen. The class erupted
over the essay with students expressing surprise that
tracking was an intentional_action on the part of educa-
tors. Although every student in the class had been tracked
into a low track in high school, none knew of the term
tracking, but all spoke of the consequences of being
tracked. Carolyn’s description, quoted in the begin-
ning of this paper, typified the experiences many re-
counted in their papers. Many noted that their experi-
ence had not prepared them for theliteracy demandsin
their present assignments. In the midst of the many
angry comments being made about how they were
treated in high school and how they were not chal-
lenged as the high track students were, one student
pointed out to the clas+ that | was asking them to be
critical thinkers, that theirbook had the terminthetitle.
Their new conceptual awareness of the implications of
their past education and the challenge posed by the
pedagogy of their present class marked a turning point
for a number of the students who began to do the hard
work demanded by a problem-solving pedagogy.

A second essay, “Women Students in the Class-
room” (Maher 493-504) used Paulo Freire’s banking
concept of education as a framework to discuss the
passivity of women college students. But my students
saw the connection to their own passive learning style,
a behavior that was reinforced in many of their other
courses. Vicki’s reflection on the pedagogy of her
college and high school classes typified the experience
of the majority: “Most classes I had previous exposure
to consisted of the ‘banking’ theory. I find it easier to
listen to a teacher lecture and memorize one ‘right’
answer.”

Prompted by what was evolving in the class, |
reread parts of The Pedagogy of the Oppressed, but with
new questions, posed by Linda Flower in a collabora-
tive planning session I had with herover this paper. “Is
it enough,” she asked, “to make students conscious of
thebanking model? Willjust thecritiqueliberate? How
do you get from banking to problem solving? What are
the strategic shifts? What must students learn to do?”
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To answer the questions she and I evolved, I had
to look beyond the surface behaviorsI had noted in the
first semester in the rigid and flexible planners, to the
underlying histories, attitudes, strategies that the stu-
dents brought into my class that shaped the learning
behaviors that conflicted with the assumptions under-
lying my classroom pedagogy and collaborative plan-
ning. If I could understand this deep structure then I
might better define and trace the kinds of transforma-
tions students needed to make if they were to improve
their role as a learner during the semester. I mightalso
understand the impediments to change.

What helped in my understanding of the deep
structure was the chart on the next page (Figure 1) I
drew for myself which graphically depicted the tie
between therolesand activitiesFreire (59,71)assignsto
teachers and students in the banking model and the
expectations of low-track teachers and students in the
Oakes data (469-468), expectations my students spoke
of in describing their own experiences in low-track
classes. As the word lists on the chart illustrate, the
assumptions of banking and low-track tracking are the
same; authority lies in the teacher while students are to
passively receive, but not transform, knowledge. The
student is notdefined as a thinker; rather, as Freire ( 58)
says, “...the students patiently receive, memorize and
repeat.”? In contrast, as Figure 1 shows, the outcomes
of Freire’s problem-posing education match teacher
and student expectations in high-track classes and the
objectives and principles inherent in collaborative
planning. Clearly, my pedagogy initially was de-
manding a role and behaviors from the students that
conflicted with their past educational experience.

Neither banking nor low-track education place
strong cognitive demands on students. Since students
areonly to process knowledge rather than transformiit,
it follows that in such an environment they would, as
my students confirmed in a discussion, learn to listen
rather than question, to respond to recall and recogni-
tion tests rather than to essay exams or paper assign-
ments, to read for information ratherthan analysis,and
to accept the teacher as the authority for determining
meaning. Thela‘ter would explain the agitation in the
spring class over my refusal to declare what essays
meant. For the students to handle both the problem-
solving pedagogy and collaborative planning, they
needed to transform themselves from passive to active
learners. Translated into strategies, thismeantlearning
to frame questions, to use reading strategies that fos-
tered interaction with the text, to develop writing strat-
egies that moved beyond formulaic approaches like
Debbie’s and to accept their own authority as the mak-
ers of meaning. However, accomplishing this, even
within a classroom like mine where they were being
introduced to strategies that would foster the transfor-
mation, meant overcoming impediments not the Icast

of which were their many years of passive learning.

To gain a beginning understanding of the vari-
ables affecting whether and how students move from
passive to active learning, I decided, based on what I
knew of the backgroundsof the students, to gather data
on factors that could be indicators of the movement
students made in the transformation. These factors
included the following: prior attitudes and knowledge
about writing, changes in reading strategies and atti-
tudesduring the semester, attitudesaboutand changes
in classroom discussion behaviors, pedagogy used in
prior classes and in current college classes, attitudes
about and changes in collaborative planning behav-
iors, perceptions of differences between home and
school environments in terms of the freedom to (or
receptiveness towards) discuss or debate ideas, the
image the students held of themselves as thinkers, and
time demands from jobs, credit loads and families.

Because of time constraints from the demands of
teaching two additional writing courses and chairing
the English department, I chose to use questionnaires
rather than interviews to assess these factors.’ Listed
below are brief descriptions of the questionnaires that
yielded the context for the discussion in the next two
sections of this paper:

1. Prior Composition Knowledge (given in February)

Asked students about their writing process,
their prior writing experience, attitudestowards
writing, and their understanding of terms often
used by writing teachers. Questions were
structured to find out what formulas or rules
students had for writing.

2. Reflections on Reading, Writing, and Thinking
(given in early April)

An open ended questionnaire distributed
after the discussion on tracking and banking
education, ] asked students to reflect through a
variety of prompts on the classroom pedagogy,
on their reading behaviors, on the writing
assighments, on collaborative planning, on
thinking and on any differences between the
kind of critical thinking and reflection they were
asked to do in class and what was valued at
home. (An essay by Richard Rodriguez gave
them a framework for the latter question.)

3. Reflections on Attitudes and Learning Behaviors
(given in the last week of class in May)

Morestructured thanthe Aprilquestionnaire,
the students were asked to reflect on their
behaviors as readers, writers, collaborative
planners, thinkers and class participantsboth in
the beginning and the end of the class and to
identify and discuss any changes in behaviors
that they had made.
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FiGURE 1. CoMPARISON OF FREIRE'S MODEL TO TRACKING GOALS AND COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

Thedataallowed me to forma picture of theclass as
a whole as well as portraits of individual students. In
addition to thequestions, | had students tape two collabo-
rative planning sessions and, after they used the tapes for
their papers, I transcribed them to see if there was any
relationship between the behaviors in the collaborative
planning sessions and the background information I had
from the questionnaires. As the next section will show,
there were strong connections between the factors I had
structured into the questionnairesand the thinkingexhib-
ited in the collaborative planning sessions. Allofthis, plus
notes from my classroom observations form the basis for
my discussion of the five individual students in the next
session and their relationship to the gencral patterns
discussed in section three.

INDIVIDUAL COLLABORATIVE PLANNING PORTRAITS:
A CoNTINUUM

The following five portraits present a continuum of
behaviors from Daleand Kim whoare operating inarigid

model with behaviors influenced heavily from a past
history of banking classrooms, to Stacey who is strug-
gling to shift from her past history of banking behaviors
toadaptingand changingtoaproblem-solving pedagogy,
and finally to Joanne and Vicki who represent a flexible
model, who have been relatively successful in accepting
authority as writers and learners. Since collaborative
planning for each of these students is embedded in the
framework of their concepts about leaming and them-
sclves as learners, the three drawings on Figure 2 (next
page), configured like nesting blocks, represent the
relationship of collaborative planning to the learning
environment constructed and operated by the students
from their histories, beliefs, and the transformations they
were making in their lcaming postures.

Therelative size of the blocks represents the degree
of influence of certain concepts tied either to banking
education or to problem-solving pedagogies which re-
move theteacheras the soleauthority. In the following
discussicns, the data from the questionnaires paint a
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Dale and Kim Stacey Vicki and Joanne
BANKING BANKING BANXING
Problem Solving
Problem Solving
cp CP Cp
RIGIDITY CHANGE FLEXIBILITY

FIGURE 2. LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS

portrait of the classroom behaviors and attitudes of
each student and the excerpts from the collaborative
planning protocols* will illustrate the effects of the
behaviors.

DALE: RicIDITY AND RULES IN A
BANKING ENVIRONMENT

For Dale, collaborative planning was embedded in
a framework of banking behaviors erected from his high
school coursesand his prior college developrnental English
class. A 1989 graduate, he attributed most of his knowl-
edge about writing and reading to his prior developmen-
tal Englishand reading classes. Althoughhecould define
terms like thesis statement and topic sentence, his papers
showed that he did not in practice know how to generate
these structures. He had leamed and was successful with
(earning B's) the five-paragraph essay in high school and
in college. As the collaborative planning excerpt will
show, this is the formula he imposed on writing assign-
ments. Outlining was what he had been taught to do to
plan, but he never, in practice, came to a collaborative
planning session with an outline. He indicated that the
kinds of papers he had written prior to 100 included
narratives, comparison-contrast “where you discussone
thing and then another,” and cause-effect. Revising, he
defined as “to correct mistakes.” Rules he recalled from
prior courses included not using “you or third party” or
“dividing one paragraph into many” (although in re-
sponse to another question about paragraphing, he indi-
cated that he did not know where to divide for para-
graphs.

Inthefirst reflection questionnaire, heobserved that
“the work demands in this class has changed alot [sic]
from (089. We have alot more papers and it is alot [sic]
harder to write these papers because they consist of other
people’s feelings and not my own. My expectations were
set high in this class because I did good in 089 but now 1
just want to pass.” He elaborated further on his frustra-
tions over his writing in response to another question:

My attitude has changed [towards writing], | feel

for the worst. In 089 I liked to write and I put alot

of time in to my writting Now [ just put the best

writting 1 can down the first time and I dont

change it cause it never really mad sense to me. 1

wouldn’t know if | was making the right changes.

In his May response, Dalc 1xdicated that he had
not changed his single-draft strategy: l wou'd just try to
read it a few times and just write what I thought was
best. It took mearound 3-31/2 hours.” When asked to
reflect oncritical thinking, he wrote, “I did not think of
myself asa critical thinker in 089 because I had lived all
of my writtings and now I have to think about the
writtings.”

Collaborative planning he viewed as “good cause
I can hear my views and explain them which helps me
understand them and then I can hear others views on
thereadings.” On the May questionnaire, he indicated
that he spent most of his time in his collaborative
planning session discussing purpose, audience, text
information and text conventions. Yet, the sessions I
observed with him and the taped di-.logue revealed
that he in practice dealt only with text information in
the form of knowledge telling. He wrote that he dis-
liked taping sessions because he: did not like to hear his
own voice and because he “did not {~¢l right about
using it.”

His nced to discuss the readings came from the
difficulties he was having dealing with the assigned
essays:

I try to pay alot more attention to the readings

know and my reading class has helped me in some

cases, | don’t take reading notes the first time
through but I reread the material and then take
notes. 1 did not like the readings in this class, |
found them very hard to relate to one another and

Ineverrealized when to use my words or the L'ooks

words. The readings in this class has made me

learn to sit and rcad even the most boring ones.
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In assessing in May the changes, if any, he had
madein his reading strategies, he indicated that in the
first months, he would read an essay about three times,
would highlight and take some notes, but by the end of
the term headded two additional strategies: writing in
the margins “to better understand the paragraplr” and
writing a summary “to see if I understand the whole
writing.”

Dale’s participation in class discussions was
minimal, ;. behavior that he acknowledged in his re-
sponse to a question about talking in class: “lam not a
talker. I like to listen and when something really
controversal comes up then I like to ta'k.” Although he
claimed that he listed questions on difficult readings
and perceived himself as asking questions, he did so
only a few times. Hie general silence might perhaps be
explained by his need “to feel more comfortable with
my peers.” Although he described his home environ-
ment as one where he could talk freely about ideas,
suchdiscussionsdid not take place. Home “wasaquiet
place to study.” The overall impression he gave by his
comments and his behavior was of someone who hac
not had much practice in using talk to explore ideas.

Three factors in this profile are reflected in the
following excerpt from Dale’s collaborative planning
session on an essay for aPTA newsletter.® First, his five-
paragraph formula offers him a sure answer in the
midst of all of the confusion he reveals about writing
and reading. Second, he uses the collaborative plan-

ing session as he indicated in his questionnaire, to
hear his views and explanations so that he - an better
understand himself, the evolution of write centered
prose. This purpose shapes the collaborative planning
sessioninto what Barnes (50) calls “presentational talk”
in classroom dialogues between teacher and student
where there is seldom risk taking or exploration and
where there is a presumed “right answer.” Dalc’s
supporter supports this style by taking the teacher’s
inquiry role by asking for more topic information, but
he never challenges Dale’s thinking even in a critical
point where he offers, as a so'ution to parents, a mis-
reading of one of the writer’s suggestions about time.
The third factor, Dale’s not discussing the task assign-
ment, was consistent with his tendency to reduce all ot
the assignments to a five paragraph essay whether or
not they would fit that formula.

