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Foreword to ERIC Documents
The Making Thinking Visiole Project
Center for the Study of Writing
Carnegie Mellon University
1992

This document is part of a set of materials written by the members of the Making Thinking Visible
Project:

« Three Planning to Write newsletters (February 1989, Fall 1989, and Fall 1990) ED 335 682

« The project book Making Thinking Visible: An Introduction to Collaborative Planning (1989)
ED 334 593

« The casebook Collaborative Planning: Concepts, Processes, and Assignments (1990) ED 334
594

« This casebook Discoveries and Dialogues (1992)

These writings are component parts of the work of the Making Thinking Visible Project; they reflect the
discoveries of over thirty elementary, high school, college, and community teachers who have already
participated in a four-year study that began in 1988. These documents represent the efforts of project
members to demonstrate how collaborative planning and classroom inquiry can enlighten and inform both
teachers and students about writing. They stand as a record or our progress over the past four years.

In 1988 the Making Thinking Visible Project began as a collaborative inquiry into students' thinking and
into the process of classroom observation and reflection under the direction of Linda Flower at the Center
for the Study of Writing at Carnegie Mellon University. The project was supported by a four-year grant
from the Howard Heinz Endowment of the Pittsburgh Foundation to bring together high school teachers,
community college and university instructors, and community litciacy leaders from the greater Pittsburgh
area. Project members conducted classroom observations and inquiry into the collaborative planning
process. Each year we grew in number and made new discoveries about what collaborative planning and
classroom inquiry contribute to the writing process and to the goal of making thinking visible.

These documen.s explain collaborative planning and suggest ways that teachers may want to use this
technique as part of the way they teach writing. Briefly, collaborative planning is a writing strategy that
helps students develop a piece of writing by discussing key rhetorical considerations like purpose and
audience with a partner; this process, in turn, makes inquiry into thinking more possible. Teaching
collaborative planning is a way to conduct classroom inquiry which may help both teachers and their
students to undersiand more about their own writing and thinking processes. These documents were writien
as exploratory examinations of what students and teachers could learn from collaborative planning.

We recognize that all of these documents have some rough edges, and we expect to elaborate on what we've
written here as we complete our book Making Thinking Visible: Collaborative Planning and Classroom
Inquiry with the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) in August, 1992. We offer these writings
to those who have expressed interest in how a project like this works and to those who have asked about
what we have discovered through using collaborative planning in our different contexts.

These writings serve as a springboard for further discoveries and as a preview for the final book. We see
these documents as places to grow from and as part of an on-going collaborative exploration. For additional
information about the Making Thinking Visible Project, please write or call:

Camegie Mellon University
Center for the Study of Writing
English Department
Pittsburgh, PA 15213
(412) 268-6444

Linda Norris, Educational Coordinator Linda Flower, Project Director

© 1992 The Making Thinking Visible Project, Center for the Study of Writing, Camegie Mcllon University
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TheMaking Thinking Visible Project at the Center for the Study of Writing, Carnegie Mellon University, began in 1988
as a four-year demonstration project funded by the Howard Heinz Endowment of the Pittsburgh Foundation. In the past
four years, over thirty teachers from both the Pittsburgh Public Schools and a wide range of additional high schools, colleges
and universities throughout Western Pennsylvania as well as the Community Literacy Center on Pittsburgh’s North Side
have conducted classroom inquiries us.ag a writing technique developed by Linda Flower called collaborative planning to
explore students’ thinking and planning processes. This casebook is one of a series of publications written by members of
theMaking Thinking Visible Project. All of the project documents are ave lable through the ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading
and Communication Skills and through the Center for the Study of Writing at Carnegie Mellon University. The foilowing
documents are currently listed in the ERIC/RCS archives:

Making Thinking Visible: Classroom Inquiry in Collaborative Planning ED334593 December, 1991
Collaborative Planning: Concepts, Processes, and Assignments ED334594 December, 1991
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The following documents will be available in the near future:

Collaborative Flanning and Classroom Inquiry: Engaging Students and Teachers in Writing and Reflection (ERIC, in
preparation)

Making Thinking Visible: A Collaborative Look at Collaborative Planning (NCTE, in preparation)

For additional information about the Making Thinking Visible Project, please write or call:
Carnegie Mellon University
Center for the Study of Writing
English Department
243 B Baker Hall
Pittsburgh, PA 15213
412) 268-6444
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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGODENTS

The Making Thinking Visible Project began in 1988 with the notions that, as compo-
sition teachers and life-long learners, we needed a teaching tool that facilitated the teaching
of writing and we needed a forum for sharing what we thought and what we learned with
one another and with others. For many of us the teaching of writing had been a mechanical
processdominated by the five-paragraph theme. New theories for teaching writingaddressed
the need for students to develop flexibility in writing through emphasis on the process of
composing. Project members field tested a model called collaborative planning developed
atCarnegie Mellon University to help students conceptualize the planning process in writing

and to manage rhetorical components like purpose and key point, audience, text conven-
tions, and topic informaticn.

But something interesting happened on the way to promoting the model. As we began
using the model for teaching writing, numerous adaptations began to emerge. As you will
see through reading the following casebook articles or “discovery” papers, various members
began to use collaborative planning in unique and different ways. Some project members
used collaborative planning in reading and social studies classes to develop thinking and
reflectiveness, some in the mentorship of teacher trainees, some used collaborative planning
to reflect on their own teaching practices and to develop curriculum, and others used it in
community literacy projects to address issues such as teen pregnancy and better housing for
senior citizens. All of us used collaborative planning to do a classroom inquiry project. We
talked about what was happening in our different contexts at monthly meetings. Each
person, while he or she adapted the concept of collaborative planning, kept sight the major
purposes of the Making Thinking Visible Project: to help students develop a repertoire of
strategies for planning and writing; to encourage students and teachers to reflectand become
more aware of themselves as thinkers and problem solvers; and to discover ways that
ciassroom inquiry could enhance their teaching and help make the processes of thinking,
planning, and writing more visible.

Our cover designis a visual representation of our workand the expansion of the concept
of collaborative planning into new settings and environments. You undoubtedly notice two
boats, one a steamship and one a sailboat, each going out to sea to make discoveries, or
perhaps, having already completed the voyage, comingback to dock. These vesselsare quite
different and have charted different courses. Yet they have the similarities of the water, the
voyage, and the discovery in common. Similarly, we as project members started with a
common concept, yet each explored the concept in a unique way. Each member brought
expertise and used the concept to make self-discoveries. Not only did individual members
of the project make discoveries about student writers, but also they made discoveries about
themselves and the ways they teach writing. The young man and young woman on shore
engaging in conversation represent the dialogues and interactions of the project members
with oneanother and with those interested outside the project about their discoveries. These
peoplealso represent the students we teach and the discoveries they make when they engage
in negotiating meaning and constructing plans for their own writing.

Our casebook is divided into four sections. The first section provides an overview of
collaborative planning and conducting an inquiry. For those who may not be familiar with
these techniques, it explains in some detail how the process works and what the project is
about. (The first article is also included in our first casebook Collaborative Planning: Concepts,
Processes, and Assignments, ERIC document ED334594, December, 1991.) The two additional
articles in this section discuss the classrcom teacher as researcher and theory builder from
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our adaptations of collaborative planning, and they alsc deal with the importance of the role of the supporter in
collaborative interaction. These articles serve as the backbone of the project and ground the projectin the notions
that writing and teaching writing are not necessarily private enterprises, that collaboration can be useful and

productive in constructing and negotiating meaning, and thatreflection is extremely importantin understanding
ourselves and our students.

The second section contains two parts; the first deals with the ways some teachers have used collaborative
planning to find out mcre about students’ planning processes and learning styles. The second partof this section
deals with adaptations to collaborative planning—-how other teachers have expanded the process to include
working with teacher trainees and with the curriculum. This section also includes how some project members -
have adapted the process to the community and the work place.

The third section contains brief summiaries of this year’s dialogues presented at monthly meetings by teams
of project members to therest of the group and to guests from their communities on the topics they were interested
in exploring. These meeting minutes reflect the ways individuals or teams have used collaborative planning in
different contexts. The dialogues themselves were a point of growth for the project, extending the project into
conversations with interested individuals other than just the project members.

These discovery papers and dialogues represent how and why a group of teachers-as-researchers took an
idea and adapted the idea for their own purposes. The casebook itself was a collaborative effort of the members
of the project; one of the articles in the casebook was collaboratively written by two project members and all of
the dialogues were collaboratively developed by teams.

In this casebook, we share what we learned about ourselves and our students. We hope that you read these
articles in a spirit of continuing this dialogue and discovery with us. The projzct proved to be both gratifyingand
inspirational.

We would like to thank all the Making Thinking Visible Project members for contributing their discoveries
and dialogues so that those who read these pages might learn more about writing and reflection. We would also
like to express our gratitude to the Howard Heinz Endowment of the Pittsburgh Foundation for so generously

funding this project for the past four years. Finally, we would like to express our gratitude to our families and close
friends for their encouragement while we took time to write, revise, and edit this publication.

LinDA NoORRIS
James R. Brozick
JANE ZACHARY GARGARO
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INTRODUCTION TO COLLABORATIVE PLANNING
AND THE CDAKING THINKING VisiBLe PrOJECT

(TAKEN FRO COLLABORATIVE PLANNING: CONCEPTS, PROCESSES, AND ASSIGNADENTS
Linvoa FLowier, Resecca €. BurnetT, Thomas Hapuk, Davp L. Uauace

Linoa Norris, Ulagne C. Peck, Nancy Nerson Seivey
1980, Center FOR THE Stupy oF WIRTang,
Carnegie etion Universtry)

WIBAT 1S COLLABORATIVE PLANNING?
C ollaborative planningisa way tohelp writers to use planning, at various stages
in the writing process, to explore and develop their own plans for writing, Col-
laborative planning is a loosely structured planning process in which a writer
explains and elaborates a plan to 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
outa plan for his or her own paper. Collaborative planning :s a process which uses
the metaphor of a planner’sblackboard (shown on the following pages) whick 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
where a plannerlays cutideas to a group. For collaborative planning to be effective,
students must adapt it to the specific writing task they face. Students can use
collaborative planning 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 should apply:

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

Collaborative piannit.g 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 witer to articulate and elaborate ideas, to recognize
problems, and tobuild a plar: based onhisor herownideasand emergingintentions.