Jim:
Dale:

Howdo you plan on startiig y ~ur paper off?
I plan onbringingan opening p: ragraph...on
saying how Asiansare a.fferc,it from Ameri-
can students and how they excel faster than
American students. And thenIplanongoing
into an outline type paper from the rest of the
first page to the second where Asians do
good and Americans do bad for such and
such reasons. The rest of my sccond page
two paragraphsand ontoa third page, maybe

threeparagraphsinallandtheend. And this
is why and compare.

Jim: You mentioned they excel better and faster.
How do they excel better and faster?
Dale:  Well their parents teach them from very littic

they need the schooling. They’re not goingto
do anything without education. While the
United States parents don’t give that into
their heads. They don’t put thatin American
kid’s heads.

The supporter continues to quiz Dale in the same
vein with Dale reciting, but never questioning. Neither
Dalé nor the supporter discuss Dale’s purpose or the
audience beyond what parents should be told so Dale
never shapes the text information by connecting it to
any of the rhetorical components of the blackboard
planner. Dale reveals a kind of Calvinistic attitude
abuut the ability for students to change attitudes and
bebaviors towards learning when he discusses the
feasibility of his solution to better education, giving
kids more free time in school. Vviion hissupporterasks
“im whether kids would waste it, he agrees that kids

sm seventh grade on would abuse the freedom, but
tnat younger kids would not, but “you’ve got to install
it now so that genei ationisn’tlost.” His rigidity abcut
older students changing reflected perhaps his own
tendency to cling tc behaviors that werewell practiced
even though they were no longer working for him.

Time was, perhaps, onereason why Dale did not
alter his one draft five-paragraph strateg:». He was
working twenty-tive hours a week and takiny sixteen
credits. Experimentation and multipie drafts w >l
have taken time that he did not perceive himself as
having,.

KiM: GETTING B IN THE BANKING MiODEL

Kim, ever. more than Dale, operated inabanking
milieu as the following discussion will show. but was
farless reflectivethan Dale. Forher, therraatosuccess,
asanexcerpt from a collaborative planning session will
illustrate, lay in applying what she perceived to be a
rule to please the teacher and to geta good grade. The
goal was the grade, rot a conceptual understanding of
what she was doing.

A 1989 highi school graduate, Kimhad taken Eng-
089. Although she never filled out the first question-
naire, she indicated in a conference that she “had no
writing” in high school, that she “wasn’t asked to do
much of anything” in her four years. This lack of
preparation was a theme she returned tc, again and
again both in the two reflection questionaaires a.i in
her ¢.tiah~lative planning session. Reflecting on the
demandsof her present class, she wrote “When 1 was in
high scaool the work demands and responsibilities
were a lot different than college. When your in college
everything isup to you. If youdon’t care or try to pass,
you will fail. High school was =ot like that” In an
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exchange in a collaborative planning session where
Stacey, her partner, was the planner, she said:

Kim:  Ifyouthinkabout it here,all through school,
I never really worked hard on anything.

Stacey: Neitherdidl.

Kim:  Inever had toand if you don’t have to, then
you're not going to do it.

Her minimalist attitude characterized her ap-
proach to writing and preparation for collaborative
planning. Only in reading strategies did she makeany
change, but only in the last month of the course. To
write papers, she wrote, “I read the assignment and
tried to see what it was saying. I took note on it then I
look at what assignment was and wrote my paper. |
spent about 2 or 3 hours on a paper.” Like Dale, she
wrote only one draftand generally avoided any kind of
planningas her participationin collaborative planning
sessions was always limited to acting as a supporter
since she never came prepared to be a planner. Only in
rcading did she change strategies. She described her-
selfin the first months of the course as reading an essay
once, highlighting and taking notes. In the last month
of the semester, sheindicated that she was now reading
an essay twice and, in addition to her other strategies,
writing a summary to “understand more.” She was
silentduring class discussions because, as she wrote, “I
basically listen to everyone else.” She felt free at home
todiscuss ideas, butshe seldomdid. She, like Dale, had
little practice in using talk to do more than recite
knowledge, a functional strategy inbanking education,
yet one that would not help her transform or restruc-
ture knowledge, a key activity to her assuming author-
ity over her writing.

In her role as supporter to Stacey, she repeatedly
offered one strategy, no matter what Stacey was at-
tempting to do as planner. As the following excerpt
illustrates, Kim’s comments reveal that she lacks a
conceptual understanding of the function of examples
in exposition and seizes on theidea of adding examples
as « remedy to her failing papers. Consistent with her
behavior was the emphasis on an extrinsic goal—in this
case, a gr .de pay-off. It is Stacey later in the planning
session who tries to tie her comments to audicence and

purpose.

Stacey: Ireadit.

Kim:  You have to give me an example.

Stacey: Asian-American children are not interested
in social life and American kids are.

Kim:  Doyouactually giveareason why youknow
that?

Stacey: Asian-American parents accept A’sand B's
as opposed to American parents who accept
C’sand D’s.

Kim:  Youhaveto find something to support that,

too. Summarize. Just say what it has in it.
Differences in school. Make sure, like I told
you that you have something to back it up.
That’s why we're getting F's on our papers.
Cause if we just say something we have to
havesomething tosupportit. That’swhyour
papersarealways F’s. We need something to
supportit...It’s probably in thereading. Give
examples and back up your examples. And
that way we’llgetagood gradeon our paper.

Later in the session, Stacey recognizes that Kim
has no understanding of the function of examples in a
paper and is using the advice of adding examples as a
generic prescription. In exasperation, she tells Kim that
her examples are coming from the readings and says that
she does not understand what Kim s calling an example.
Only thendoes Ki:n reveal that she has not read theessay
Stacey is working with.

Kim, like Dale, also holds a fatalistic attitude about
the ability for learners to change behavior after a certain
age, arguing “they have to start [achange inattitude] ata
young age. Cause there’s no way if you start in high
school they’re going to be that way.”

Kim, like Dale, works from a passive model of
leamning, but she invests far less time and work than he
does into the class. (She, too, had a job working thirteen
hours a weck while taking twelve credits.) For Dale and
Kim, collaborative planning operates in an environment
that the two have erected from the banking model where
cach cither operates with a strategy that paid off before
(Dale) or with one that hopefully will pay off (Kim).
Neither focuses on purpose in collaborative planning
scssions as a rhetorical device. Rather, each conceives of
purposcas partof an extrinsicreward system—doitright
and get a good grade.

STACEY: Ri1sKING CHANGE FROM BANKING TO
PROBLEM-SOLVING

Stacey, Kim's friend and collaborative planning
partner, was also a 1989 graduate, but she entered the
class based on her placement scores and had no prior
college writing courses. When she gotback comments
on herfirstessay that asked her toexpand herideas, she
demanded of me after class, “Tell me wh:t you want
me to say in this,” a demand like Laura’s quoted at the
beginning of this essay. The idca that she was to de-

Stacey: Causel’'m writing onbehalfofthe PTAand...

Kim: Go ahead

Stacey: um, about the American children

Kim:  compared to what? Give examples.

Stacey: Students in local communities, ideas on en-
riching schooling, parents need to motivate
children to work hard,-—improve perfor-
mance. Compare Asian-American students
against American students, difference in
study time.

Kim: How do you know that?
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termine the content was one she resisted until mid-
term. The reason seemed to liein her past experiencein
high school writing classes. She wrote the following:
This class is very different from my other English
writing classes. My past classes helped me alot
[sic] because the teachars I've had helped people
individually. And told us exactly what we were
doing wrong and how to correctit.... I need to know
exactly what is expected and what will help me.
When [ discussed this comment with her, I found
that right and wrong referred to errors, that her teach-
ers would correct all of her errors and she would copy
the corrections to get a good grade. She wrote, "I was
always told my writing was very good. When I entered
this class I was totally lost and confused on your feel-
ings about my writings.” New to her was the focuson
the content of her work and theidea of communicating
to an audience. Around mid-term Stacey began to
make specific changes in reading and writing behav-
iors and in her approach to collaborative planning.
(Perhaps she was motivated by a warning at mid-term
that she was in danger of failing.) Her strategies for
reading had been to read once or twice, highlight and
take notes, but after the mid-term, she increased the
numberof strategies shewas using toinclude underlin-
ing, writing in the margins, writing summaries, and
answering questionsat the end of the essay even if they
were not assigned. She also added the strategy of
taking a second set of notes structured around her
analysis of the writing task (a strategy discussed and
modeled in class), something she had never done be-
fore. Asshesaid, “Iusemorestrategies and found new
ones that helped me alot [sic] more.” These new strat-
egies moved her from simply processing knowledge
like Kim and Dale to restructuring knowledge.

She made similar shifts in her writing process.
She described what she did prior to mid-term in the
following way:

Atthebeginning, I would get theassignment, wait

till last minute, read it, and write my rough draft,

the way I did in high school. I hardly used any
notes.

Of her revised procedure, she said:

I have changed my writing alot. When ! get the

assignment I start right away by reading it. I read

the essay, take notes, rcading it again and take

more notes. | take alot more time on my papers.”
Her collaboratiy e planning session with Kim revealed
thatshealso was using an outline to focus her planning
session, another strategy that she had never used be-
fore. Asked to advise students to help them become
more effective planners, she cautioned them to do what
she had not done in the beginning, to have notes with
questions and ideas, “so you can ask questions and get
a good point of view.”

What Stacey was shifting away from was the
presentational talk, the telling of knowledge, that had

characterized her initial collaborative planning ses-
sions and was moving towards the kind of exploratory
talk that would allow her to shape ideas. Part of this
learning came from her listening to herself on tape (she
initlally found it difficult to use the tape recorder).
Reflecting on the use of the tape, she wrote, “I learned
whatkind of questions were importanttome toaskand
it helped me to organize my paper.”

Questioningbehaviordid notcomeeasy toStacey.
Like Daleand Kim, sheregarded herself in class discus-
sions as a listener, and expressed discomfort at what
she labeled as the “controversial” topics discussed in
the class. By this she meant essays on racism and
sexism. She feared asking questions or voicing an
opinion because of not wanting to sound stupid. The
collaborative planning sessions she came tc value be-
cause they provided her with a response that she could
not obtain elsewhere. As she said:

Idon’t have anyoneto give ideas to at home. By the

time I get home from work, nobodys awake. And |

know my friends won’t tell me thetruth. They will

just tell me it’s good.

The excerpt from the collaborative planning ses-
sionin the prior discussion on Kim, Stacey’s supporter,
shows Stacey at the beginning of the session trying to
describe theinformation she wantsin the paper, but the
session is derailed by Kim’s confusion over examples
and her attempt to convince Stacey that the key to good
papers lies in the panacea of examples. I entered this
session to provide another supporter to Stacey when |
observed Kim's counterproductive behavior. Thistaped
session occurred about the time that Stacey was initiat-
ing changes in her behaviors, and the following excerpt
illustrates, on one hand, her tentative move towardsan
exploratory questioning using pieces of the blackboard
planner and, on the other, her pull towards the old
behaviors when she turns to me not in the role of
supporter, but as tcacher in the banking model to
dictate to her.

Stacey: OK.I’'m doing an outline cause I used to do
them in school and I did really good on
the...Do we have to write stuff from all the
essays?

Jean: What arethe points that you wantto makein
the paper to the parents?

Stacey: Oh, yea, my purpose. [ want to show them
why American education should change, so
I give examples and my own experience.

Jean: This little outline—have you had time...

Stacey: What all should be in there?

Jean: Again, what are the points that you want to

make to the parents?

In the next class, Stacey returned to show me a
detailed informal outline that listed all of the key points
that she wanted to make along with relevant points from
one of the essays. When she showed it to me, she said,
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“Thisis whatI want tosay,” amarked shiftaway fromher
prior pleas for me to tell her what to say.

Stacey diffriod from Kim and Dale in two critical
ways. First, she nwdified and changed herapproaches to
reading and writing, adding strategies to her reading like
answering questions and summarizing that allowed her
torestructurethemeaning. To her writing, sheadded task
analysis, tried to focus on purpose, and spent time devel-
oping a detailed plan that she wrote down. By her
estimate, she doubled the time she was spending on her
papers, from about three and a half hours to seven or
cight. She, too, like the others was working 25-30 hours a
week and taking thirteen credits, so the additional allo-
cation of time meant sacrifices in other areas of her life.
This willingness to commit additional time was the sec-
ond difference between her and Kim and Dale. A
commentshemade ontheMay questionnaireinresponse
to aquestion about whatshe had learned that would be of
use to her in her other classes marked progress she had
made: “Thave learned to think on my own, to express my
ownopinions.” Herjourney to this point wasnoteasyand
demanded that she give up old attitudes, learn new
strategies, invest limited ime, and take the risk of asking
questions.

VICKY AND JOANNE: FLEXIBILITY IN PROBLEM
SoLvING PEDAGOGY

I write about these students as a symbiotic pair
since, from the first week of the course, they influenced
eachotherasleamersextendingtheircollaborationbeyond
the group work in the class to calls toone anotherathome
to discuss readings and drafts. They had much in com-
mon: Vicki had graduated in 1975, a year before Joanne
had eamed her G.E.D. in 1976. Both had long histories of
factory work although both were unemployed and were
being sent to school for retraining through a federally
funded program. Even though they were not working,
Vicki had young children to care for while Joanne was
responsible for elderly parents in poor health. Bothsatin
the front of the roorin and both took an active part in class
discussions, often initiating a line of inquiry. Neither had
the self-consciousness of the younger students or the fear
that others would view them as stupid. As Vicki said, “1
wasn’t concerned what others thought.” In response toa
question about what prompted participation in class
discussions, both focused on the need toknow. As Joanne
said, “Inceded to understand.” For both in class discus-
sions, this meant voicing ideas and asking questions
about their own interpretations, a testing of the clarity of
their own thinking.

For both, the classroom was the only place where
this verbal exploration could go on since neither came
from homes where this kind of discourse took place, as
the following excerpts from their questionnaires indicate:

[ really have no one at home to bounce opinions

with, butl haveclassmatesand parents whichsupport

and help keep meon therightbase. lactasa mentor
occasionally to my parents. [ feel free in class to
discuss issues of the readings. I enjoy when there s
aresponse, totell meifI’mongood thought processes
or not. Joanne

College hasopened my eyesto different view s, good

and bad, that I might not have thought about before

coming back to school. The only drawback when

writing any papers is that I don’t have anyone at

hometo read and discuss my ideas with. Vicki

Although the collaborative planning sessions pro-
vided the interchange each sought, both approached
collaborative planning with caution in theinitial sessions;
Joanne, because of unproductive sessions working witha
peer on revision in her prior 089 class and Vicki, because
of theinitial difficulty of “having someone question [her]
paper and of taking advice.” Yet, each overcame her
skepticism and came to view the sessions positively;
Joanne, because [shel “began working with someone
prepared with more material written down...” and Vicki,
because [she] “realized they were Feing helpful, not
criticizing [her] work and because [s'ie] learned that there
v1uld be different versions of the same reading.”

Both began theclass with knowledge about compo-
sition acquired either from high school (Vicki) or college
(Joanne in Eng-089). Vicki had been taught the five-
paragraph essay and the point-by-point formula for
writing comparison-contrast papers that Debbie had
oparated with in the first semester. As writing rules, she
listed “never use I” and “always write four paragraphs.”
But what separated her from students like Dale and
Debbie who refused to go beyond their well-practised
schema was her willingness to use the rhetorical com-
ponents of the planning blackboard to shape her papers.
As she said, she learned early in the term to analyze the
task before she planned her paper. The plan she brought
tocollaborativeplanning sessions wasadetailed informal
outline with bitsof the essay written out. Shedropped her
prescription about numbers of paragraphs and made
paragraphing part of revision: “I start writing, sce how it
sounds, then divide into appropriate paragraphs”....”l
read what’s written, move sentences or paragraphsaround
where needed, go back and change or add whatever is
necessary.” Writing meant multiple drafts, in contrast to
Dale’s one draft approach.

All of Joanne’s prior writing experience came
from her Eng-089 course which had stressed descrip-
tive, narrative, and process writing. Because of the
focus in that course on control over error, she entered
100 believing that revision was proofreading. It was
the combination of reading the chapters in her hand-
book on the writing process and her work with Vicki that
lead her to reconstruct her view of revision. As she said
in response to aquestion on what she had changed in her
writing process since the beginning of the course, she
spoke of revision in different termas. She said, “I have to
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expound on points that] make to make my writing clearer
to the reader (understandable).” Her concern with au-
dience evolved from Vicli’s sensitive responses to her
work as the excerpt froma collaboi ative planning session
will show. She also attributed to collaborative planning
her awareness of “weaker points dealing with chrono-
logical orders for writing, wordiness, and confusion over
words.”

BothJoanneand Vicki expanded their reading strat-
egiesinresponseto the complexity of thereadingsand the
demandsof the writingassignments with both~dding the
kinds of strategies that allowed them, like Stacey, to
restructure the text. Both began with the strategies that
characterized nearly all of the students in the class—read

Joanne:
Vicki:

Joanne:
Vicki:

Joanne:

Compendium. I kno'v.

They aren’t going to understand it. But I like
some of the ideas that you have in there.

Ididn’tseealotoflikequotes from anyonein
particular.

Yea.

I vondered if you were going to add some-
thing likethat. What actually do you want to
say in the paper?

I'm more or less going with the ideas of
suggesting things that can be done, slight
descriptions of the research that's been done
on it. But | guess where I'm really..OK. I
understand what you're saying about the...

once and highlight or underline. But both from the Vicki:  support. Yea, you do say in here, cited by
beginning already showed themselves to be more active Butterfield. Do you want to put any quotes
readers with Vicki writingsummariesand Joanne writing or statistics in here?
marginal notes and questions. What each added were  Joanne: Not really. But statistics might be a good
notetaking and answering questionsin the textbook even idea, could be very, very good.
though they were not assigned. As Joanne said, “At the Vicki:  Are you going to rewrite this?
end of the semester, [ began to read the questionsatthe 15,106 What I'm going to do, I'm going to outline it
end of the readings first, to try to evaluate what I wa. « if you think it shows good pattern. So some
focus on.” She was using the questions like advanced of the words won't be there that are in there
organizers to give herself purposes in her reading. What now. I’'m sure they won’t be.
thisexamination of Joanneand Vicki’'sevolving strategics  vicki:  [Refersto a strategy that Joanne had used on
revealed to me was the complexity underlying the aninitial paper that produced a weak essay,
adaptability I first saw in Diane in the fall semester. 1 an incident that had become a source of
observed only heradaptability in her planningstrategics. humor between the two] Oh, that means
Through Joanne and Vicki, [ saw the shifts each had to you're not going to copy this again. [laugh-
make in strategies and attitudes that were the underpin- ter]
ning for their behavior in the collaborative planning  Joanne: No,I’'m going to outlineitand just go froma
sessions. What was particularly striking to me about their new outline. SoI'm trying to decipher if you
willingness to make these shifts was both acknowledged think the content is...
thatmine wastheonly class they were taking that was not, Vicki:  OK. You talk about interactive pedagogy.
asthey putit, “a banking course.” Both then were willing Seeldon’tknowif youreally explain..[reads)
to adapt strategies even though the old strategies were “this constructs a coherent vocabulary for
being reinforced and rewarded outside of my class. Per- ‘“’e‘:cm“ ~that sounds a little bit too
haps one reason for their willingness was the intrinsic ::g:e );;_'%fs T:lﬁ:’ ;:3;::;12: }:a y::;gﬂ::‘:
reward each experienced: bot!\ wrote of thgir growing and get invo]vedfor come an:i ;o what I
confidence in themselves as thinkers and writers. learned to do. Why don’t you just say that
The following excerpt from a collaborative plan- this example is interactive pedagogy?
ningsession with Joanneasthe plannerand Vickias the Joanne: Right. OK
supporter illustrates how the two went beyond the  vicki:  Iv's a suggestion.
concern with topic information that characterized the Joanne: No, | hear you
sessions of Dale and Kim and emphasized the interre- o ’ y o _
lationship betweenaudience, purposeand textconven- Vicki:  Ifl were reading this, I'd think it was really
tions. (Joanne’s plan consisted of a partial outline and wordy.
drafts of parts of the paper.) The interaction between ~ Joanne: It's 700 words, babe. Alright it's got to be a
the two has a plasticity that is missing in the excerpts little wordy.
quoted from the other students. Vicki: No, it’sjust that a lot of them I didn’t under-
Vicki:  What | wanted to ask you about what you stand.

were writing. Sometimes | know that youlike Joanne:  They threw you?

new words. Talking to...tcachers would un- Vicki:  So, | would just skim it and miss something

dcrstan_d it,but ordi_narypeoplclike parentsat I was supposed to understand.

home, like housewives wouldn't. A lot ofthe Joanne:  Well, that's why | wonder if my suggestions

words are good, but I don’t think..like that
one. [ don’t know how to say it....

scem if they stand out enough. Do you think
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when you get to the part where it suggest,
things that the parent can do at home that
you would remember any of that?

Vicki:  Maybe put your suggestions at the end.

The excerpt illustrates th.* level of trust between
Joanne and Vicki. Vicki, from reading Joanne’s prior
work, knows that she is fascinated with new words and
that she has become addicted to a thesaurus. In her
experiments with newly acquired words, she often uses
words thatare inappropriate either for reasons of register
or semantics. Vicki who has discussed this with her in
prior sessions illustrates in this session the impact the
diction would haveon thebehaviorofa reader. This vivid
instantiation of theconcept of audience worked forJoanne
who was gradually learning how to balance her drive to
expand her vocabulary against the needs of an audience
reading her paper. Conscious that her preoccupation
with wordsdistractherreader fromthe points she wanted
tomake, shetestsatthe end of the excerpt whethershehas
given enough emphasis to the suggestions she wants to
make to parents. Vicki suggests a way to make the
suggestions more emphatic, a suggestion Joanne uses in
her final paper.

This excerpt typifies the dynamic between the two
when they switched planner-supporter roles. Joanne
would raise issues of purposc and audience, and the two
would explore a line of inquiry, offer options, consider
new arrangements, clarify meanings. In contrast to the
presentational talk of Dale, Kim, and Stacey, Joanne and
Vicki’stalkillustrated Barnes’ concept of exploratory talk.
Each took care in their role of the supporter to recognize
theauthority of the other as writer; comments like Vicki’s
“it’s just a suggestion,” typified this sensitivity. The
emphasis each put on purpose and audience in the col-
laborative planning sessions resulted in essays that went
beyond the schemaand knowledgedriven papersof Dale
and Kim. Each attributed her improved attitude abov:
writing to the influence of the other, and each gradually
increased the time they spent preparing for the planning
sessions. Joanne’s comment as she reflected on her atti-
tudes towards writing at the end of the course typified
Vicki’s sentiments:

The collaborative sessions with Vicky have been

going good. She acdds her point of view to my

paper. Istill feel as if I'm too critical about my own
writing, always feeling not good enough although

I would like to write correctly, logically, analytically.

I have been putting more hours in for this critical

thinking prosethat I tryto writethan whenIwasin

089. 1 feel freer to write it seemed to be a burden

and actually I've come to a poiat of feeling some

self-esteem hightening when I write.

PATTERNS AND IMPLICATIONS

In designing the questionnaires, | incorporated
cight factors that I hoped would be indicators of the
degree of change in the learning behaviors of students.
The patterns that emerged in the case studies revealed

not so much the dominance of one factor over another
but the interrelationship of factors associated with the
student’s willingness to alter and adapt learning be-
haviors. Inaddition to the factors that I began with, the
collaborative planning sessions revealed factors that I
had not anticipated, namely the student’s attitude to-
wards the possibility of altering behavior and the im-
portance of the style of talk used.

All of the students shared the common back-
ground of having been in low track classes in high
school where the goals, expectations, and behaviors
were the same as those underpinning banking educa-
tion. But this fact did not predict that all would con-
tinue to operate out of this model. Those thatmade the
transformation from passive to active learning like
Vicki and Joanne or Stacey who was attempting the
change did so not because they acquired concepts to
characterize their prior education but because they
were willing to alter both attitudes and behaviors and
to invest the time that the new behaviors demanded.