*Theaim of this planning processis to build a richer network of goals, plans,
ideas, and possibilities that are connected to one another across all areas of
planning.
The Planner’s Blackboard (see the section titled, “The Pianner’s Blackboard: A
Conceptual Framework for Building Better Plans”) should help students hecome
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 to discover connec-
tions among their ideas.

* The supporter creates a collaborative social context that encourages the
writer to shape his or her own purpose and build a more reflective plan for
turning those goals into text.

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

Discoveries and Dialogues 3




Basic CLeaenTs oF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

Collaborative planning needs only 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 PAPER. Geta sense
of key ideas, main point, purpose, organization, and so
on. You may want to jot notes or even draft pieces of
text. Meet withyour partner cr supporterwhenyouare
ready to talk about your plan.

# TAKE CHARGE OF YOUR PLANNING SESSION. Tell your
supporter how he or she might heip you most. Do you
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 assign-
ment? Or do you want your supporter to listen like a
reader (or your instructor) 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 you start? If your planis still sketchy, you might
want to start by talking 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; talk
about what you think your readers mightexpectorhow
they might respond. If your plan is more developed,
you might jump right in by explaining your purpose
and goals for this paper and zeroing in on key points.

The Planner’s 3lackboard gives you a way to
visualize key elements that experienced writers often
includein their planning. Use the Planner’s Blackboard
as a prompt to be sure you have covered the important
things that need to E2 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
is to explore your whole plan, youmay wantto focuson
aspecial area. Remember thatyou, as theplanner, have
to take charge of this session and make it to work for
you.

®OBSERVE AND THEN REFLECT ON YOUR OWN PLANNING.
Collaborative planning gives you an exceptional win-
dow on your planning process that lets you 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 remem-
ber) 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 “things you
have always done without thinking about it.” But it
may also reveal some things which surprise you.

AN CxapLe OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

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

Planner: And my audience . . . they’re probably
gonnaexpect alot of examples. I'm gonna
have to use a lot of examples to prove, to
prove it to them that different writing
styles exist, and I want my audience to be
able to relate their own experiences to this

and maybe see how it affects them.

Sypporter:  So, what kind of examples are you gonna
use? Can you give me an example? An
€= .-ple...

U. ..Okay. I'll give you a rea! big
e-2 aple. Switching from high school
w iting tocollege writing. [The writer goes
.2 *0 elaborate his idea.]

wret, ... I¥sexcellent. 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 not only encourages the

writer to elaboratz his ideas and then assesses them, but
also helps him keep track of where heisin his planning.

Some BenernTs OF COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

One of the most effective ways to getideas 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 imp}rtant things
can happen. 4

Planner:

Supporter:

® As you explain and explore your ideas, your
purpose, your point, you are actually
elaborating and developing your plan. You
may even have breakthroughs to new ideas
and see new connections.

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

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

eYour partner canrespond 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 areader will respond), making
suggestions, or responding like a reader or
sounding board on which to test this plan for
your paper.

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

The RoLe oF THe SupPPORTER

Supporters play a critical rolein making a collabo-
rative planning session work. Supporters differ from
critics, peer editors, or teachers: their job is not to find
faults or to teil the writer “how you would do it.”
Supporters help the 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 effec-
tive for introducing the supporter’s role.

How CAN YOU BE A GOODSUPPORTER? Becauseyouare
the one who gets to sit 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 theblackboard. Hereare some things good
supporters do. But you will have to decide which of
these supporting strategies will help your planner most.

eListen carefully and reflect the “gist” of what
you heard back: “What I hear you saying is

that . AmIhearing you

right?”
¢ Ask the planner to elaborate. “You just said
; tell me more about [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? Whatare your other goals?”

¢ Ask—from time to time—how different parts of
the plan are connected, especially when you
see possible links or problems. “If your key
point here is , how do you think your
readers will respond to that?” Or “Is thereany
link between your purpose and the format you
plan to use?”

eShare your perception of the task or alternative
strategies the writer might consider. “ I saw
the assignment a little di.ferently; let’s talk
about what our options are.” Or, “You might
useanexample here.” Or “That’sanimportant
point you could emphasize.”

eLet the writer know when you feel confused or
see a problem. You dcn’t need to have a
solution; just give feedback about how the
plan works for you. “I feel lost at this point;
why did you say that?” “I don’t know what
youmean whenyousay  “Canyou tell
me how this part of the paper is linked to that
part?”  Your feedback as a “live reader/
licicaier” (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 PLANNCR'S BLACKBOARD: A CONCEPTUAL
FrRACDEUIORK FOR BUILDING BeTTER PLANS

What does a good plan look like? A “good plan”
is going to be unique and specific to the writer’s pur-
pose. However, the plans that experienced writers
build often look different from those of less experi-
enced writersin two ways: first, they focusonthree key
areas (purpose, audience, and text conventions) in ad-
dition to what the writer wants to say (topic/content).
Second, these expert plans are more elaborated and

developed 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 g’an
includes more than ideas about the topic or “things to
say” in the text. When expert writers plan, they spend
a good deal of their time not only on fopic knowledge,
but thinking about what their key points should be and
deciding on their purpose or goals (things they want to
accomplish in writing this paper).

They also try to 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?”

Experienced writers then go a step further: they
think about different ways they could carry out their
goals in text-ways to emphasize a key point, to con-
vince a reader, or to develop a paragraph. They think
about the different conventions 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, rhetorical techniques like examples and quota-
tion, and ways to format and present a text such as
using headings to organize, italics to emphasize, or
bullets to list.

Discoveries and Dialogues 5
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Finally, these writers not only build a more elabo-
rate 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 imagining
what their reader already knows or thinks or expects.

Purrosk, AUDIENCE, TEXT, AND ToPIC— they are only
four areas, but they can add up to alot to keep in mind
for a student writer who is planning a 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
blackboards in the back of your mind, waiting to be

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? Orwhen you area supporter, listen withthe
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 your ideason 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 notes in a
more normal way.

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

How should you use the Planner’s Blackboard?
Think of it as a prompt-—a visual metaphor that

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

The following figures illustrate thr e ways to
visualize the Planner’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.

Purpose and
Key Point

Audience Text

Conventions

Topic Information

FIGURE 1: REPRESENTATION OF THE PLANNER’S BLACKBOARD
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Purpose &
Key Point

Audience

Text Conventions

FIGURE 2; REPRESENTATION OF PLANNER’S BLACKBOARD

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
purpose and key point, the audience, and the text
conventions, you begin to establish links between the
blackboards, represented by the arrows on the figure.
Following the figure are a list 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 thereis
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 plan-
ning area and invoking a “planning assistant” that
provides prompts and questions for planners to dis-
cuss and also allows them to record their responses.

Students find it very helpful to learn about the
kinds of information that they can post on their mental
blackboards—regardless of how they represent it— as
they take notes on their own paper or write at their
computer workstation.

Toric INFORCOATION BLACKBOARD
eInteresting ideas, relevant points you want to
include
Specific words, phrases, draft sentences
Purrose aND Key POINT BLacksoarD
*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

*What yor: want someone to think after reading
the paper
e Ways your reader might respond to what you
have just said
Text CONVENTIONS
{THe HOW~TO-DO-IT~IN-WRITING) BLACKBOARD
eFeaturesof differentgenres thatfit your purpose
(e.g., a problem/purpose statement, citation
of sources, dialogue, a news “lead,” a graph,
an anecdote)
eConventional patterns of organization and
development{e.g., topic sentences, summaries,
definitions, comparisons, reasons, examples,
transitions)
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Text
Convention

Audience

Purpose

Task
Definition

FIGURE 3: REPRESENTATION OF PLANNER’S BLACKBOARD

sVisual cues to the reader (e.g., headings,
sections, italics, bullets)

Lnvks Berween Blacksoarns
sJdeas 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, 1990, and Making Thinking Visible: Classroom In-
quiry in Collaborative Planning, Project Book, 1990.)

UHAT 15 THE
QDaking Tunking Visiere ProjecT?

Making Thinking Visible is a classroom research
project in which teachers and students use collabora-
tive planning as a window through which to view the
processes of thinking and writing. The purposes are
threefold:

eto help 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

sto discover ways classroom inquiry conducted

by teachers and students canenhance teaching

and help make the processes of thinking,

planning, and writing more visible.

WAt are THe OveraLL
OmjecTives oF The ProjecT?
The primary objeciive for the project is ambitious
but simple. By working together, we want to explore 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
thatsurroundseffective 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 to see and diagnose problems thatgets
atfundamentaldifficulties students faceintheir 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 problemsolvers,
effective communicators, and successful learners.

‘.a-ﬁ




To help ackieve this objective, this group has
formed an educational experiment in making thinking
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 potential and the strategies of literacy they need
to learn.

At the same dme, we are helping establish a
cooperative structure that supports this change. This
structure, which links teachers and 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 teachers and students to approachliterateacts
as problem-solving. We hope this educational structure
will expand into an informed network of teacher/
researchers throughout the area.

What are e 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 revo-
lIution” has given us a new picture of how humans
behave--of how experts solve problems, of how novices
struggle, and of how students learn. Since much of the
pioneering work in understanding writing as a think-
ing process has been done at Carr-egie Mellon, thisis 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 expe-
rienced writers. However, we hope to discover a good
deal more about the different ways teachers and stu-
dents 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 siudents 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 sense 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 takingadvantage of the recentresearchon
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,
like other basic skills, is currently taught, it makes sense
to consider dramatic and workable innovations. Such
innovations should question some traditional assump-
tions (e.g., seeing writing only in terms of correctness)
and demonstrate what is possible by showing thinking
processes in action—to students and teachers. One
innovative 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.

{Inat s THe RoLe oOF
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 combination 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
basicresearch in planning by Linda Flower and John R.
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
addition to this research on expert/novice planning,
collaborative planning is also the subject of two other
major research projects at the Center for the Study of
Writing at Carnegie Mellon. Although these studies
areongoing, itisclear that students tend todorelatively
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little problem solving or evaluation of their ideas 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.

WAt Are THE OtjecTves 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. How-
ever, to be strategic thinkers and effective communica-
tors, they need to consider the whole problem in a
writing task—to think about their purpose and audi-
ence, to anticipate how other people respond, and to
use their knowledge of textual conventions to achieve
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 ibout students
who need more or differentkinds of help. Unlike most
educational projects, we have the enormous advantage
of looking directly at thinking and intervening directly
in that process.