Reading, writing, talking, and collaborative plan-
ning behaviors all changed. in reading this meant
altering reading strategies from the passive bchaviors
of underlining and highlighting to interactive strate-
gies thatincluded transforming the text, strategies like
summarizing, notetaking, and answering questions in
their reader which gave focus to their reading. (All of
the studentsin the classadded reading strategies by the
end of the course, but the more successful students
used the strategies that demanded more toxt analysis,
summarizing, notetaking, question answering.) In
writing, students moved from the one-draft strategy of
Dale to multiple drafts, to investing more time in the
planning process (Stacey’s beginning use of outlines,
Joanne and Vicki’s use of outlinesand partial drafts). It
also meant abandoning well practiced and rewarded
schema like the five-paiagraph essay and learning to
use the rhetorical components of the planning black-
board to determine the shape of the paper. Concepts
had to be redefined with a consequent alteration in
behavior; for example, Joannelearned thatrevision did
not meat error correction, but rather the clarification of
her ideas, a point driven home to her by Vicki’s re-
sponses in the collaborative planning sessions. ( These
altered behaviors added hours on to the time students
spenton ot of class work, a price that was too much to
pay for students like Dale, a point that will be discussed
later.)

The change in classroom talk with its consequent
cffect on collaborative planning was, perhaps, one of
the more critical and more difficult shifts students had
to make. Except for Vicki and Joanne, all of the class
described preferring to listen rather than talk, citing
reasons that included sclf-consciousness in talking in
frontof strangers, fear of sounding stupid, anxiety over
possibly being wrong, uncertainty over how to phrase
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ideas, tension over discussing :ssues where there could
be disagreement. The preference for listening and the
reasonsgiven for thereluctance to engage in discussion
underscore theeffects of the banking pedagogy and the
experience of low track classes. Another reason stu-
dents gave for not discussing was that they were not
good thinkers. Thisself-deprecatingimage, Freire(49)
argues, is in banking education a consequence of being
told “they are good for nothing, know nothing and are
incapable of learning anything.” His analysis is sup-
ported by the descriptions (like Carolyn’s that began
this paper) of minimal classroom demands students
experienced in their low track classes.

Both the educational histories and responses to
the query on talk in their homes underscored that most
of the students had little or no practice in or models for
the kind of exploratory talk needed for both the class-
room discussions and the collaborative planning ses-
sions. Seven of the eleven described home environ-
ments where there was either no one to share idcas
with or where to do so was to risk hostile behavior.
Wanda, a black woman from a low income neighbor-
hood who spent her summers cleaning houses to earn
her fall tuition, said,

At home | can’t discuss ideas that I many have
because just the fact that I am in college is not
accep! ‘etoeveryonearound me. Someseemeas
trying to be something they can’t be...They feel |
am trying to be better than them. | may speak of
situationsatechoolsuchasdescriptions of attitudes
and characters, but notissuesor whatI read because
education is still frowned on for women. When |
speak on issues that | may read I am told I am
flauntingmy educationand it doesn’t look orsound
attractive. So | keep mny ideas to myself.

For students like Wanda to take the risk to break
silence, it took not only courage but as those who
moved fromsilenceto talking inclass wroteinresponse
to why they decided to ask questions and voice ideas,
they had to feel that they could trust their peersand that
they would not be humiliated for a wrong answer.
Their comments acknowledged that they learned to
accept criticism of their thinaing if it came in the form
of questions to helpclarify or to point to otherevidence,
but what they were frightened of was what they had
experienced in prior classes, an attack on their intelli-
gence.

Most difficult to discuss for at least half of the
class were issues they labeled “controversial.” Inpar-
ticular, four white students singled out readings and
papers on racism as did two Afro-American students.
The white students revealed in written responses
strongly held racial biases which distorted their read-
ing; a white male student felt that if he would share his
views that he would turn the class into “the Morton
Downey show.” The two Afro-American students felt

that essays on race should not be discussed in class
because for both “itonly madeit worse.” Whenlasked
one of them, a thirty-four year old male to explain his
comment to me, he said that he was raised to think of
himselfas an American firstand notablack manand to
dwell onissues of race, he believed, “only fed racism.”
Readings on feminism provoked negative feelings in
four white males (two also expressed racist views) who
felt that they were “losing out” because of affirmative
action which in their perception favored women. Class
discussions revealed that most students had little orno
historical background onissues of race, class or gender,
had no experience in examining the origins of their
beliefs, and had difficulty listening to or accepting
evidence that challenged their beliefs. Atleast half the
class shared the Morton Downey model — that you
could not talk about such issues without people
screaming at one another, a view reinforced by the
television shows they watched.

The model of talk most familiar to the students,
one they, like Dale, replicated, was the presentational
talk of past classrooms where the teacher, as the author-
ity, would .:all on students for answers, a focusing on
text information. The fear of giving wrong answers
was rooted in this model since this talk is often used by
the teacher for evaluation (Barnes 50). itisa model that
docs not encourage the risk taking of trying to relate
ideas or to challenge ideas, behaviors needed in good
collaborative planning sessions. It was this modul of
talk I noted that characterized many of the collabora-
tive planning sessions I observed. Even though I had
modeled the inquiry a supporter needed to affect, had
given students lists of questions from the concepts of
the planning blackboard, would intervene when I ob-
served students employing the presentational model, 1
found that it was difficult for students to give up a
model that was so strongly practiced and one that they
were experiencing in classes they were taking concur-
rent to mine. What seemed to motivate students like
Vicki, Joanne, Stacey, and Wanda to shift were intrinsic
motivations—a need to know, an enjoyment of explor-
ing ideas, a feeling of growing confidence in their own
thinking.

Those that employed the presentational modelin
collaborative planning sessions focused primarily on
text information and secondarily on task analysis in
their sessions. Generally missing was discussion of
audience, purpose, or text conventions. Those students
like Vicki and Joanne who linked those concepts, who
saw that text information had to be shaped by the
implications of audience, purpose and task, also recog-
nized what the concept of “authority” meant—that
they as writers were in control of meaning in their
papers and needed to clarify for themselves at varying
points in the process what they were trying to do. They
nceded to be conscious of their goals and intentions
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(words that they never used). In contrast, for students
like Xim and Dale, authority always remained with the
teacher and they tried to produce papers “that the
teacher would like.” Dale thought the way to do this
was to employ a formula he had been rewarded for
using in high school while Kim seized on the panacea
of examples.

Only through the window of the collaborative
planning sessions did I see theimportance of a variable
I had overlooked in my inquiry, the students’ belicf
about the possibility of change. I discovered through
discussion that five of the eleven students shared Dale
and Kim’s Calvinistic view of changing attitudes and
behaviorsabout learning. These five believed thatkids
had to be taught early because by high school it was
“too late.” Freire speaks of this kind of fatalism in
political terms, that the oppressed cannot envision
change or that they can be the instrument of change.
saw the psychological implications of the belief acted
out in the behaviors of Dale and Kim who, even in an
environment where change was being encouraged and
supported, where strategies to affect the change were
being demonstrated, continued to employ learning
behaviors (a kind of functional fixity) that prevented
lcarning in the new environment. Although I was
operationally functioning on the belief that mine was a
problem-solving pedagogy, these students, in con-
structing a conflicting environment from their past
training, drew their behaviors from that environment
and transformed collaborative planning sessions to fit
their representation of the classroom.

Aside from the security of the known and the fcar
and risk inherent in change, time, I think, was a critical
variable affecting whether students would employ new
strategies. Those students who gave evidence of trans-
forming learning styles began to employ strategies that
demanded more time in reading and writing, Generally,
they estimated that they doubled the time they were
spending on assignments which meant that they had to
makeadjustmentsinother partsof theirlives. Forexample,
Stacey cutback on the number of hours she was working;
Laura dropped a course; Vicki arranged for additional
baby-sitting so that she could increase library time, the
only quiet place she had to work. These were strategic
moves that students made after weighing the costs and
benefits of the alterations in time allocations. These
students seemed to operate out of a sense that investing
time in this class to learn what they recognized that they
did not know how to do would pay off in the long run
because as Joanne put it, “it will get easier.” Butstudents
like Dale were tied to short term goals defined as “do
enough to pass this course,” a strategy which culminated
in both he and Kim failing the department exit exam.

As I indicated in the beginning of this essay, the
concepts of rigidity and adaptability which motivated

this inquiry I came to see as surfacebehaviors thatwere
rooted in the interrelationship of all of the factorsThave
described operating in the students. The collaborative
planning sessions became a powerful diagnostic tool
that permitted me to see beneath the surface behaviors
and to gain some understanding of the dynamics of
students’ thinking processes and consequent learning
behaviors, 1 saw that collaborative planning wasnota
panacea since students who defined their learning
through their past banking/low track education simply
trarsformed collaborative planning to fit that model. Yet,
even with these students, collaborative planning, in
subtle ways, had an effect. Of the eleven students who
finished the course, eight indicated that they had nega-
tive feelings towards collaborative planning, yetby the
end of the term, ten stated that they felt that collabora-
tive planning was really helpful and spoke of the im-
portance of someone listening to and commenting on
their ideas, of the value of learning from someone else,
of learning to see from other people’s point of view, but
all qualified their comments by saying that the value of
sessions was related to how prepared the planner and
supporter were. I saw that for students whose educa-
tional lives had been dominated by the banking/low-
track model that collaborative planning was a power-
ful tool in shifting them away froman object to anactor
role in the learning process, a key shift if they were to
choose to begin to transform their perceptions of learn-
ing and their image of themselves as learners.

NoTES

"Two of the four were also among those four who had
difficulty accepting collaborative planning.

%Six students, including two Afro-Americans, recalled
classes like the one described by Carolyn in the beginning of
this paper where knowledge was not even “banked,” where
they were asked to do virtually nothing more than aitend
class.

JAlthough questionnaires gave me sufficient data to
determine patterns, I lost the more elaborate detail that
interviews might have given.

‘The language excerpted from planning protocols and
from papers and questionnaires has not been edited.

The collaborative planning transcripts were in re-
sponse to the following assignment:

Assume that you have been asked by the president
of the PTA of your local high school to write an
essay directed to parents of high school students
that will suggest ways that the education offered
by thehigh school can beimproved and will suggest
steps that parents can take at home to help their
childrenbecomebetter students. The PTA president
who knows that you have been reading about the
American cducation system urges you to let the
parents know that your suggestions are coming
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from researchers as well as your own analysis of
your secondary education. This essay will be
printed in the PTA newsletter that will bemailed to
parents of all of the students in the high school as
well as the teachers, administrators, and school
board members.
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SECTION THREE: ADAPTING ASSIGNMENTS

How do teachers really use collaborative planning in classrooms?
Leslie Evans, Andrea Martine, and Karen Gist offer multiple answers to this
question as they describe in this section the ways they integrated collabora-
tive planning into high school English curriculums and into Martine’s
community college class.

Evans writes a monthly log of the school year that charts an odyssey
with collaborative planning beginning in October with her apprehension
over mastering the technique and ending in June with her judgment that
the odyssey has been “a wonderful adventure.” She also shows how she
used transcripts from collaborative planning sessions to improve through
reflection the skills of students as planners and supporters.

As a full-time teacher in a large urban high school and as a part-time
instructor in an urban community college, Martine describes her experi-
ences with collaborative planning in both educational settings. She shows
how she integrated collaborative planning into a standard assignment on
reading and writing about a short story in a regular ninth grade English
class and, in the same class, uses the technique . “:nprove note taking skills
in an assignment on a novel. In a community coiizge developmental
writing course, Martine uses collaborative planning to help adult writers
respond to an in-class, expository writing assignment asking them to define
concepts based on readings.

Reflecting on her year’s experience with collaborative planning in
ninth grade regular and senior scholars classes, Gist stresses to those using
the technique for the first time the importance of a step-by-step modeling of
the procedure, of the teacher’s reflecting on both the successes and difficul-
ties students have with collaborative planning, and of allowing enough
time in the design of assignments using the technique. She illustrates how
collaborative planning can be used for group writing assignments, and she
analyzes both the successes and the difficulties of using collaborative
planning to focus on aspects of writing a research paper. She also includes
responses to questions on collaborative planning and excerpts from student
journals to illustrate the varied experiences of students with collaborative
planning.
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A BEGINMER’S MAP: FROM COLLABORATION TO

COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

LesLIE BYRD EVANs
STEEL VALLEY HIGH ScHooL

Since the students themselves had indicated on their survey responses that each person in
the collaboration should be responsible for particular parts of the assignment, I defined
and assigned the roles of supporter and planner to “divide the labor.” From that point in
the year collaborative planning became a prewriting and revising tool and required
students to switch roles as planner and supporter.

OctoBER 1989

I had read about collaborative planning and was anxious to get someideas on
how to make it work, so anxious thatI took a colleague with me to the first seminar.
Participants included teachers, professors, researchers, and community leaders,
but it became painfully obvious to us outsiders that they had been working together
for months, some for a year, comfortable in their vocabulary of “planners, support-
ers,and blackboard planners.” My friend and I sat, panic-stricken, as adozen people
communicated freely ina language unlike any spoken in -he teachers’ lunch room
at my school. By the end of the three-hour session my iriend made her decision
about joining the project:

Thisisalltheory. I want something that | can take into my classroom and use. You

can’t use ‘conceptual planning’ to keep kids from hitting each other over the head

with their grammar books.
Icredited herlackof enthusiasm to teacher trepidation of something new, but when
I'tried to talk to other teachers back at the all-brick, windowless world, there were
more no-votes:

Ingroup workthere’s always someone who sits thereand lets all the other students

do the work. Someone always gets a free ride. —English teacher

They don't really talk about the assignment; they talk about how many kegs they

consumed over the week-end. -Social Studies teacher

Even whenImentioned to my classes that we would be trying some new ways
to plan writing, ! got tepid responses.

*You're just making us do this for a class you're taking.

*University work is too hard.

*I'll be put with someone whom I despise.

*I'll be put with someone who despises me.

The Cynics were in full battle array. No one wanted to try the generally
accepted collaboration much less the finer points of collaborative planning; what
had once sounded like a great idea now sounded like a lot of work for too little
reward. But Linda Norris, the project director, had been so nice over the phone.
How could I call her back and say I wasn'tintcrested? I could never get up enough
nerve to make the phone call.

NOVEMBER 1989

I went back to the next meeting, without my friend, and tried to get past the
hideous Jargonwokky

Atthe first two meetings [ heard termsuscd thatsounded vaguely familiar, but
there was nodictionary .00k themup. I had many questions to ask before I could
begin to experiment with collaboration in the classrgom.

What docs a blackboard planner 100.: like and why is it a metaphor?

What are text conventions, supporters, non-linear patterns in HyperCard®?

Would I ever teable to tell schema-driven planning from knowledge-driven planning?

Would [ ever achicve cognition?
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If | know what rhetoric means and [ know what
intention means, why don’t | understand rhetorical
intention?

How do I makea double-entry reflectionlogif I've
never done a single one?

My discovery paper isthat I probably don’t belong
here.

All this and I have to make thinking visible?

[ finally decided that the only way to snicker-
snack past the Cynics and Jargonwokky was to stop
talking and to start doing. I had to start slowly or my
seniors would whine and I would be trying to justify
activities thatl didn’t fully understand. TheKISS (Keep
It Simple Stupid) approach was more for me than for
my students. So I created some “rehearsal” assign-
ments to warm us up for real collaborative planning. I
would save the concepts of planner and supporter and
blackboard planner until they had more practice at col-
laboration. A chartI put on the board assigned student
pairs. Students sat with their partners, read the as-
signed lines of Beowulf, translated the lines together,
agreed onatranslation and wrote itdown. Thenextday
they presented their translations before the class; one
person read the original and one person read the
translation. We paused for discussion, questions and
clarifications and then went on to the next part of the
story. It worked so well with Beowulf that we repeated
the process with Canterbury Tales also.

DECEMBER 1989

Afterseveral KISSassignments] asked them some
questions about collaboration, a term with which they
were now familiar. The responses I received varied
from the social to the practical and to the educational.

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT COLLABORATION

During the past two months you have had occasional
opportunities to answer questions, discuss, plan and write in
small groups or with one other student.

Please answer the « Il~wing questions about that work
completely and clearly Thank you.

1. What do you like about collaborating withanother student
to complete assignments? (Try to list 2 or three reasons at
least.)

* Your answer is more interesting bc ;ause it is two

peoples’ ideas.

* [f someoneisn’t asintelligent, you can help them.

o Ilikeitbecauseif youdon’thavea good idea, then
you and your partner can discuss it and get a good
answer.

*You can correct the other person’s mistakes.

* [t’s betterto becorrected by another student, than
to turn it in and get a poor grade.

* You get experience working with different kinds
of people.

* You get to know about the other person.

¢ You might get more points?

* [t doesn’t take as much time as doing it alone
¢ The time goes faster.

o [t’s easier to brainstorm.

* You can argue out your reasons.

¢ Stories are more creative.

* [t makes you more confident.

* It's fun to hear what people think.

* Someone else critiques y~ur writing.

¢ It's easier and fun to write. If you have fun, it
makes it better to learn.
2. What do you dislike about collaboration? What are the
problems? Would you rather work alone? Why? (2 or 3

comments at least please)
¢ When theother person just sits there, but they still
get credit.

*Whentheotherperson hasn’t read theassignment
or hasn’t prepared what she’s going to write.

*When ['n. doing the work for two people.

sWhen | have to tell the other person that they’re
wrong.
sSometimes you disagree on how something
should be written.
3. Do you feel that you have to do all the work while another
student gets a “free ride”?
o] hate when that happens.

o [f you let them do that, you're stupid.

*There isn’t anything I dislike about it.
4. What do you think could be dene to make collaboration
better?

sTake the free riders anc. pair them together.

sLet the people with good grades work together.

*Pair up a student who is doing real well in class
with another student who could use some help.

*Less emphasis on a “deadline” ... more time

should be given.
e Pair up with who you want.
*Doit moreoften.. . so we can have more practice.

sEach person in the group should be responsible
for a part in the assignment.

*Develop a division of labor in the assignment.

5. Which kind of assignments work best with collaboration?
* writing, essay questions, creative writing, writing
storics, answering questions

sAny kind because maybe you are weak in a
certain area and don‘t realize it.
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*Onideas or something all of us have experienced.
edescriptive paragraphs
eclass discussions and oral presentations

JANuARY 1990

Their suggestions provided the structure for the
bridge between collaboration and collaborative plan-
ning. I put free riders together and smarties together,
a combination that I had previously avoided. As a
result more students participated; even the yakkers
began to listen. Since the students themselves had
indicated on their survey responses that each personin
the collaboration should be responsible for particu'ar
parts of ¥ ~ assignment, I defined and assigned the
roles of supporter and planner to “divide the labor.”
From that point in the year collaborative planning
became a prewriting and revising tool and required
students to switch roles as planner and supporter.

FEBRUARY 1990

By second semester 1 was so pleased with the
response of the “average” students to a touch of col-
laborative planning that I decided that I’d try using the
approach to solve a problem that I was having in my
Advanced Placement Classes. Many of my in-class
writing assignments are questions from past English
Advanced Placements Tests that I use throughout the
school year to help students practice for the real thing
in May. One problem in the resulting ¢ssays is that
many students are not answering the question. In their
anxiety and hurry to tackle the question, they write
many paragraphs of specific references and examples
to aquestion that isn’t on the test paper. Collaborative
planning before writing the timed essay in clacs might
give them practice at figuring out what the question is
really asking. Each stuc'entinterpreted what he or she
thought the A. P. test question was asking and then
compared it to his or her partner’s interpretation. Two
headsargued better than one; this paired exercise helped
them develop their own critical inner voice. Students
who were too accepting of any idea that came along
began to reread and rethink the test question on their
own. Thesecond time [ used this assignment I also had
them franscribe a section of their conversation using
the following instructions:

Assignment with your partner: Transcribe (copy)a small
section of your collaboration from yesterday’s class period
that you think is interesting.

Individual Assignment: Reflect on the conversation in
writing.
Step One: Each collaborative pair should get a tape

recorder and their tape. Play back the tape and listen to your
conversation from yesterday. Jot down some individual

interesting feature of the tape — possibly a section where
collaboration seems very successful or a section where the
thinking got muddled but you tried to straighten thingsout.
You may have your own reasons for selecting the section
which I'd like you to share with me at the end of the
transcript. You can use Your names or use planner and sup-
porter as | did on the transcription that we read in class last
week. Ifany of thetranscriptsare used forclass, I will notuse
your names if you identify the speakers by planner and
supporter. If you don’t mind, use your own names.

Step Three: Using yourindividual notes and the tran-
script, write on a separate piece of paper any thoughts or
reflections you have about the process that took place yes-
terday.

Step Four: Re-box and replace the tape recorders and
tapes at the front of the room. Turn in your transcripts and
reflections.

The taped conversations were tedious listening,
but the reflections read like true confessions:

“I'll never use ‘ya know’ again.’”

“I never knew I completely dominated the
conversation.”

“IletJackdoall the talking. Am I alwaysthatquiet
around guys?”

“Playing back our conversation makes me realize
that I wasn’t listening to anything Lori was sayir.g.
And I don't think she was hearing me either.”

“I sound like I'm from la-la land. If I had been
about200% clearertheremighthavebeenan outside
chance that Melissa might have understood a
sentence or two of what | said.”

“Dolreally sound like a chicken oris it memorex?”

MaARcH 1990

Thethird time I used collaborative planning with
my A.P. Students, I video-taped as many of the collabo-
rative pairs as [ could in two class periods. I typed up
one conversation in which students did not interpret
the question correctly. I wanted to share this conversa-
tion with students to see if they could identify where
productive communication fell apart. 1 shared the
transcript with students, first not including my inter-
pretations and asking them for theirs and then giving
them a copy of the transcript with my interpretations.
The general reaction was that they agreed with my
interpretations and thought they were amusing be-
cause I had cut through the facade and BS. Below is a
short excerpt from one transcript.

TRANSCRIPT FROM A.P. COLLABORATIVE PLANNING
SESSION (APPROXIMATE INTERPRETATION OFFERED BY
OBSERVER-TEACHER EVANS)

Silence while both students read the question.

observations or reactions to your conversation in your indi- Nadia: ( readilng out loud) .. .the themg, the setting .
vidual notebooks as you listen to the tape. . (tllf; s pick out words we recognize and can deal
with.
Step Two: Take a short section (one minute or one Kelly the images, the characterization
age) of the tape and t ibe i it). Select : ’ characteri
pag © tape and transcribe it (copy it). Sclect an (Okay, that seems like a reasonable place to start.
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Here’s more.)

Yeah. (Sure. Ican’t think of anything better to
do.)

Okay. (I'm not sure that’s what we should do
first, but I'll go with the flow.)

Let’sstart with the setting ... . to set the mood.
(Setting is easy to write about.)

Yeah...then characters...a.d inenimage.
First of all .. . whenever the characterization
of her, about her being at the movies. That
happened really before her mom died. Are
we going in order of the story or are we . .

{(Setting is okay, but there are so many more
examples of characterization.)

I don’t think the order makes sens.:... You
want to describethe setting or should we put
thecharacterization first? (Okay, so whose idea
goes first? Yours or mine?)

Sonmie of the communication problems that stu-
dents identified were: jumping on the first idea that
comes up because the planner and supporter fec:i pres-
sured to talk rather than think; worrying that “my”
idea isn’t as good as the “other” person’s idea; being
seduced by what seems to be the “easy” topic rather
than the topic that would answer the question; one
person doing all the talking; lack of good listening
skills. After anothercollaborative planning session on
an essay question, we analyzed a transcript of a plan-
ning dialogue that used good supporting techniques.

In theexchangebelow, Jenny is the supporterand
Laurie is the planner.

Kelly:
Kelly:
Nadia:

Kelly:

Nadia:

dered them, when it was dark out ... sothat
the murderers themselvesdidn’t know what
they did.

Soareycu going to say that Shakespeare was
trying to guide his audience ...?

Jenny goes on to help Laurie realize that a
character’s speech was sarcastic and to help Laurie
rcalize that she was summarizing too much.

Reading this transcript aloud in class led to these
student observations about the positive results of the
two girls’ collaboration:

*The responses I received varied fror the social
to the practical and to the educational.

s There is clarification of original text.

*The suppnrter extends ideas of the planner.

¢ The supporter helps limit and focus content of
paper.

eCareful listening helps prevent mistakes and

helpsplanner clarify so that misunderstanding
won't take place.

Jenny:

MaAay 1990

We refined these techniques during the second
semester leading up to the Advanced Placement Testin
May. During May the studentsalso experimented with
a HyperCard® computer program that guides them
through the process of considering the audience, the
text conventions, and purpose of their writing. Because
the program we used is a prototype and was not
designed to use on a network system which my high
school has, there were many technical difficulties that
needed to be solved before the program used time
efficiently. A few of my students mastered the com-
puter game Tetris while waiting for their program to
“boot up.” The revised computer program that re-
sulted did help students tounderstand the termsaudience
and fext conventions; but once students worked indi-
vidually on the computer, the “collaborative” part of
the process dissipated.