A second objective is to enable students to become
more self-aware provlem solvers. Learning new strategies
for thinking about communication problems isn’t
enough if students don’t transfer them to new situa-
tions. 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 promot-
ing and documenting an increase in students’ own
reflectivenessand self-aware control of their own 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 objectivgris to understand how collaborative
planning 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 collaborative planning can be adapted to
help student writers develop both more sophisticated
writing strategies and an increased sense of awareness
about their own thinking processes.

Oneresult of the observations that teachersin 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.

UInaT Are THE CRITERIA
FOR JOINING THE PrOJECT?
When you join The Making Thinking Visible
Project, you becomea Fellow of the Center for the Study
of Writing and work with the 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 devel-
oped 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:

ean interest in finding new ways to support and
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 writersadapt to different assignments, or
how students might use technology (audio
and video tapes or computers) in planning to
write

*an enthusiasm for looking closely at what your
studentsactually do and 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

RAT ARe CODITMENTS OF TEACHERS

Jowng THe ProjecT?

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

sattending a colloquium on collaborative
planning and classroom inquiry early in the
school year

s initiating collaborative planning inatleastone
of your classes each term so that you have
opportunities to observe your students’
planning

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

e collecting data on what your studentsaredoing
and saying in collaborative planning sessions;
typically, in this kind of classroom inquiry,
data collection inciudes observing your




studentsand taking notes, making someaudio
or video recordings of students who are
collaborating, or gathering copies of students’
assignments and written reflections about
writing

ejoining a monthly seminar at the Center for the
Study of Writing where Fellows help each
other by talking about ways to conduct
classroom inquiry, making suggestions on
lesson plans and assignments, and presenting
their observations aboutteachingcollaborative
planning and the discoveries being made by
their students

ereflectingon yourown observationsand sharing
them with the other members of the project in
brief but regular discovery memos

emeeting as needed withyour teamfor planning
and discussion sessions

sconsolidating your discovery memos and
summarizing the results of your inquiry at the
end of the year. Different ways teachers are
alreadysharingideasinclude writing anarticle
for teachers unfamiliar with collaborative
planning, writing a report for publication by
the Center, submitting an article to an
educational journal, presenting at an
educatioral conference.

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

How nas Tae Project Been
SupporRTED AND Deveropen?

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 cen-
ters supported by the U. S. Office of Education (Office
of Educational Researchand Improvement). The Center
for theStudy of Writing, a collaboration of the University
of California at Berkeley and Carnegie Mellon, conducts
research on how people learn to write, on how strate-
giesare used by different writers, and onhow 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
Superintendent of Schools and the Director of Writing
and Speaking. In addition to the Pittsburgh Public
Schools, our early collaboration also involved the Al-
legheny Presbyterian Center on Pittsburgh’s North
Side, which is concerned with ways in 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 retwork of
educators interested in innovative, thinking-based lit-
eracy education, linking elementary, middle, and high
schools, colleges, and community centersin metropoli-
tan Pittsburgh. In the 1989-1990 project year, this net-
work included teachers and group leaders from the
Pittsburgh Public Schools, Fox Chapel Area School
District, Steel Valley School District, Allegheny Presby-
terian Center (now called the Community Literacy
Center), Robert Morris College, Community College of
Allegheny County, University of Pittsburgh, and Car-
negie Mellon University. The 1990-91 project group
consisted of 24 teacher-researchers from the same loca-
tions as the 1989-90 group and also included an English
teacher from the North Hills School District and two
teachers from Iroquois High School in Erie, Pennsylva-
nia. The 1991-92 groupconsisted of the 90-91 groupand
an additional teacher researcher from the Penn State
New Kensington campus.

How Ui e lpACT OF

THe ProjecT Be Assessen?

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 impact
on the academic community beyond the city.

To assess the effectiveness of the project, we are
using a variety of methods, including interviews, ques-
tionnaires, think-aloud protocols, an attitudinal mea-
sure for student writers, field notes, and detailed records.
We found data from the pilot year to be quite informa-
tive 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. All project participantshelpkeep these
records.

Discoveries and Dialogues
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Teacners ARe Theory BUunDERS

Lvoa FLower
Carnegie (DetLon UNversTy

Teaching is a theory-building enterprise. That is, it is a hypothesis-creating,
prediction-testing process thatleads to the framing and reframing of action. Sitting
here, starting to work up my syllabus, I jot down a book list and review a body of
ideas I plan to cover. But as I begin to construct a new assignment, this planning
process changes as I begin to build a hypothesis about my students, to spin outa
scenario of how their learning process will unfold as they encounter these ideas.
For example, in asking my students to “apply their readings” (in this case Freire,
Plato, Bazerman, and others) to their own experience,” I am creating a reading-to-
write task which asks students to use their reading for a purpose of theirown. Such
a task (I am imagining) asks them to alter their normal approaches to reading as
“banking” information. That is, I am assuming/predicting that my students will
bring certain reading strategies with them which this assignment will challenge.
And that challenge will lead us to work on new strategies for reading with a
rhetorical purpose and for transforming information as a writer rather than merely
"telling” it. Atthis pointIdecideto introduce the practice of collaborative planning
in my class, because I predict that I will need to scaffold this new process of
transforming information and applying what the “authorities” in a source text say.
As I envision this process playing itself out, I imagine that my instructions and
feedback alone will be inadequate; students will need to talk over what it means to
“apply thereading,” to test their theory of the task out in a planning session where
they might consider more than one way to skin this cat and where they might knock
up against someone else’s image. And in the back of my mind, I hope that
collaborating on a “shared problem” might defuse the threat of trying a new
strategy, when you have succeeded in school with an old one.

As a teacher, starting to run this complex scenario through my mind, I am
spinning out a model of my students, imagining the assumptions, habits, and
strategies they bring, predicting a dynamic interaction between these students, the
task, the ethos of the course, other students, and projecting the cognitive process
and intellectuai stance I hope to teach and support. Even though the class I
eventually teach will also be shaped by material realities outside my control (e.g.,
doIhave 15or 35 students),  have a strong hypothesis about the shape of this event
and how my interventions might affect it. And yet, even here in the safety of
syllabus writing, I know my theory is only that—a strong working hypothesis that
the resistant empirical reality of teaching will rewrite. (And it will only do that if I
am lucky enough to discover its flaws, to glimpse something of what my students
actually know, think, or dc.) So next semester, I expect to retvrn with a revised
theory and a new hypothesis about how this course, this assignment, this planned
discussion could intervene in the process of learning. And it too will face the
empirical challenge of teaching.
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AN CDUCATOR'S SITUATED THEORY
Despite the hard knocks and radical revision a
theory of this sort is sure to take, it is not a slender,
casual or speculative construction. Itis typically based
on practical experience. That is not to say it is simply
the product of hoursin the saddle. Rather, itis based on
specific scenarios that come to mind as the teacher
plans the class, on swift vignettes of talks with last
year’s students, on an imageof previous papers and a
diagnosis of the strategies and assumption that pro-
duced them, on the evidences of success when it did
happen, and on student’sreflectionson theirexperience,
and on the teacher’s interpretation of what that meant.
A situated theory is not a repository of lore, but a new
construction, a scenario of possibility that in being
articulated, even privately, can be tested against what
comes next.

Now this does not mean that anytime we plan a
clacswebecome paragonsof virtueand intellectengaged
in such theory building. In fact, it is only too easy for a
prevailing ideology, unexamined assumptions, ossi-
fied theories, and business-as-usual attitudes to take
over and dictate a fine, familiar curriculum. The pro-
cess [ have tried to sketch, however, exists. Tocall itan
instance of praxis or reflective action or to call it simply
an example of an expert teacher’s problem-solving
process would be accurate. But it would also be inad-
equate, glossing over the fact that such thinking is in
large part an act of theory-building. That is, it is the
construction of a coherent explanatory account that
rests on critical assumptions and generates essential
predictions—an account that will guide action at the
same time it will be tested by the actions it produces.

Tocall sucha plana “theory” may seema striking
departure fromthe formal or highly abstract statements
we often associate with “theory.” So let me be clear
about the phenomenon to which I refer—what I will
call a “situated theory”—which integrates aspects of
“situated cognition,” (Collins, Brown, & Newman, 1989)
“teacher’sself-reflection” (Kagan, 1990), and “grounded
theory” (Spradley, 1980). A situated theory is not a
simple statement of belief, a body of comfortable gen-
eralizations, or the sort of intriguing speculations we
canall generate about students. Itis not reducibleto the
contents of a “teacher research” essay, even if such an
essay springs from this process (Goswami & Stillman,
1987; Mohr & McLean, 1987). Nor am I referring to the
under-defined, vaguely honorific categories of “teach-
ers’ lore” (though such maxims contribute to a given
scenario) nor to the tacit, unarticulatable intuitions of
“practitioner knowledge”— two categories which set
up invidious distinctions between theory and practice
(North, 1987; Schon, 1987). Rather the particular kind
of theory to which I would draw your attention is a
problem-solving construction: it is a complex and
elaborated scenario, a series of “if-then” images, a

network of expectations about what students in this
class will bring and predictions about what alternative
moves,on the partof teacherorstudent, might produce.
It is an intricate web of hypotheses and contingent
predictionsabouti the course of learning and teaching—
predictions that will be subject to the test of a classroom.

Unlike “lore” which some see as a practitioner
alternative to research, situated theory is a way of
thinking which is engaged in a dialogue with research.
At the same time, it is driven by its own agenda to
generate, test,and refineits predictive hypothesesabout
the course of teaching and learning for individual stu-
dents. It goes without saying that the situated theories
of some teachers in some situations will be far more
coherent, complex, and open to interrogation than
others. Like any predictive scenario, it will depend in
part on the depth and breadth of knowledge a teacher
can bring to the situation in question, and how actively
a person engages in this demanding constructive pro-
cess. However, I would like to suggest that this form of
knowledge making is not only important, but a form of
inquiry that is worth understanding in its own right.