JunNE 1990

The collaboration odyssey during the 1989-90
school year was a wonderful adventure. My students
had fun while they planned their wri ¢, the video
c2.mera and tape recorders helped me “...onitor” their
progress, students evaluated their own dialogues and
planning sessions, my school and the research project
supported my attendance at 1 1e national NCTE and
local WPCTE conferences, and I won $800 worth of
grants for the upcoming year to continue <ollaborative
assignments. It was a journey out of cynicism and
confusion into & some very practical /pplications and
experiments in collaborative learning. Best of all, my
classroom has bercime a better place to iearn.

Jenny:  Isthattoomanycharacters to focusoninone
essay?

Jenny: You can't do that.

Laurie: Why?

Jenny: Macduff is not on Macbeth’s side.

Laurie: Techniques? ... that would be like . ..
symbols? similes? right?

Jenny  tone...attitude. ...irony...

Laurie: Itsays, “Alight! Alight!” It’s dark out which
is kind of strange. That’s your scene...

Jenny: What are you trying to show?

Laurie : How he used like darkness when something
evil was supposed to happen. You know,
like murder and then the ghost came. It was
right after he just scorned Banquo. And that
was irony there. So he says, “Pity him. ..
what a shame.” ... Did you do attitude?
What would be like the attitude of the mur-
derers? Whenever Macbeth was going to
hire the murderers he like had to get them
angry you know . . . and they didn’t belicve
that Banquo was the enemy?

Jenny: How are you gonna connect these two? . . .
How are you going to connect them?

Laurie: This is going to tie in like whenever he mur-
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ActuaL CLAssrROOM EXPERIENCES UsING
COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

ANDREA S. MARTINE
TAYLOR ALLDERDICE HIGH SCHOOL

At one point in the previous example, the supporter states, "You're not really explaining
this to me.” The writer responds by saying, “Ask more questions then.” That is the role
of a good supporter to ask questions which will challenge the writer to defend or change
his point of view.

THE FIRST EXPERIENCE

I am a teacher of twenty-four years who teaches in a large city high scheol in
Pittsburg;h, PA. Allderdice High School is noted in the state of Pennsylvania for its
wonderful Gifted Program. Actually, we have four levels in our educational
program. The class which has participated in the collaborative planning project is
my ninth grade regular English class. The first semester of 1953, I introduced the
concept of collaborative planning to my class. The way thatI did this was through
a lecture. My students took notes on t - - cture Next, I taught them the thesis-
support essay format. Then we read “Tt : Split Cherry Tree” by Jesse Stuart. The
class was to take notes while they read the short story. Then we had a group
brainstorming session on the differences and similarities between the main charac-
ter, David'’s parents and the s.udents’ own parents. Once again, the students toolk
notes. Now we were ready for the essay assignmant: “Comgare and Contrast
David’s Parents’ views with Those of Your Own Parents.”

I was now ready to mo.lel the collaborative planning session for the class. I
rzviewed the Blackboard Planner by placing it on the board and discussing each
elemsnt of it with the class. The students were taking notes during thisexplanation.
One of the students and I then presented the collaborative planning session to the
class. I was the supporter, and he was the writer. This class period, forty-five
miniites, was spent presenting this model. The next class period, the students were
paired by mefor aeir own collaborative planning session. The pairing process was
completed as ciosely as possible to talker /non-talker. Since this was tiie beginning
of t"e year, and I was not familiar with their writing skills, I used this pairing
method. It worked well. Wespent fifteen minutes on the writer/supporter combo,
and fifteen minutes on the supporter/writer combo. In other words, each student
had fifteen minutes to plan his essay with a supporter.

Whe=: I think of all of the things that I was asking the class to do,lamamazed.
First, I as“.ed the students to read the short story and to take reading notes, and to
relate the coatentto prior knowledge. Then I asked them tolearn the thesis-support
essay format. This process involved learning the elements of an introductory
paragraph, learning transition words, learning the use of the three elements of
support,andlearning the purpose ofa good conclusion. Third, Iasked them “‘olearn
the collaborative planning process and its terminology. Next, I asked them to take
noteson the process as well as the specific relationship of the views of the characters
in the short story compared with their own parents’ personal views onissues raised
in “The Split Cherry Tree.” Finally, I asked them to incorporate all of this
information into a pianning session and then into a final product — the essay. 1
discovered that these ninth graders were able, and more than able, to follow these
requests.

After th2 planning session, the students spent one class period writing the
introductory paragraph and having it approved by me. This means I checked the
paragraph to see if they had a topic sentence, a thesis sentence and a plan of
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development sentence. The students wrote the rough
draft at home. The next class session, we prepared the
final essay. I collected all of the notes, the rough draft
ard the final essays. Out of a class of ihirty students,
twenty-two successfully completed this assignment. I
b2gan to wonder .f the collaborative planning session
was thereason for this high successrate. Thiz prompted
me to give the students a feedback form to use to
measure their attitud es about the process. They used
each other for reference points, i.e., when one student
did not know the spot in the story where specific
information occurred, the other student did. They
enjoyed having someone listen to their ideas. In col-
laborative planning whenever something acceptable is
stated by the supporter, I asked the writer to write it
down in his notes. This act gives immediate positive
feedback to the writer. The students enjoyed the fact
that someone else liked what they were prc.posing.
Whiie the collatarative planning session wis occur-
ring;, I took notes o1 the social aspects of the process. I
discovered that I was not even missed. They were so
involved in what they were doing that they didn’teven
realize how fast the process was happering. Idid not
use tape recorders for this session sir:ce it was my ii:st,
but the talk between the members of each group was
active, on task .nd challenging. It isn’t often that a
ninth grade class is so on task. This positive result
motivated me to try collaborative planning again with
this class.

Ernest L. Boyer in High School: A Report on Sec-
ondary Educatior. in America suggests:

The first curriculum priority is language. Our

use of the complex symbols separates human

beings from all other forms of life. Language

provides the connecting tissue that binds society
together, aliowing us to express feelingsand ideas,

and powerfully influence the attitudes of others.

(Boyer 85)

Because language and thinking are so closely
related, teachiers of English hold that one of their main
dutiesisto teachstudents how to think. Thinkingskills,
involved in the study of all disciplines, are inherent in
thereading, writing, speaking, listening and observing
involved in the study of English. The ability to analyze,
classify, compare, formulate hypotheses, make infer-
ences, and draw conclusions is essential to the reason-
ing processes of all adults. The capacity to solve
problems, both rationally and intuitively, is a way to
help students to cope successfully with the experiences
of learning within the school setting and outside.

Collaborative planning helps studentsto develop
these thinking skills. This developmentof the students’
reasoning skills isanadded outcome of the collaborative
planning process. Intensive study of literature and
writing as early as grade seven helps the students to
nurture their reasoning processcs. Session planning

takes th .2 students onestep further. This challenge is
seen in the note-taking process. Everyone has hisown
way of analyzing a reading to make it relevant. Some
readers:

¢ adjust their reading speed

¢ look for key words

* use context clues to figure out meaning

* break down words, sentences, paragraphs
* eliminate words

e iduntify key parts

e put themselves in place of the author

» relate content to prior knowledge, experience,
examples

» conduct self questioning of the author
* put ideas together to summarize
e compare and contrast

* think about ideas that formed and how they
formed

* reread

* pay attention to the title

s overview

» acknowledge coafusing parts of the text
* visualize or im7gine

* take notes

When we have a reading assignment, it is most
important to be able ‘0 take good notes from that
assigrment. Note-t~'.ing is one of the most important
of all of the study skills. Note-taking is a skill that is
used for life. If studentslearn to select important things
toremember and write them down in theirown words,
they can reduce study time. Note-taking in the collabo-
rative planning process helps the students come to the
session prepared to work. I have seen many different
usecs of wotes in the collaborative planning process.
First, my college students use the reading notes men-
tioned above. They use them to support their theses
plans with specific support from the texts that they
have read. They also use notes to help them to address
the elements of the Blackboard Planner in the collabo-
rative planning process. These latter notes seem to
keep thestudents focused on the task athand. The high
school students also use these notes to help to focus the
discussion during the collaborative planning jsrocess.
Students who come with notes, at any academi- level,
attend to thi sessioninamoreclearly focused way. The
third way that notes are used is to jot dcwn any positive
feedback from the supporter that miy be used in the
production of the final paper. These notes help the
writer to monitor and adjust his writing strategies. The
suggestions from the supporter help the writer to rein-
force ideas as well as to change, or adjust , or expand
ideas as necessary. The notes from the supporter help
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the writer to understand his own writing strategies.
Forexample, whatisit thatIdo when I writea compare
/ contrast essay? Do I always tackle the essay the same
way? Has the supporter helped me to change the same
old approachlalways use? What suggestions given by
the supporter helped me to improve my approach?
Will I remember and use these suggestions the next
time that I write a compare / contrast essay? After the
planning session has occurred, my college students
asked for an additional week, (we meet on a weekly
basis), tolisten to their tapes again, toreview their notes
taken during the session, and to reorganize their es-
says. This additional week gives the students time to
analyze and to reassess their own writing processes. I
had not done this the first semester. We wrote imme-
diately after the planning session. Then, when the
students had time to think about their collaborative
planning session, they were not able to implement
their changes.

THE SECOND EXPERIENCE

Thisexperiencealso occurred in my first semester
ninth grade English class. This time the assignment
was based on the reading of the novel, Great Expecta-
tions. The students had worked on collaborative
planning two other times. They also knew the require-
ments for the assignment. These requirements are the
Monitoring Achievementin Pittsburgh (MAP) require-
ments which include:

* the topic logically using specific details
® to write a relevant conclusion

* to use varied and vivid word choices

* to use varied sentence structures

® to use transitional devices

* to employ standard usage

* to employ mechanics which comnply with The
Guide to Standard Written Practice

The students were to describe Pip’s development
throughrut the novel, or to compare Pip to other char-
acters, or to illustrate Pip’s desire to improve himself
throughout the novel. The choice was theirs. They
were to come to the session with notes that they be-
lieved would support their thesis. The next class was
spent discussing the question sheet which Tom Hay-
duk, one of the project members, prepared for the
collaborative planning group members to use withk
their classes. This question sheet refers to each aspect
of the Blackboard Planner with specific questions which
the supporter may use to guide his questioning strate-
gles for helping the writer during the collaborative
planning session. After this discussion, the students
were more fecused on the questions which they used to
ask the writer during the collaborative planning ses-
sion. This session, the teams paired themselves. The
students spent twenty minutes each as both writer and

supporter. This was probably our best collaborative
planning session. Next, while using their notes, the
students wrote their rough drafts which I had to ap-
prove. Finally, they wrote their final essay. We shared
our efforts by reading them during the next class ses-
sion. Positive feedback only was offered by the other
members of the class after each final draft was read by
its author. Iremained neutral hereby saying thatIThad
to take careful notes on their comments for CMU. I then
used these comments as part of the evaluative com-
ments which I placed on each final copy. Ourlast class
on the novel was spent discussing the pros and cons of
the collaborative planning process. Overall, the stu-
dents felt more confident about the writing process
because of their ability to take and use careful notes
before, after and during the writing process.

I am still a firm believer in the SQ3R method for
reading and understanding texts. This method, al-
though not recommended specifically for the study of
literature, is also an appropriate study skill to employ
when reading anything new. SQ3R represents Survey,
Question, Read, Recite, Review. In the first step, stu-
dents are to take a visual overview of the work. Then,
they are to question as they read. During this question
period, the students are to prepare questions which
will help them to become mentally involved with the
text. While they read, theanswers to the questions they
have written should be revealed. They are to note the
specific detailsand ideas from the text which enhance/
explain their questions. To reinforce this procedure,
the students are to recite the main ideas from the text
without looking back at the pages. If they cannot do
this step, they are to reread to find the suppor.ing
details which they cannot remember. They may also
take nries to summarize the main ideas as they recite.
(This step directly correlates with the collaborative
planning process. While they are planning, I insist on
their conlinuing the note-taking process which they
began while they were reading.) Finally, the students
review. This is where the notes are summarized and
reviewed for preparation of the rough draft. I give a
grade for the notes, so most of the students attend to
this step. My contention is that the students, who take
notes’” -oughout the collaborative planningand read-
ing procedures have better products at the end of each
collaborative planning process. They seem to be more
focused on the reading, writing and thinking acts.
These students have obviously followed each step in
the over-all process. They are also more organized and
better prepared as both a writer and a supporter. Be-
causc they have met and been graded for each incre-
mentstepalong the way, they probably believethat this
fecdback has enabled them to feel more confident
about being able to complete these tasks successfully.
« ne words of William Hazlitt support this note-taking
thcory, “ The more a man writes, the more he can
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write.” (Murray 238) “ In order to affect writing
significantly, reading must be a passionate, life-long
pursuit, a kind of love affair with language that begins
inchild-hood. It takes years for even the “born” writer,
whose natural elementisliterature, to assimilatethrough
reading the sense of language that makes his work
distinctive and to master the subtle skills that give it
form and meaning.” (Murray 216) Reading and note-
taking are both skills that must be continually devel-
oped to enhance and improve the writing process.