The Making Thinking Visible Project, which led
to this book, created a context in which atleast a part of
this process of theory-building became more public
and shared. Over the past four years members of the
project met to share discovery memos and to reflect on
whatwehad learned using collaborative planning both
to teach writing and todiscover moreabout our students
as thinkers and problem solvers. An end-of-term
discovery memo by Jean Aston, for instance, traces her
attempt to interpret a change in LaRhonda, a returning
woman in her community college class. LaRhondahad
been coming to her planning sessions “with no more
than a few phrases written on a sheet of tablet paper.
What triggered the change” was the copy of other
students’ notes which Jean distributed to the class:

At the end of the class, LaRhonda stopped to tell
me how excited she was to see Ann’s “head on paper”
asshe phrased it. She told shehad notunderstood what
I really meant about coming with plans until she saw
thenotes of Annand others. Asshesaid, “We canreally
think things out ahead of time.”

Jean showed us the page of notes covered with
arrows, boxesand ideas LaRhonda brought for her next
planning session and pointed out the way certain ele-
ments (such as notes to develop a thesis, to compare
and contrast, to show how and why) were repeated on
different parts of the sheet.

When I asked her why, she told me that the idea
of taking assignments apart wasnew to herand that the
repetition in her notes was a way to help her remember
the various tasks she needed to address. This redun-
dancy was a form of control. . . . Her reminder list
seemed to be a way of asserting conscious control over

Discoveries and Dialogues

-
1A%

13




writing problems that she was not conscious of in prior
papers.

Jean Aston is a gifted and experienced teacher,
but buildinga more grounded theory,a more insightful
hypothesis about the experience and needs of students
like LaRhonda is not easy.

Watching her development has made me all the
more conscious of how little I really know and maybe
we know as a profession about the development of
novice writers who, like the students described here,
are adults from working class backgrounds. We can
describe what they don’t know in relationship to expert
writers, but the transformation is still very sketchy to me
which is why this work continues to hold my attention
litalics added].

The Making Thinking Visible Project brought to-
gether a group of research-sensitive teachers fromhigh
schools, community colleges, colieges, universitiesand
the community who were committed to a cooperative
inquiry into collaborative planning as both a teaching
practice and a way to learn about our students. Out of
this experience came two insights into how teachers
construct such theories.

*When teachers engage in a dialogue with prior

research, they engage in an interpretive act; that is,

they adapt and transform the observations from
research in order to build their own situated
theories. (In this case that means adapting and
transforming not only the practice of collaborative
planning but the principles and hypotheses with
which the project started). And at the same time,

*Whenteachers engage in a processof observation-

based theory building, they engage in another
interpretive act which uses observation to test and
transform their own theories.

Finding this generative place to stand, this place
where prior research and theory are balanced with
close observation is not always easy. As our experience
confirmed, one must confront deep seated tensions
between teaching andresearch as well as the power
relations in academia that narrow the definition of
theory and restrict the practice of theory-making to a
small coterie of essay writers. However, at its best
moments this effortleadstoa cycle of informed, creative
thinking about teaching, followed by testing, and re-
formulating hypotheses and practice. Moreover, I will
argue, situated theories are able to do what current
published theory often fails to do; that is, to go beyond
simple dichotomies that oppose social and cognitive
practices and to construct images of cognition in con-
text. Let me offer a context for this book and the papers,
discovery memos and reflections you will read, by
raising some of the issues that surround this process of
classroom inquiry and situated theory building.

SiTuATED ThHEORIES AND RESEARCH

The educator’s theory-building I am describing is
not only shaped by prior experience, it is caught upin
a continuing dialogue with various kinds of research,
which includes formal, systematic studies, as well as
the informal but deliberate inquiry teachers can con-
ductin theirown courses which culminatesinreflection,
active theory-building, and new predictions for prac-
tice. L.et me return to the theory-building vignette
sketched atthebeginning of this article to illustrate how
a classroom inquiry led to a formal research project
(withitsmore abstract theoretical claims)and how both
eventually contributed to the creation of the situated
theory thatinformed a particular class. Thereading-to-
write assignment and the expectations/predictions
clustered around it came out of an extended conver-
sation with research. I wanted my students to be able
to lookat their own writing/thinking process, to see for
themselves some of the things researchers see. For two
years I had been trying various ways to let s{udents
observeand reflecton their own thinking. Thoseclasses
had surprised us all when we began to hear the dra-
matically different ways students were approachinga
common reading-to-write assignment and when we
began to discover what students (and the teacher)
could learn when students reflected on short think
aloud tapes of their own planning and writing process.

This glimmer of insight (and a method that
worked)lead to more questionsabout these differences
and to a formal research project investigating the
reading-to-write processes of a larger group of college
freshmen, using “dorm room protocols,” interviews,
self-analysis sheets, and texts to seek patterns behind
this process. Formal “studies” have “results” and this
one showed us how students werein fact building their
own “representation” of the task, influenced in many
ways by their prior experience in school, their as-
sumptions about writing, and their reacing of their
current context and class (Flower, Stein, Ackerman,
Kantz, McCormick, & Peck, 1990). Students’ “theories”
of what a college-level reading-to-write task called for
influenced what they wrote (leading some students to
careful summary, for instance, while others aimed for
inclusive synthesis and others for selective interpreta-
tion). These representations differed in significant
ways not only from one another, but, in many cases,
from their instructor’s image as well. Moreover, there
was little indication that students realized that they
were in fact constructing a representation of the task,
that theirrepresentation had ahistory and assumptions
behind it, or that there were other live options and
different choices being made by the writer next to them
in class. Finally, this study showed that when students
became aware of their own decisions and options,
many could in fact do different, “more sophisticated”
versions of the task.
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Research of this sort, which grows out of teaching
anc. offers a close analysis of what studentsaredoing in
a specific context (e.g., a freshman course, areading-to-
write task) would appear to enter into an easy dialogue
with teachers’ theory-building. However, the theory
of task representation developed in a study like this
does not replace or even dictate the teacher’s working
theory which must operate at a different level of ab-
straction. The specific ways students behaved in that
formalstudy donot generalize toall students (and were
not intended to). In fact, the theory of task representa-
tion that emerged from the reading-to-write project
argues that these representations are something writ-
ers construct in response to a rhetorical, social, and
cultural context. - Therefore the patterns that were
“typical” in one study/setting may not be “typical” for
othergroupsinother settings, even though the principle
of task representation does generalize. For the same
reason, the "results” of successful teaching experiments
can not offer reliable directives for how to teach one’s
own students, even if they illustrate some powerful
principles at work. In short, the observations, results,
and theories that emerge from research can indeed
contribute to informed, critically aware teaching—but
they do so as an input into the teacher’s ¢ wn adaptive
planning. Research enters into the teacher’s theory-
building as a voice in the discussion. It challenges
comfortable assumptions. It functions asa hypothesis
or an image of possibilities that must be transformed
into a new image of action.

The relationship between my own reading-to-
write research and the reading-to-write assignment
was for mea compelling case in point. Here wasabody
of research with which I was on intimate terms, which
had documented a lot about my students, from the
insightful strategies of “expert students,” tosome of the
problematic assumptions and conflicts these freshmen
faced moving from high school to college. But what
was I to do with this news? Give a lecture on it; make
a handout? Obviously not. How do you make such
insights vividly present, motivating, and usable to a
student; how do you locate such practices within the
pulse of a student’s own academic culture and writing
process? It is the teacher’s theory of instruction—a
contextualized theory molded around the contours of
the present class—that must translate both descriptive
theory and the results of educational experiments into
a theory of present practice.

This teacherly dialogue with research draws at-
tention to the extended constructive process that is
required to create a dynamic, predictive model of
learning-in-this-setting. Attempting to use one’s own
formal research only makes the distinction between
these different forms of knowledge more vivid.
Switching from researcher to teacher is one of those
unremarked, extraordinary sea changes that punctu-

ates the everyday life of teaching. One’s published
claims are suddenly no more than a starting point; the
translation to action may resist one’sbestefforts. More-
over, the cognitive and social scenario finally envi-
sioned in a teaching theory comes with no guarantees.
As the articles in this casebook. suggest, the collabora-
tive planning practice we describe had a long and slow
gestation, emerging out of perhaps 10 years of formal
research and efforts to teach planning. Yet every time
teachers use it, it is still a theory in the making, a
hypothesis about what student writers know, need to
know, and might learn. The old distinctions between
theory and practice simply don’t hold. To use research
well is to build an interpretive situated theory of practice.

Tensions IN THe CONVERSATION

In valuing the empirical evidence of the class-
room, teaching and research have much in common.
However, the discourse of research is sometimes the
source of misunderstandings about what research is
sayingin the dialogue with teaching—and whatitcan’t
say. In talking about its observations, the language of
research puts great store by concepts such as "reliabil-
ity” and “validity.” Within the discourse of research
these concepts are not abstractions but are in fact pro-
cedures thattheresearch community insistsonasaway
to test evidence and weed out claims or analyses that
can not be replicated by someone else (that are not
reliable) or that do not measure or describe what they
purport to be measuring (that are not valid). Within
the research community, “results”-—that troublesome
concept that conjures up men in white coats promoting
certainties about pain relievers—are not certainties but
hypotheses supported by evidence. To reporta result
is to make a probabilistic argument supported by
(stronger or weaker) evidence that is still and always
subject to disproof.

Some humanists who are skeptical or worried
about research, who wisely repudiate the men in white
coats, but continue to see them under the bed, misread
thislanguageof “results” or theconcerns for “reliability”
and “validity.” They see them as implicit claims that
the observations reported are assumed to be reliable
and valid for everyoneelse, forall settings. And clearly
the experimental claims made in the hard sciences and
the historical ethos of science offers a basis for such
misreading. But the ethos for many educational and
cognitive researchers centers on building convincing
arguments from evidence; their stapce is openly ex-
ploratory and committed tc rival hypotheses; their goal
is to discover more general patterns within particular
contexts. Notice how this argument cuts two ways:
once we recognize that research isa way tobuild strong
but conditional hypotheses—not universal truths—we
can no longer uncritically assert that “research has
shown” as a sufficient justification for a given teaching
practice.
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Theissueisnot what research tells us, buthow we
as teachers read and use it, recognizing it to be an
argumentbased onevidence. The careful investigation
of even a single group of students can be a gold mine of
insight— it may open up new images of what students
are doing, why they do that, what the context offers or
imposes,and how different teaching practices influence
learning. A carefui study can also force us to rethink
some of our comfortable assumptions or see things we
had happily ignored for years. And most of all, it can
offer us strong hypotheses that help shape our modeis
of our own students.

Another obstacle to a fruitful dialogue between
research, theory and practice is more clearly a political
one. Asaprofession, we haverestricted theory-building
to a few privileged places, asscciated with a certain
kind of publication rather than a certain kind of thinking,.
In educational research, theory is identified with the
cutting edge research that has the luxury of sustained
inquiry, of piloting, replicating, and carefully analyz-
ing a question in a cumulative sequence of studies. In
contemporary literary studiesin English, theory-making
has been become identified with the work of a group of
continental writers, which a second group of literary
theorists then explicate, extend and debate. Inrhetoric
and composition, theory is largely identified with
classical and contemporary scholars who have proposed
systematic theories of rhetoric or discourse or with
writers applying literary theory and its social critique
tocomposition. Inall these cases, theory-buildingasan
intellectual act is identified with a certain power
structure in the discipline, with people who publish,
whoreceive grant money, or who are so difficult to read
and interpret that they must be explicated to the rest of
us by a community of intermediate theorists. Perhaps
itisnot surprising that theoristsin Americaarelikely to
be white, male, and te—wured at a university.

But theory-building as a serious intellectual en-
terprise goes on in other parts of education. Moreover,
except for the genuinely innovative ideas that grip the
imagination of the profession, much of the formal
discussion of theory tends to exist within a painfully
limited sphere of influence. Theorists publish in small
circulation journals talking to a circle of friends and
enemies, or they come before a larger readership many
of whom will skim the article. I do not want to dismiss
the potential value of such work at all. (I too have
written theoretical arguments that I continue to believe
are significant, but which I am equally certain have
been skimmed by readers not in that particular con-
versation.) What I want to argue is that the other
theory-building that goes on in the conduct of teaching
is not only an equally significant, equally demanding
intellectual act, it probably has a much wider sphere of
palpableinfluence thanmuchof the theorizingdone by
the academic establishment. Itleads to the real action

of teaching; it leads to the reshapingof current practice.
For good or forill, it makes a difference.

For significant theory-building to occur in teach-
ing, it must overcome another obstacle, which is the
complacency that affects any practice—the compla-
cencyof the recycled syllabus supported by the tendency
to romanticize knowledge based on experience. It is
possible to operate for years with comfortable, con-
ventional, hackneyed images of one’s students and
with firmly held “theories” of about how they think
and learn, serenely untainted by careful observation.
As others have argued, the self-awareness of “strategic
teaching” is strongly associated with the effortful
professionalism of teachers (Jones, Palincsar, Ogle, &
Carr, 1987). It is easy to opt out of the dialogue with
other research that might extend or even challenge
one’s theories. Speculation comes naturally. Theory-
building is a more demanding enterprise.

Buoing ON ResearcH
The MTV project brought some of the possibilities
and the tensions of theory building into focus. It was
soon clear that formal research and theory could be
stimulating partners in the attempt to build strong
instructional hypotheses. However, the need to adapt
and transform that research was even clearer. Itbegan
with adapting the practice of collaborative planning
itself (developed with college freshmen) to fit the di-
verse abilities found in a high school classroom or the
ethos of practicality in a junior-level business course.
For Leonard Donaldson collaborative planning had to
fit the critical ti.inking goals (and high school curricu-
Ium) of his social studies class. In his translation of the
practice, students used their experience as purposeful,
rhetorical planners and writers to then read primary
source texts—to uncover the rhetorical intentions be-
hind historical documents like the Communist Mani-
festo. While down the hall Jane Gargaro used col-
laborative planning to help students mine literary texts
for techniques, such as imagery and dialogue, and then
use them in their own autobiographies.

It is hardly surprising, of course, to see teachers
adapt a new teaching practice tc their own goals or
students—even though that is in itself an important
kind of educational experiment. However, building a
situated theory in this project also meant questioning
and transforming some of the central insights about
planning and collaboration with which we started.

Collaboration may contradict their own history
of success going it alone on short essay assignments
that rewarded an artful style. For some teachers this
new practice challenges the assumption that planning
stiflesindividual creativity and it may trigger fears that
collaboration will lead students to borrow (“steal”)
ideas (and violate the grading system).
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It was in the face of discoveries like this thateach
of us had to develop a “theory of teaching collaborative
planning” that could adapt the powerful principles
sketched irourresearch to theequally powerful schemas
and assumptions we and our students were bringing to
writing. And as Linda Norris’s article shows, the same
process happens in teacher education—the way future
teachers understand and use new practices is strongly
shaped by their own experience as writers. Teacher
educationcourses that “hand out” new ways of teaching
writing as a theoretical practice without immersing
would-be teachers in an experience that transforms
their own assumptions are probably doomed to failure.
The theory of collaborative planning has to be comple-
mented by an equally sophisticated, teacher-generated
theory of instruction that anticipates the chemistry of
new ideas and old practices.

Buuoing ON OBSERVATIONS
The situated theories teachers develop not only

- adapt and transform research, they have the power to

extend and transform themselves. That is because the
“what-if” scenarios that constitute a teacher’s plan are
shaped not only by intuitions, assumptions, and sug-
gestions from research but by close observation. By
that I mean close, analytical observation of studentsin
acts of talking, thinking, composing, in the process of
planning, drafting, evaluating, revising—especially if
these acts are in some way recorded and open to later
reflection. Speaking more generally, teachers are en-
gaged in a form of observation-based theory building
when they use systematic observation to generate hy-
potheses (in the form of scenarios about the process of
teaching and learning) and to examine and test those
expectationsin teaching (Flower, 1989). Although there
are many ways to create theory, observation-based
theory building has a particular value for teaching: It
helps us build grounded theories that reflect the ex-
perienceof atleast one group of real students (Spradley,
1980). And instead of polarizing or separating the acts
of thinking, feeling, and social interaction that make up
writing, observation-based theory stands right at their
point of intersection. It allows us to see cognition in
context and to build theories of interaction and nego-
tiation.

Although our project was organized around the
practiceof teaching collaborative planning, it wasnamed
the Making Thinking Visible project because ourlarger
goal was to use collaborative planning asa platform for
observation and reflection. Collaborative planning
sessions (which students often tape) give teachers an
opportunity to observe students thinking in action, to
catcha glimpse of strategies, attitudes, and strengths,
and to discover problems. And because these sessions
foreground rhetorical concernsand let writers verbalize
their own problem-solving process, they help students
come to see themselves as thinkers. And as the articles

in this book suggest, the process of observation-based
theory building we observed had three important ef-
fects: it made our hypotheses open to testing, open to
reflection, and open to the consideration of studentas
well as teacher.

OrPeN TO TESTING. One of the most inescapable
features of a teacher’s situated theory building is that
(more than other sorts of theory) it is subject to the
rigorous tests of the classroom. Teachers can not afford
to indulge in armchair theorizing or in hypotheses too
complex, abstruse or fragile to escape the crucible of a
classroom. Situated theories must exist in a context
that continually tests and refines or dismanties them.
Thisis not to say that as teachers wealways know when
ourtheoriesfail or thatitisn’t possibletoignoreattimes
the way “reality butts in.” But in articulating expecta-
tions we make it possible to compare the dream of the
syllabus maker with theempirical evidenceof students’
comments, writing, problems, and growth. Situated
theory-building is an extended process that tests and
transforms its descriptive hypotheses over the course
of teaching. However, it is careful observation that
makes this process possible.

In this group, one of the first observations to be
made by teacher and student alike was that a good
supporter makes a large difference in what a writer is
able to do, butbeing a good supporter takes more than
a friendly attitude. College students who asked room-
mates to fill in as partners came back to complain that
their friend turned into an advice giver rather than an
informed supporter. Teachers began to see how they
needed to teach careful listening and to scaffold this
process for both partners. As we observed thedifferent
roles supporters were taking, the skills they needed,
and the effects supporting had on writers, a new view
of how to support this relationship that grew, which is
documented in thearticlesby Rebecca Burnett, Theresa
Marshall, and Marlene Bowen.

OPENTOREFLECTION. Acts of cellaboration, insight,
problem-solving that we try to support, that we want
students to recognize in themselves and others, fly by
likechadows. Thereislittlemoredifficultthanrecalling
the flight of one’s own thought. The act of informally
structured collaboration helped put some of that
thinking on the table. And asking students to write
reflections about their own experience as collaborators,
planners, and writers created a body of valued, com-
mon knowledge. But the real insights came when
teachersand studentshad theopportunity toreplay the
experienceon tapeorto talk about selected transcripts.
Although tape recorders make everyone nervous ini-
tially and undoubtable affect some of whatis said, even
in dorm room sessions, we found high school students
becoming disappointed when they couldn’t tape a
session, and teachers seeing important issues crystal-
lized in small segments of a transcript which they could
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use with their class. As Michael Benedict describes it,
when collaborative sessions go beyond question-ask-
ing to genuine dialogue, they often openupa “window”
to concerns beyond the immediate topic of discussion.
Others, however, function more like a “mirror” creat-
ing a space for reflection and reconsideration which
students use to think over who they are both as writers
and as people.

Leslie Evans’s spring 1991 paper documents one
of those small,but transformative moments in which a
young woman, unsure of her own ideas and fearful of
asserting herself with others, reflects ona small segment
of her own planning tape. Though the partner domi-
nates the discussion, with Leslie’s subtie prompting,
the young woman begins to see for herself evidence in
the dialogue of her own creative and independent (if
tentatively stated) thinking.

OPEN TO STUDENTS AND TEACHERS. Leslie Evans’s
paper documents a teacher’s reflection (which we hope
helped that young woman revise some hypotheses
about herself as a writer). In other cases this process of
observation and reflection was clearly shared by teach-
ersand studentsin a way that transformed the working
theories of both.

Jean Aston’s article outlines what can be done in
adapting collaborative planning a work place setting.
She details how adults can use CP in producing tech-
nical writing.

Observation, based on the independent record of
atapeor transcript,isagreatleveler. [tmakesreflection
both possible and the prerogative of students as well as
teachers. Because collaborative sessions are under the
writers’ control, students find themselves in an un-
usual position: they are the authority on their own
thinking. And their reflections show this new control
as they begin to articulate, question, and in some cases
transform their own “working theories” about writing,.