THE THIRD EXPERIENCE

Semester changes caused seventeen of my first
semester ninth graders to leave my class. These moves
required major changes in my lesson plans. I asked the
students from the first semester to act as leaders in the
next collaborative planning session. Of course, I had to
review the note-taking process for reading, the essay
format, and the collaborative planaing process. This
session was also going to be filmed by Linda Norris for
CMU. All of this occurred only three weeks after the
second semester began. Theliterature assignment was
toread and take notes on TheLight in the Forest by Conrad
Richter. Thestudents were also given study guides for
each chapter. These study guides helped the class
discussion process. The writing assignment was to
compare/contrast the two cultures presented in the
novel. The students were grouped in groups of three -
asupporter, a planner and anobserver. Therole of the
observer was to take notes on the actions of the other
two group members while the session was occurring.
Each member of the group was to have his reading
notes, his class notes and his study sheets. The follow-
ing excerpt comes from the tapes which were recorded
onthat day. The purpose of this piece is to notice what
happensto the collaborative planning session when the
studentsdoand do not have good notes. The writer has
good notes in the example below. These notes enabled
him o fully participate in the collaborative planning
session. The supporter, on the other hand, was not as
well prepared and had no notes to help him.

W OK
S: So whatisthe purpose of writing your story?

W: Solcan getagood grade. I'll writeittodepict
how the white man mistreated the Indians.
Right, how the white man mistreated the
Indians, and I'm gonna use my strategy by
using step by step, fact after fact how the
white man treated Indians.

So one’s the savage, and one’s tame.

But actually, I disagree. I'll say the Indians
were more tame than the white men were.

Because they have rmore prejudices...
Yeah ... in some forms they did
There was no prejudices in any of the Indi-

ans. They just scalped people.

w: And I'm going totry to write thi,in thethird
person, allright, and use alot of symbolism,
and how do you say it ( reading)... all right,
dialogue. I'mnotgoing tousemuchdialogue

s w

®» s ®

though...

S: You're not really explaining this to me.
You’ve gotta um...

w: Ask more questions then,

S: Oh, well, wha! are your main strategies i
writing this story?

W: Like I said before, use step by step and

describe most of the characters in the story,
like their backgrounds and why they acted
the way theydid inthestory,and totry toget
Mrs. Martine to understand, you know, the
basis of why theyacted the way they did why
the Indians thought the white men were
better, and why the white men thought they
were better than the Indians.

S: So what are the similarities between white
men and Indians?
W: They both looked down upon the female

race as not being quite equal, and the
youngers, ur‘il they became up to their
manhood.

So explain their customs and heritages —
How’s that?

I wo ald, but I still need more wock.

Need more information?

Yeah, more information on that...

Well, from somewhat you know, they both
scalped people.

Yeah, they’re both...

Itsaid inthestorythatthe whiteman scalped
one of their brothers.

Yeah, that’s true. All rightand then, as I said
before, the third person audience which will
bewritten, Doyouhaveany more questions?

Well, not really, not yet. Just keep on doing
keeping up the good work.

Wi Keep up the good work.
S Keep 1p doing the good work.

w

F vz ®vzez

w

At one point in the previous example, the sup-
porter states, “You’re not really explaining this to me.”
The writer responds by saying, “Ask more questions
then” That is the role of a good supporter to ask
questions which will challenge the writer +~ defend or
change his point of view. When these questions are

& White man treated Indians, OK...

W What you laughing at? And then, I don't
have this written down, my purpose...

S Your purpose...

w: Yeah, tocompare the different viewpoints of
the twn environments that they were raised
in.
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missing or not challenging, the frustration of the writer
is evident. He did the assignmentand came to theclass
prepared, and heexpected his classmateto do the same.
When these expectations are not met by both parties,
the strength of one student’s efforts can still make the
collaborative planning session worthwhile. Imagine
how much more productive this session would have
been if both parties would have been similarly pre-
pared.

After the last collaborative planning session, I
began to wonder about the use that the students make
of their notes, i.e., the notes that they make while the
collaborative planning session is actually occutring.
The reading notes become an integral part of each
session. The students expand, change and incorporate
those notes into their dialogue about the assigred
essay. They constantly refer to their notes during tha
session. Are these reading notes and the notes taken
during the session an important aspect of the writing
process? Because the writer only acknowledges and
copies the helpful suggestions of the supporter, are
these notes just used to increase the self-esteem of the
supporter? Do the writers really blend these notes into
their final essays? Is the use of these notes justtoinsure
that the writer is really listening to the supporter?
Compared to this ninth grade class, my college stu-
dents write pages of notes while they are planning. In
their notes I have found examples of revisions, dele-
tions, additions and suppositions. They notonly write
the supporter’sideas, but they also write how they will
use these suggestions to improve their final papers. In
the college classes, the supporter also writes while he is
in the role of supporter. Is an idea better when it is
heard and then written? Why are these notes so impor-
tant to the collaborative planning process? It secems
from my observations this year that the students who
have the most elaborate set of collaborative planning
notes, produce thebetter final essays. Each student has
the same amount of time in class for the collaborative
planning process. Why do some use the time more
effectively than others? Is mental note-taking just as
effective as the actual written notes? Actual written
notes are those which were takei. during the session.
What does the paper in front of the students do to
motivate their thinking process? It is my belief that
these notes are key in spurring the thinking process
which, in turn, ultimately directs the writing process.

THE FOURTH EXPERIENCE

The nextexperience occurred inone of my college
classes entitled, “Basic Principles of Composition.”
Thisclass is a remedial writing class in which students
prepare for 101, English Composition. This class uses
a wonderful textbook entitled Rereading Americawhich
was edited by Colombo, et al. It is published by The St.
Martin’s Press. This text provides the students with a
wealth of reading material as well asa wealthof writing

assignments which correlate with the readings. What
it does not provide, and it is not meant to provide, are
the successful writing strategies which collegestudents
need t5 become confident writers. I thought that this
would be a good place to use collaborative planning as
an instructional tool. The students read the Immigra-
tion Chapter. In thischapter, there is a good bit of time
placed on reading about the differences between The
Melting Pot Theory and Cultural Plurism. The students
were asked in this asignment to explain and illustrate
the two aforementioned concepts. This is where we
used the collaborative planning process. These stu-
dents were much more inquisitive and helpful than the
younger students. As student supporters they were
almost unforgiving in their attention to helping one
another become better writers. Questions like: “What
do you hope for your audience to take away from this
paper?” “How exactly to you plan to do that?” “Is that
all that you need to do to achieve your purpose?”
“What else might you do as a writer to achieve your
purpcse?” There were many more thought provoking
questions that these students generated. In between
the questions was a genuine sharing of ideas. These
students shared their appreciation and analysis of the
textual materials, their notes and their own tentative
essay plans all within the collaborative planning pro-
cess. Each student was interested in helping the other
student produce a better final product. After a thirty
minute session, eachstudent had a fifteen minute plan-
ning period, thestudents used their reading notes, their
collaborative planning notes and their textbooks to
create anin-class paper. The only criticism was that the
studentsdidn’thaveeroughtimeto really change their
ideas that drastically because of the lack of time. The
next time that we used the process, I allowed time to
pass (one class session) before we actually wrote the
essay. This permitted the students time for contempla-
tion on the collaborative planning process. This also
permitted the students time torevise their rough drafts.
This time spent working on the assignment in such
depth produced a more focused effort.

What a difference physical and mental maturity
makes in one’s approach to the writing process. The
college students donot have to be reminded to takeand
use notes. They seem to do this automatically. They
realize the importance of incorporating reading notes
into text. When the collaborative planning session is
occurring, they realize the importance of recording the
supporter’s useful comments for their own future use.
There is evidence from the tape recordings of their
sessions that they do use these comments to change
their own texts to make a better written product. These
students also are willing to reflect on the entire process
afterit happens. This final step was neverreached with
the ninth graders. They were willing to complete an
evaluation and to discuss the collaborative planning
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process, but to get the ninth graders to become more
introspective would take another year. I attribute this
flaw only to a lack of maturity. I know that with
practice they could do an introspective session, but the
year, having been split into semesters, was just too
short. The college groups, however, were more than
willing to discover what these sessions enabled them to
do as writers. They were also attentive to these clues
the next time that they wrote an essay. The instructor
can say, suggest, and write all of the comments in the
world on or about an essay, and the same errors will
continue te occur. When a peer makes the comments
verbally on a tape that each student can review over
and over again, and also jot down in his collaborative
pianning notes to review at a later time, the change
does sometimes occur, and it is remembered by the
student. These college classes were willing to actively
participate, take reading and collaborative planning
notes, and to reflect and use these notes to improve
their own writing strategies.

EPILOGUE

The year as a teacher-researcher was a challeng-
ing one. A need to be organized, clearly focused and
very specific in giving directions was essential on my
part. How could I expect the students to follow the
collaborative planning process without careful plan-
ning on my part, modeling, guided and independent
practice, review and evaluation. This procedure must
become second nature to the student. After all, most
decisions in life are made after some type of consulta-
tion with another humanbeing. Why should or would
the act of writing be eliminated from this sharing
process? When we do share our planning ideas with
others through the collaborative planning process, the
final papers show a marked improvement. I plan to
continue in the project and to continue with my re-
search next year. The positive results of my students
work and my work were that encouraging.

Languageprovidesthe connecting tissuethat binds

society together, allowing us to express feelings

and ideas, and powerfully influence the attitudes
of others. (Boyer 85)

I saw this quotation become a reality through my
participation in this project.

Works CiTED

Boyer, Ernest L.  High School: A Report on Secondary
Education in America
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A REerLECTIVE LOOK AT TEACHING

PLANNING IN HiIGH ScHOOL

KAREN W. GisT
Peasopy Hic SCHooL

As I reflect on this first experience for the students as well as myself, I feel good about the
class’ performance. They did an outstanding job in using the blackboard metaphor. . .. I
listened to them analyze characters and project what might happen next. They talked
about relationships of characters and the effect of one character on another. . .. Their
stories reflected the energies they used to write them. They were proud of their stories and
anxious to share them with their peers.

As I look in retrospect at my 1989-90 school year, I have discovered three
factors to be especially essential for a first time teacher teaching the collaborative
planning process: modeling the procedure step by step for the students, reflecting
on accomplishments and/or problems by the students and the teacher, and having
time.

With mv introduction to collaborative planning last fall, I listened as veteran
teachers shai. d their experiences with this process and became excited. However,
at one point it hit me that these teachers were talking about successes with college
students and advanced high school seniors. I winced as I thought about my own
teaching schedule heavily laden with mainstream ninth graders, those students
whose ability levels would range from above average to borderline remedial
students. Would they be able to grasp this blackboard planner metaphor? Would
they be able to talk to one another? Ninth graders? Even though I did have two
classes of advanced seniors, I accepted the challenge to trod where others had not
with my ninth graders.

I felt my work was cut out for me. To build my confidence in the students’
ability to talk to one another, I spent several weeks teaching cooperative learning
techniques. I focused on getting the students to work together in small groups, to
respond to each other in pairs, and to participate in large group critical discussions
with little to no teacher involvement. I found this to be extremely helpful in
preparing ninth graders totalk to eachother, trust each other, and rely on each other
asresources. Consequently, when thestudents wereassigned to their groups for the
collaborative planning assignments, they were ready.

THE ASSIGNMENT
Theclass had just completed studyingan autobiographical narrative,” Giving,
Getting,” by Nancy Packard. The next step was for the students to cooperatively
write a sequel to this narrative. The class was divided into groups of four and
provided the following criteria for their sequels: the characters had to be consistent
with the original story; the story had to be believable; the story had to be realistic;
and the conclusion had to be reascnable. Only one sequel would be produced by
each group.
THE PROCESS

After I introduced the planner’s blackboard and the roles of the planner and
the supporter, LindaNorrisassisted mein thenextclassas we modeled a collaborative
planning session using the same assignment but a different story. After she and 1
discussed what we had done and identified what had occurred in our planning
session with the students, it was their turn. Within each group every student took
a turn as the planner while the remaining three students acted as supporters. Each
group was supplied with a taperecorder to tapeits sessions. These sessions took two
class periods.