Thisarticle started with some strong claims about
the enterprise of teaching and the ways research and
observation can contribute to building and transform-
ing educators’ situated theories. This casebook is both
a tribute to and an inquiry into that process. The story
of the Pittsburgh project joins a growing body of work
calling attention to the intellectual activity of teaching,
to teacher research, to strategic teaching, to the potency
of collaborative inquiry, and to the role critical aware-
ness, close observation and reflection can play in edu-
cation (Jones, Palincsar, Ogle, & Carr, 1987; Goswami &
Stillman, 1987; Schecter & Ramirez, 1991). The special
contribution of thisbook is to show one distinctive path
that process can take and to document the results of a
collaborative inquiry into act of collaborative plan-
ning—a writing and teaching activity with roots in
cognitive and contextual research.

United by a common interest—and a curiosity

about our differences—we ended up building for each
other a richly contexiualized image of collaboration
and planning that somehow accommodated our differ-
ences. At the same time, this group practiced the
collaborative practice we preached, using a series of
monthly discovery memos to push our own inquiries
forward and document what we were seeing. On one
level, then, this book is about a project to make thinking
more visible for our students by teaching collaborative
planning and reflection. But on another even more
important level, it is a portrait of the process of
inquirythat crosses theapparent boundaries of research
and teaching as well as high school and college, suburb
and inner city, school and community teaching. It is
about the thinking of teachers as well as students, that
this collaboration helped to make apparent.
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SuprporRTERS IN CFrecTive COLLABORATION

Revecca C. BurneTT
lowa StaTe UNiversTy

(XD y interest in coliaboration goes back at least as far as the 1970’s when I first
wrote as a coauthor. Since then I have worked with a number of coauthors and
collaborators, always satisfied with the productivity and pleasure of theexperiences.
However, my personal experiences are at odds with attitudes towards collabora-
tion expressed by some colleagues who collaborate only when required to. SoThave
asked myself, “What makes my collaborative experiences positive?” Over the
years, I have had students use collaboration as a regular part of their course work,
yet students use it with varying degrees of success and enjoyment; some prefer
collaboration, while othersavoid it. Again I have asked myself, “What makes some
collaboration positive?” These personal experiences and observations prodded my
curiosity as I started to more formally investigate collaboration. Rather than
focusing on writers in collaborative interaction, I decided to investigate supporters
since they are a common element across all forms of collaboration.

I knew I was on the track of something interesting when one student--Paula,
whom you’ll meet later in this paper—-expressed a preference for one kind of
supporter. Later, in a different study, another student came to see me before the
random assignment of partners; not wanting a random partner, she asked if she
could have a partner who had particular characteristics that she found helpful.
Clearly, these were writers who believed they knew the kind of supporters who
would most help them. Perhaps if all collaborators could be as clear about their
supporter preferences, their collaborative interaction could be more successful.

The QUESTION
What makes some instances of collaboration successfu® and others unproduc-
tive and even unpleasant? One factor is the supporter, the person whose role is to
prompt, challenge, direct, and contribute ideas to a writer at any time during the
writing process. Supporters are common to all collaboration; they can be temporary
collaborators (e.g., collaborative planners not responsible for generating text), team
members, or coauthors. Investigating supporters provides a way to understand
collaborativeinteractionand leads to insights about co'laborative behaviors. Beyond
this, writers might become more effective collaborators if they learn more about
working with asupporter and as a supporter. In thisarticle, | examine the roles that
collaborators play as supporters in one form of collaboration, collaborative plan-
ning, by focusing on two key issues:
(1) Defining supporters as unengaged, engaged, or involved
(2) Identifying a repertoire of verbal moves supporters use

Allsupporters, though more typically thosel identify as engaged or involved,
have a repertoire of verba' moves that form the components of their interactions
with writers. Students can become effective supporters by learning ways to put
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these verbal moves together—integrating the compo-
nents into larger patterns of interaction so that they
create productive sequences of questions and then
building on as well as contributing to the writer’s plan.
Learning to consolidate their repertoire into purpose-
ful sequences can help students analyze what they are
doing as supporters as well as anticipate what they can
do.

Derning SupporTERS: UNENGAGED,
€NGAGED, OR INvOLVED!

All supporters in collaborative planning are not
equally successful. Unsuccessful and successful sup-
porters can be distinguished by examining whether
they are engaged or involved. I define engagement as
the attention a supporter gives to a writer, determined
by commentsand questionsthatindicateactivelistening.
Involvementrequires engagement, butitmovesbeyond
when the supporter, as active participant, challenges
the writer and offers productive contributions. In this
section of the article, I explore distinctions between
ineffective supporters who are generally neither en-
gaged nor involved and effective supporters who are
generally engaged or involved. Although I examine
supporters in collaborative planning, the general cat-
egories--unengaged, engaged, and involved—may ap-
ply to other kinds of collaboration.

UNENGAGED SurpcrTERS: Unengaged supportersare
notactive participants in the planning. Theyoftendon’t
listen carefully to writers, and they often move through
a series of questions that they haven't tailored to the
specific writer or task. They don’t see themsulves as
collaborators who have an important role in helping
writers shape their plan. As a result, they make few
relevant or productive contributions and seldom probe

or challenge inadequately developed ideas raised by
writers.

The following example 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
example, the conversational turns are labeled and
numbered. (Throughout this article, S will stand for
supporter and W for writer.) The excerpt begins on
conversational turn 23 of the planning session.

S523Clay  Um, whatis thereader going to remember
most from this paper? [deleted off-topic
comments] Do all the other points refer
back to the main point? Your main point

that you love root beer?

w24 Avery Yes. I think they do.

S$25Clay  Everything evolves around root beer.
W26 Avery Yeh, I think, yeh, that works.

527 Clay  Audience, who are you talking to? Your

peers? Talking to someone. Your peers.

W28 Avery Yeh, why?
529 Clay ‘Cause we have to.

Despite the opportunity to probe for more infor-
mation about Avery’s purpose or his reasons for writ-
ing to his peers, Clay sticks to superficial questions. He
does not, for instance, prod Avery to explore why a
sophomore might find root beer interesting, nor does
he encourage Avery to provide expand his reasons for
writing to his peers.

W30 Avery Why? Because root beer is good, and 1 feel
everyone else should like it, too.

S31Clay  Good. What kind of language is appropri-
ate for this audience?
W32 Avery Normal language.

What is “normal language?” They miss entirely
the possibility that choices about language might be
influenced by the purpose and the audience.

S33Clay  Don’t worry about that. What will this
audience find interesting? Your love for
root beer.

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

S35 Clay Allright.Okay. And text conventions. How

long?

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

[W]hat is the reader going to remember most
from this paper? (523)

Do all the other points refer back to the main
point? (523)

Audience, who are you talking to? (S27)

Wrhat kind of language is appropriate for this
audience? (531)

What will this audience find interesting? (S33)
And text conventions. How long? (S35)

The questions themselves aren’t the problem; if
adapted to a specific writing task, they’re appropriate
questions that could generate useful planning informa-
tion and stimulate followup questions. Nor is the fact
that the teacher provided a list of questions a problem;
inexperienced collaborators often benefit by having
generic questions that they can adapt and build on. The
problem occurs in the way Clay uses the questions, as
alist to be completed as quickly as possible rather than
as a jumping-off point to explore the rhetorical ele-
mentsof Avery’s plan. Clay is a perfunctory supporter,
never taking time to ask for elaboretion, to probe and
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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 information about them. Clay is
not even an active listener.

ENGAGED AND INVOLVED SUPPORTERS
Incontrastto thelack of interestshownbyunengaged
supporters,engaged andinvolved supportersdemonstrate
their attention and interest by active listening. Typically,
engaged supporters ask writers to clarify and elaborate
the plan whileinvolved supportersgo on to become fuller
partners in this process, as they also challenge the writer
and contribute theirownideas. Bothengaged andinvolved
supporters are effective. Which role a supporter chooses
to emphasize (separately or in combination) depends on
many factors including the task, the supporter’s experi-
ence, and the writer’s needs—in other words, the complex
context of the rhetorical situation

For some situations, being an engaged supporter is
appropriate. It can be a good starting place for inexperi-
enced collaborators because offering prompts and com-
mentsisfareasier thanplayingdevil’sadvocateormaking
productivecontributions. Actingasanengaged supporter
is also appropriate if the writer needs to maintain a sense
of control and would feel intimidated by the supporter’s
challengesorcontributions. However, effectivesupporters
soon discover that writecs sometimes get off task, lose
sight of their objectives, or run out of steam; in such
situations, writers generally respond positively and pro-
ductively to a supporter’schallengesor contributions. An
effective supporter often initially takes the role of an
engaged supporter, allowing the writer to assume the
authority of the session and set the agenda, and then
integrates the role of an involved supporter by challeng-
ing or contributing.

ENGAGED SurPORTERS: Engaged supporters en-
courage the writer to explain and clarify the plan. They
generally provideclearindications that they areactively
listeningand trying to help the writer deal withrhetorical
elements suchas purpose, audience, and organization.
Typically, engaged supporters encourage the writer to
explore the plan by asking questions that require
elaboration.

The next two examples show two college students
working in a collaborative planning session. Paula, the
writer, is a senior working with her graduate- student
supporter, Chuck, on a proposal for her business
communicationclass in which she wants to recommend

that a company change the way its products are pack-
aged.

S7 Chuck  Okay, and you think that has to do with-?
W8Paula Thechange 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?

Unlike Clay who is unengaged and reads a lock-
step series of questions, Chuck is an engaged supporter
who invites response. He encourages Paula to consider
the supporting evidence she might use (S5) and pursues
issue of evidence by asking her what the evidence “hasto
do with—?” (S7). 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
evidenceto theaudience who'll read her recommendatior.
Heasksher toestablish connectionsbetweentherhetorical
elements she is considering,.

Chuck continues by urging Paula to clarify and
elaborate her positions, but he does not add his own
views.

S31 Chuck 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.

Uh-huh.

Okay, why don’t you, like I’'m your audi-
ence, 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 I mean?

Intervening turns clarify what Chuck is asking
Paula to talk about.

W32 Paula
S33 Chuck

W38 Paula Ithink plastic would be cheaper and, um,
cleaner, not as messy ripping and--

839 Chuck Uh-huh.

W40 Paula Itdoesn’tdestroy as easily, like itdoesn‘t,
like a jot of times w.xen you pick up milk,
it’s wet at the bottom.

S$41 Chuck Uh-huh.

W42 Paula Itseepsthrough;plastic wouldn't.itwould

be better, and um, I’m gonna haveto think
about that.

Intervening turns focus on the resistance her plan

S5 Chuck  What kind of support will you have for will meet in this family-owned business.
that [recommendation] or what will you 547 Chuck How are you going to present this recom-
say to try to convince them of that? mendation to softenit...?
W6Paula  Thedeclinein themarket share, by showing W48Paula Notdemand it; suggest it.
them the market share graphs.
22
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As an active listener, Chuck accurately summa-
rizes the position Paula haspresented (531), asks her to
imagine that he is her audience, and asks her how she
is going to present her recommendation for the prob-
ably negative readers she is addressing: 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)

This is no cookie-cutter series of questions. Unlike
Clay, Chuck is engaged; he helps Paula consider her
audience, support, and manner of presentation with
his focused attention and tailored questions and he
makes a difference in the way she plans her recommen-
dation. However, he does not contribute substance nor
does he explicitly evaluate the writer’s plan.

Paula however, wanted more. In an interview
after the proposal was completed, she commented that
she wished her supporter had “told her more,” helping
her identify the weaknesses in 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’s ad-
vocate. For example, Chuck does not prompt Paula to
identify any problems with her recommendation for
moving from cardboard to plastic (e.g.,enormous costs
to the environment as well as in raw materials, manu-
facturing re-tooling, and personnel retraining). Nor
does he prompt her to consider alternatives. In short,
although Chuck is an engaged supporter, Paula wants
a supporter to be involved in contributing to the de-
velopment of her plan. In a retrospective reaction,
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 was then that I spent the longest time
thinking about this paper. I began to question whether
my evidence could support my ideas. I also began to
brainstorm other possible recommendations. Although
working with an engaged supporter helped Paula, for
her it seemed to be a starting place that helped her to
focusandarticulate her plans and reminded her to keep
her probably negative readers in mind. She believed
that she could have created a plan more quickly if her
supporter had taken a more active role by voicing
criticism and offering suggestions.

LNVOLVED SuPPORTERs: What Paula wanted was a
supporter who was not only engaged, but who wasalso
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 by playing critic and devil’s advocate, by
prompting a writer to consider alternatives, by com-
menting on strengths and weaknesses, and offering
suggestions. Their challenges and contributions can

help an inexperienced writer reach a more advanced
level of managing the rhetorical elements of her plan.

Unfortunately, inexperienced involved support-
ers are sometimes overbearing. They may not only
waste a writer’s time, but they may alienate her by
trying to take over. They forget that the paper belongs
to the planner who will writeit. Theirroleasaninvolved
supporter should be to balance prompts, challenges,
directions, and contributions as a way to encourage the
writer (even if that person is a coauthor). A supporter
who only criticizes the plan, provides most of the
substantive ideas, or assumes ownership of the paper
wisunderstands the role.

The next example shows two college students
working on the same proposal for their business com-
munications class. The writer, Jason, is a seniorworking
with his graduate-student supporter, Darryl, an in-
volved supporter who contributes and challenges as
they consider the audience for a report to recommend
that the company change the way its products are
packaged. The example, which has been edited to
eliminate repetition and elaboration, begins with the
writer, Jason, on turn 6 of their collaborative planning
session.

W6 Jason  I'm taking [the task] from the vantage [of
my position in public relations] and ad-
dressing the report to the management
group-- {omitted remarks about the audi-

ence}

S23 Darry! ...One thing I was thinking is you might
want to thinkabout the other people in the
public relations group . . . [$25] as prob-
ably not the primary audience, but it
probablyis asecondary audience, because
if you propose some new packaging sort
of thing—

W26 Jason Uh-huh.

$27 Darryl  Youknow, you might propose something
that has an environmental impact.

Right, so maybe I should be a little bit
more tactful when I bring up new ideas
within the project, or what are you sug-
gesting about that?

S31 Darryl 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 counter-arguments but, uh,
things that they’re really responsible for
that might affect what you do. Say, for
example, I'm sure there’s somebody in-
volved in advertising or sales—

W32Jason Oh, sure.
$33 Darryl  ~-that mightimpact your work, so it might

be useful to think of them as audience as
well.

W30 Jason
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Clearly, Jason understands the task and has a
sense of the primary audience, buthe hasn’t yet consid-
ered the important secondary audience. Darryl, an
involved 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 then he contributesa specificsuggestion:

... you might want to think about . .. people in the

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

secondary audience.... (525)

Then Darryl reinforces his idea by suggesting an
appropriate reason for identifying and addressing a
secondary audience:

You know, you might propose something that has

an environmental impact. (527)

Jason agrees with Darryl about the importance of
the secondary audience and recognizes that this
modification will infiuence the way he presents the
report; he suggests, ”.... maybe I should be a little bit
more tactful” [W30]. Darryl reinforces Jason’s ideas
about the management group as the primary audience
for the report, but challenges Jason not “to just focus on
them” [S31] and contributes another idea by urging
Jason to consider the usefulness of imagininga broader
audience.

Not all involved supporters are as skillful as
Darryl. The next example is more typical, showing two
twelfth graders in an inner-city high school 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. As an
involved supporter, Lisa pushes Shauna to decide just
who can be a hero andwhether heroic actions must be
unselfish. The following excerpt has been edited to
delete some detailed elaborations and off-topic com-
ments about lunch.

W39 Shauna Ijustthinkthatif someone’sahero, they’'ve
made a good charnge for themselves and
other people. I mean it doesn’t have to be
other people because I think that every-
body can be heroic.

540 Lisa You think that everybody can be heroic?

Let’s take a stand.

W41 Shauna Yeah, [thinkthat everybodycanbeheroic,
I mean if they make a change for them-
selves and it’s for the better.

542 Lisa Yeah, you could fit taat into yourresearch,

too, somehow. You could say, like--

W43 Shauna Yeah, 1 could talk about how IGandhi]
changed, wanted it for himself, too. And
that could be a hero.

Lisa is not willing to be a perfunctory supporter .
.. or even an engaged one. She is involved in helping
Shauna define “hero” and shape a plan for writing

about her definition. She not only contributed; she
challenges.
546 Lisa Wait, you said [earlier], he-- when’s some-
body is heroic, they are unselfish. They do
it for themselves, but they are doing it for
everybody.
W47 Shauna Yeah, but they don’t have to just do it for
everybody.
548 Lisa

W49 Shauna If you're heroic and are making a change,
yeah. I don’t consider that being selfish, if
you're making a change for everybody—
Yeah, that’s right. Yo could include that,
and maybe you could include toward the
end that maybe anybody could be like
Gandhi if they wanted to.

W53 Shauna If they put their mind to it.

Although not as experienced as Darry], Lisa is an
involved supporter, prompting Shauna to be decisive
about her point that if someone’sahero, they’ve made
agood change for themselves and other people” (W39);
Lisa wonders if everybody can be heroic and admon-
ishes Shauna to ”. .. take a stand” (S40). Clearly, Lisa is
listening and thinking about Shauna’s plan because
when Shauna responds that heroes could “make a
change for themselves” (541), Lisa make a specific con-
tribution, 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

They can do it for themselves, too, though?

§52 Lisa

Wait, you said[ earlier] , he— when’s somebody is
heroic, they are unselfish. They do it for themselves,
but they are doing it for everybody. (S46) and
pushes Shauna to reconcile this point with theidea
of doing something for themselves:

They can do it for themselves, too, though? (548)

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 belike
Gandhi if they wanted to” (S52). Lisa makes important
contributions to Shauna’s plan by pointing out poten-
tial contradictions and encouraging Shauna to synthe-
size her points.

Students involved in any kind of collaborative
writing should learn the distinctions among the three
kinds of supporters I have identified in this section of
the article:

eUnengaged supporters are not active
participants in planning. They seldom adapt
questions to the specific situation nor do they
probe or challenge ideas raised by writers.

*Engaged supporters are active listeners who
encourage writers to explain and clarify the
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plan. They help writers deal with rhetorical
elements and encourage writer to explore the

plan by asking questions that require
elaboration.

sInvolved supportersare engaged, but they also
help writers develop and elaborate plans. They
prompt a writer to consider alternatives, offer
suggestions, ask probing questions, and
challenge writers by playing devil’sadvocate.

While all supporters should be encouraged to be
engaged and many will want to be involved, attaining
the skill exhibited by Chuck and Darryl takes practice.
Their challenge is to be engaged without assuming
ownership of the plan, involved without being con-
frontational.

ToenTirgING A ReperTORE OF VersaL QDoves

The value of effective supporters in collaboration
comes not from their great knowledge of content or
tremendous skill in managing rhetorical elements, but,
Ibelieve, from theirability to assumearole that encour-
ages, reinforces, and challenges the writer.

Knowing the kinds of supporters provides a
framework for describing collaborators. But the defini-
tions and examples are not detailed enough to enable
teachers and researchers to analyze the nature of col-
laborative interaction, nor are they instructive enough
to guide students in becoming good supporters. To
encourage such analysis and instruction, in this section
I identify a repertoire of verbal moves that supporters
use, a repertoire that provides a more focused exami-
nation of collaborative interaction.

Why is defining these verbal moves valuable?
From a theoretical perspective, we need to know what
effective supporterssayand how they say it. Researchers
as well as students and teachers can use these moves to
analyze collaborative interaction. From a pedagogical
perspective, we want to know how to help our students
become more effective collaborators. Understanding
these moves can provide some answers to practical
questions that plague teachers who use collaboration
with their students: What should collaborators say to
eachother? How can “free-riders” beengaged? Where's
theborderline between making suggestions and taking
over?

VersaL QDoves IN COLLABORATION

Consider four categories of verbal moves that are
present both in naturallyoccurring conversation and in
planned collaboration:

sprompting the writer

scontributing information to the writer
sdirecting the writer

schallenging the writer

These four verbal movesnormally appear in com-
bination; supporters draw from a repertoire of verbal

moves as they interact with writers. I discuss them
separately in order to highlight their distinctions. Inan
effort to become more effective supporters, students
can learn to identify these moves in their own collabo-
rative sessions, both to track the nature of their own
verbal behaviorand to help them make decisions about
possible changes in their plans and text.