On the third day the groups reconvened and played back their tapes. Their
individual stories lent many good ideas for discussion and planning for their group
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sequel. Some groups took one planner’s ideas and
developed them together; others took bits and pieces
from each planner that would work well together to
make one good sequel. Each group selected a recorder
who took notes and did the final writing. The planning
and writing took two days.

PERSONAL REFLECTIONS

AsIreflect on this first experiencefor the students
as well as myself, I feel good about the class’s perfor-
mance. They did an outstanding job in using the black-
board metaphor; in particular, they worked on the
purpose/keypoint and text conventions. I listened to
them analyze characters and project what might hap-
pen next. They talked about relationships of characters
and the effect of one character on another. One group
was constantly reminding each other that their story
had to be in first person because the original story was.
Another group put a lot of work into developing its
story through the use of dialogue. While still another
group developed its story by having one of the charac-
ters write a letter to another, Their stories reflected the
energies they used to write them. They were proud of
their stories and anxious to share them with their peers.
In fact, they enjoyed the process; this was evidenced in
another assignment in which they had to write a letter
to their former eighth grade English teacher explaining
what they had been doing during the first quarter of
their ninth grade English class. A number of them
wrote about being a planner and a supporter as hey
wrote a sequel to a story and “this lady from Camegie
Mellon who came with tape recorders.”

STUDENT REFLECTIONS

Before using the collaborative planning process
witha new writing assignment, I felt it necessary for the
students to get a chance to review their first experience
withit when they wrote their group sequels. Therefore,
I selected two sections of a transcription from one
groups’ planning session forreflection. The first section
welooked at was from the planning session where one
student was the planner and two other students were
the supporters. The other section was taken from the
second day’s reflection session. I selected the sections
of the transcription I thought reflected best what the
students were to have achieved and photocopied cop-
ies for each student. I also made a transparency of each
section for group discussion. The following is a seg-
ment of the planning session. Purposely, the speakers
were unidentified.

Several students voluntecred to read the parts of
the speakers aloud. I then had each student label on his
copy P for planner and S for supporter; we discussed
the outcome. To help the students focus on the parts of
the blackboard planner used, the students were in-
structed to: put parenthesis around those words or
lincs whichshowed the planner’s purposcorkey points;

put brackets around evidence of the planner’s use of
text conventions; and underline the planner’s refer-
ences to hig audience.
SEGMENT OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING
SESSION
2nd: Uh, Ithink that Nancy and Walterare having
problems with the Christmas presents, ‘cause
Nancy, I don’t know , and Walter, Walter’s
too hard to buy presents for because he’s
spoiled and he’s sclfish, so—
Ist: So, like what areyou telling me you going to
put in there?
2nd: Itried to change like, that Walter laterin life

would accept any presents that he got in-
stead of just being grum py like he —

3rd: was.
2nd: —had. Yeah.
Ist: All right. Um.

3rd: Well, in your story, is they all going to be-
come friends? I mean—

2nd: Yeah, Ithinkso. Because, becauseum, Walte:
is uh (schrungy?), and George, I put George
back in the story because I think he did have
a purpose. And I think that George would be
the oneto get Nancy and Walter tobe friends
again,

I found that using their own work was more
offective than using a generic piece for several reasons.
First, the studentscould better identify with the content
of the transcript. Secondly, they werequite pleased and
surprised to discover that they were actually doing the
things we had talked about. Thirdly, they became more
aware of the difference in what they werereally caying
when they spoke and what they thought they were
saying. They were shocked and yet pleased to see their
wordsin print. Also, using their transcript proved tobe
an unplanned springboard for the next assignment
because I repeatedly heard comments like, “I'm going
t be more careful about what I'm saying the next time
we tape.” Several students asked me to have their tape
transcribed for reflection the next time.

COoLLABORATIVE PLANNING PART 11

1 was fecling more relaxed with using collabora-
tive planning with my students and their writing. 1
could use termslike audience and text conventionsand
feel confident that they knew what I was talking about.
Some of my students were stronger than others and
were able to work in pairs with the weaker students. I
believe if I could have worked with the same students
for the entire school year, all of the students would have
benefited more.

"nfortunately, the progress I \vas making with
my ninth grade students with the collaborative plan-
ning process was interrupted with the changing of
semesters which ultimately destroyed the continuity
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and structure of my classes. Schedule changes and the
rearranging of my classes caused me to end uplosing a
number of my original students and getting new ones.
Everything I had done up to this point was now lost; I
would have to start ai.ew. And so I shifted my intent
and focus for the second half of the year from my 9th
grade classes to my senior scholars ciasses which had
remained intact from the first semester.

I could do this more comfortably now because the
questions and uncertainty which consumed my
thoughts atthebeginningof the year had been satisfied.
With a lot of control and guidance, ninth graders can
incorporate the collaborative planning process into
their writing. Tle students’ first experiences with this
process were very much controlled by me. I selected
the groups/pairs who would work together; I mod-
eled the roles of the planner and supporter; I worked
with the kinds o1 questions students could ask as a
supporter; | emphasized the steps of the blackboard
planner; and most importantly, I taught them how to
work together. Coming from a background where for
eight years they had been taught to work indepen-
dently, I found it essential to teach them how to work
w.ih other students. Of course, some students grasped
the collaborative pianning process quicker thanothers,
but I believe, with practice, all students can. As a
teacher I was feeling good about myself because I was
getting less moaning from the students when I men-
tioned we were going to write; instead, I was hearing,
“Can we choose our own partners?” I'd like to say the
students wanted t. Jo this because of what they had
learned about themselves as writers; however, part of
the truth lies in the fact that they liked using the tape
recorders.

Feeling stronger and more confident with teach-
ing the collaborative planning process, I considered
this procedure as a help to my seniors with their re-
search papers. | decided to use it at three stages of the
writing =f their papers and to focus only on the assign-
ment definition and the purpose/keypoint portions of
the blackboard planner. The three stages they were to
plan collaboratively were the selecting and limiting of
their topic, writing the thesis statement, and writing the
outline for the body of their papers.

THE ASSIGNMENT
Throughout the year ve had been looking at
heroes in various literary picces. As a transition from
the readings to their research work, we read and dis-
cussed an interview with Bili Moyer on heroes. Evolv-
ing from this, the students’ research assignment was to
construct a definition of a hero based on their personal
thoughts and concepts and find an individual, literary
or real, who fits their definition. They were to research
this person and present him or her through their defi-
nition of a hero.

CoLLABORATIVE PROCESS

The students were permitted to select their own
partners and were provided tapes and tape recorders;
some students jotted notes during the planning ses-
sions as well. They were encouraged to have some fore
thought on their definitions and bring notes to the first
session. The students were very enthusiastic from in-
ception. I took a class period and explained the black-
board planner and the roles of the planner/supporter
as I did with the ninth graders. Some of the same
concerns surfaced for the senior scholars as did the
ninth graders initially. They felt uncomfortable ques-
tioning someone else’s ideas. I get the feeling that they
felt they were expected to take over the teacher’s role.
How do you know what to ask as a supporter? How do
you start? The following excerpts from their reflection
journals exhibit common student reactions to experi-
encing the role of the supporter for the first time.

David: When being a supporter I found difficulty in
using dittos (sample generic questions) given us.
Ben was a good supporter. He had fewer
problems with the questions (generic
samples) than 1 did. His questioning allowed
me to solidify my ideas.

Being the supporter helped me think about
points that were still unclear about my own
definition of a hero.Ithink I could have used
more feedback from my supporter. I'm not
sure that I could bring my point across to
him.

I liked being a supporter for someone else
exceptlfelt] wasn’tallthat helpful duetothe
fzct that he (partner) had no idea which di-
rection he wanted to go.

Collaborative planning helped me realize
my definition of a hero was too super human.

Noreen helped me figure out a realistic idea
of a hero.

Being a supporter is difficult. It is hard to
start off with questions to ask the planner,
but when you get those first couple out, it
becomes very interesting.

I was fecling quite successful with this approach
to getting students involved with their research papers
when things suddenly and unexpectedly became up-
rooted. Seemingly, in unison they were jolted into
reality— they were doing “a research paper!” They
weren’t supposed to be discussing their ideas and
thoughts; they were supposed to be writing five, ten,
how many pages? Do ve haveto have note cards? How
many footnotes? Docs this have to be typea? When is
this due? Will I survive to graduate? Text conventions,
like a huge, hungry monster, devoured the enlighten-
ment, the calmness and enjoymentof making decisions
and planning with which the class had begun. It wasas
if they had emerged from a dense fog and realized,
“How could I have possibly conceived the idea that

Julia:

Brian:

Karen:

Katy:
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writing a research paper was not going to be stressful!”
This was unrealistic! Where was the stress? And so, I
was coerced into providing limitations and restrictions
that I didn’t want to. I constructed a calendar of due
dates and deadlines; I provided them with a specific
number of pages to be written, note cards, etc. Ben, one
of the students in this class, summarized my feelings
within his own; “... I was in so much of a rush to get
things (note cards, outline, rough draft) turned in within
a reasonable time of the due date, I kind of lost the
purpose of my paper.”

I attempted to have the students collaboratively
plan the body of their paper through the development
of an outline, but many of them were consumed by text
conventions so much so that they became frustrated
and irritable. I, on the other hand, was becoming frus-
trated also because time was becoming a factor for me
too. I only had a limited number of weeks to devote to
this assignment. I battled with using the traditional
approaches to teaching the research paper, allowing
the students to research and write on their own, and
with the new approach I was attempting of having the
students talking and planning before writing.

Although a final paper did evolve and many of
them did meet my objectives and expectations very
well, I intend to assess my approach and procedures
and make some modifications before I attempt this
again. Ineed to find a way to deal with thestudents’ fear
of the dreaded research paper. I do believe there is
merit here, and collaborative planning can work for
this type of assignment, too.

The students’ candid comments in their final
reflection papers reinforced for me both the nced for
and the value of collaborative planning in writing. The
students were to respond to the following:

*Reflect on the benefits of planning with a
supporter in a collaborative effort to write
your paper. Focus on:

eat what point (s) ‘id you feel CP was or
could’ve been most helpful to you?

*what effect did the CP process have on
the final outcome of your paper?

I really didn’t know how to interpret my
hero into my definition at first. B'it after the
planning, 1 was able to get the feel of what 1
was doing. At that point was when the
planning became the most helpful to me.

This collaborative planning didn’t help me
change my idea of what | wanted , but made
it clearer so [ really understood what | was
doing.

Lisa:

Ron:

I found it easy to plan my paper by talking
about it. It helped me figure it out like a
person goes to a psychologist to talk about
problems he is having.

In the beginning I felt really good about the
support groups. [ feel that it could have been
very beneficial to the outcome of my paper.
It is important to get feedback from an ob-
server. Maybe he/she can point out some
critical points that might need to be recon-
sidered. Unfortunately, my experience with
my partner did not turn out to be beneficial.
I received hardly any feedback at all. The
majority of responses | received was, “Yes,
that’s good.” 1 wished my partner could
have been a little more involved and had
more suggestions. [ totally encourage you to
continue this exercise with your students for
the next years to come.

Ithought that having ustalk on a tape was a
good idea. Eventhoughlhad anideaof what
I wanted to say about a hero, I still was a little
fuzzy. Sharm did a good job of being a sup-
porter. She kept asking me questions and
making me think, really think of how I was
going to organize my paper. Shebroughtup
some good points so 1 didn’t end up witha
50-page paper.

The collaborative planning helped me find
my definition of a hero, but during the sec-
ond planning session I found myself talking
more about what I was planning to write
about. Also, during the second session I got
much more feedback from my p: rtnerand it
was easier for me to ask him some questions
and make suggestions.

For a first attempt, I was pleased with my effec-
tiveness in teaching the collaborative planning process
and also with the outcome of that effort which hasbeen
evidenced in the students’ writing, both ninth grade
and twelfth. Although the purpose of this research was
not to compare teaching at these two grade levels, |
discovered that there were similarities and differences.
Modeling was more important for the ninth graders
than the seniors; this could be attributed to maturation
» experience, and development over four years. How-
ever, reflection was important for both grade levels.
Through reflecting both were able to see their writing
process. They were able to talk about what they did to
reach their goals and assess the effectiveness of it. One
big similarity was the need for time. The difference lies
in the use of that time. For the ninth grade time was
essential for modeling and for reflection during and
after each step of the process initially. Later on, that
amount of time decreased. For the twelfth grade time
was not needed as much for instruction as it was for the
actual planning sessions. I found myself underestimat-
ing the amount of time needed.

Brian:

Linda:

Julia:

As with any new process, real effectiveness can
only be measured if the process is practiced; therefore,
lintend to build more opportunities to use and practice
collaborative planning into my future lessons.
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