Several ways exist to categorize the content and
linguistic function of these verbal moves. The content
of supporters’ verbal moves can be categorized ac-
cording to task, group process, or rhetorical aspects of
the text (cf. Gere & Stevens, 1985), while the linguistic
functions can be categorized asinforming, contributing,
directing, and challenging (cf. Gere & Abbott, 1985).
Typically, themoves of engaged supporters include
prompting writers to clarify and elaborate, while the
moves of involved supporters generally include con-
tributing information, directing, and challenging
writers.

OrrerING ProMPTS: Prompts are important, but
often overlooked, supporter moves that consist of neu-
tral comments, reinforcing comments, and questions
that urge clarification and elaboration, encouraging
writers to say more, both about plans and about actual
text. Such simple prompts as “Tell me more” and
“What else could you consider?” as well as “Yeah, I
see,” "uh-huh,” and “umm-uh” seem to encourage
writers to keep talking about their planning and writ-
ing.Inexamining whether youngchildrencould engage
in sustained planning, Scardamalia and her colleagues
used a prompting strategy called “procedural facilita-
tion.” The children received cards with planning cues
that were intended to stimulate new ideas, elabora-
tions, improvements to existing plans, and synthesis of
ideas (Scardamalia, Bereiter, & Steinbach, 1984;
Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1987). Scardamalia and her
colleaguesreported that when young children received
these planning cues for writing, they moved beyond
the “what next” strategy toattempt sustained 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; for example, the more specific and direc-
tive prompt, “Add things to improve your essay,”
resulted in better revised texts than the prompt, "“re-
vise.” Clearly then, simple prompts by supporters can
stimulate moreplanning, while more directive prompts
sometimes 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
prompts Shauna, “Let’s take a stand.” And prompts
can be very sophisticated, as when Chuck said to Paula,
“Okay, why don’t you, like I'm your audience, con-
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vince me now how . .. [that evidence leads] to the
recommendation of going into plastic.” A supporter
who wanted to remain as neutral as possible could use
prompts that, modified to specific situations, would
encourage writers to elaborate.

Offering prompts is a useful skill, a good begin-
ning for inexperienced supporters and still impeitant
for very experienced engaged and involved suy:port-
ers. What we know about prompts indicates th2t
acknowledgements, encouragement, and rerjiaders
about rhetorical elements tend to help writers clarify
and elaborate their plans.

CHALLENGING THE WRITER: A highly productive
supporter move involvesasking critical questions, sug-
gestingalternatives,and arguing opposing views. Gere
and Abbott (1985) identify eliciting responses as a third
category of language function that they observed in
supporters. Although the eliciting comments they
identified generally dealt with content, the comments
also considered process, form, context,and reference to
previous comments.

Little attention has been given in composition
research to the value of supportersor to the importance
of providing multiple perspectives, alternatives, and
conflict; however, work in related disciplines (e.g.,
cognitive psychology, small group communication,
education, decision theory, and social psychology) re-
inforces the importance of this kind of supporter be-
havior. For example, Putnam (1986) argues that sub-
stantive conflict about the issues and ideas
underconsideration can be highly productive. Slavin
(1990) notes that the ability to take another perspective
in a cooperative learning situation has benefits beyond
the specific task; students generally demonstrate more
positive social behavior by being more cooperative or
altruistic. 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 studies examined whether writers
would respond differently to neutral, clarifying sup-
porters (who asked questions such as “Could you
explain the relation between X and Y?” or “How else
might you explain this?”) and to challenging, problem-
solving supporters (who asked questions such as “I
sense a conflict between X and Y. How are you
planning to resolve it?” or “Have you considered using
Z as a way to explain this?”). Clarifying supporters
were instructed to ask only neutral questions that en-
couraged the writer to clarify and elaborate, whereas
problem-solving supporters were instructed to also

challenge the writer’s plan and contribute in ways that
might improve it. Although writers responded to both
supporters, they talked more with problem-solving
supporters, especially about purpose and design and
asked more questions about all rhetorical elements of
their plan. Even though the clarifying supporters were
able to get writers to comment more about develop-
mentand synthesis of theirdocument than the problem-
solving supporters, the writers said they preferred
working with the problem-solving supporters, who
seemed more involved.

Involved supporters typically use prompts and
often contribute in creative ways to a writer’s plan, but
they also actively challenge the writer. For example,
Lisachallenged Shauna to rethink the role of selfishness
in defining a hero, which resulted in Shauna’s revision
of her plan. Supporters who challenge writers may do
so because they recognize that the plan is flawed or
skimpy, or they may simple have aninsatiable curiosity
or some deep-seated philosophical disagreement, or
they may simply recognize the benefits that can accrue
from playing devil’s advocate.

DIRECTING THE WRITER: Anothei supporter behav-
iorinvolves directing the writer to modify plans and or
textby adding, changing, ordeleting. Gere and Abbott
(1985) report thatin their research, directive comments,
focused particularly on process, are the second largest
category of supporter behavior. Inarelated study, Gere
and Stevens (1985) report clear instances of students
whoaredirective, 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
coliaborative 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. In an example presented earlier in
this article, Lisa is gentle as she directs Shauna to
“include toward the end [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 alengthy exchange that would
end up with the writer agreeing with the supporter.

These categories of verbal moves—prompting the
writer, contributing information to the writer, chal-
lenging the writer, and directing the writer--are im-
portant for a number of reasons. Most immediately,
they provide a framework for defining and teaching
supporter behavior. Supporters can use these moves to
help writersbridge their zone of proximal development
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as they consider rhetorical elements. Being able to
discuss these moves also enables supporters to analyze
and then reflect on their own effectiveness. Equally
important, the categories enable teachersand research-

ersa way to analyzeand evaluate collaborativeinterac-
tion.

CONTRIBUTING INFORMATION: While prompts tend to
be neutral, offering little in the way of specific informa-
tion, another important category of supporter moves
provides writers with facts, observations, and sugges-
tions. Theinformation canalsobea summary, synthesis,
or a metacognitive reflection about the group, task, or
text. In research with writing groups, Gere and her
colleagues have identified “providing information” as
one of the “three major language acts of functions”
(Gere & Abbott, 1985, p. 367) students use in collabo-
ration. In two related studies, they report that the most
frequent comments that supporters made informed
writers about the content although some comments
were made about context, form, process, and earlier
remarks (Gere & Abbott, 1985; Gere & Stevens,1985).

Students contribute information for social as well
as cognitive reasons. Because “all cooperative learning
shares theidea thatstudents work together to learnand
are responsible for their teammates’ learning as well as
their own” (Slavin, 1990, p. 3), I believe that encourag-
ing each student to contribute information 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.

Peer group tutoring and related peer group ac-
tivities such as editing and revising depend largely on
sharing information; a variety of cooperative learning
methods presume that studentpartnersand teammates
willcontributeinformation to thedyad or group (Sharan,
1980), which is considered an essential part of the
collaborative effort. Some of the excerpts from the
collaborative planning sessions presented earlier in
this article provide examples of contributing informa-
tion. For example, a potentially fruitful contribution
comes from Darryl who suggests to Jason that he con-
sider a secondary audience because of the impact they
might have on his work. Without an exchange of in-
formation, whether summariesor provocativeopinions,
a collaborative effort is seriously hampered.

ConcLusion: SupPORTERS As CONTEXRT

Drawing together the two strands of this article-
(1) defining supporters as unengaged, engaged, or in-
volved and (2) identifying a repertoire of verbal moves-
- suggests examining the broader context which sup-
porters help create. In fact, one way to consider sup-
porters is as substitutes for a broader audience that
would, if the opportunity were available, comment on,
contribute to, and challenge a writer’s work. Working
with a supporter encourages the rhetorical awareness

that enables a writer to imagine these comments, con-
tributions, and challenges as well as to see the con-
straints that they might impose. This sense of context-
-a reading of the rhetorical situation—depends in part
on a supporter’s ability to draw on a variety of verbal
moves.

Effective supporters can create and strengthenan
awareness of socialcontext. 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 notanisolated act. Both the struggle of
learning to writeand the writing itself are situated inan
environment, a social context, that influences and is
influenced by the writer and the writing. Collaborative
interaction with an engaged or involved supporter
removes a sense of isolation and reinforces theidea that
writers and writing are socially situated. Awareness of
social context isimportant becauseitletsinexperienced
writers know they aren’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 col-
laborators or it may “be a powerful instrument for
students to generate differences, to identify the systems
of authority that organize these differences, and to
transform the relations of power that determine whe
may speak and whatcounts asameaningful statement”
(Trimbur, 1989, p. 603). In other words, awareness of
social context createsa senseof community and support
(Bruffee, 1984), but it also provokes conflict that, I
believe, may lead to a productive exploration of issues
that would otherwise be ignored. Awareness of social
contextalso providesan opporturity for inexperienced
writers to define their task and exchange ideas, thus
reducing problems that mightnotbe so easily managed
by them working individually.

In this article, 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 to demonstrate why collaboration doesn’t have to
fall victim to pedagogical lore that urges consensus
without guidance or reflection. Collaboration doesn’t
have to be the blind leading the blind; instead, students
can learn to teach themselves and others (Vygotsky,
1686). Using careful classroom observations to ground
intentions and confirm intuitions about collaboration
should go a long way in reducing teacher and student
frustration when they use collaboration in writing.

Discoveries and Dialogues

Ca
C

27




NoOTES AND ACKNOWLEDGENTS

A note of thanks to my supporters: David Wallace,
Kathy Lampert, Linda Flower, and Linda Norris provided
extensive and extraordinarily helpful suggestions on earlier
versions of this piece. John R. Hayes, Charlie Hill, Judith
Stanford, Pam Turley, and Lili Velez offered insightful
observations and stimulating conversations at critical
junctures along the way.

TAll the examples in this article are excerpts from
transcripts of audio- or video-taped collaborative planning
sessions. These excerpts are from the collaborative planning
sessions of high school and college students who were part
of the first two years of the Making Thinking Visible Project.
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 through-
out the writing process; the moves and behaviors discussed
inthisessayaren’t necessarily restricted to pre-draft planning.
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COLLABORATIVE PLANNING AND THE BASIC STUDENT:

ADAPTATIONS FOR 1QOPLEENTATION AND Success

QDarLene Bowen &. Tueresa COARSHALL
Iroquors High ScHoot

INTRODUCTION

A typical public high school can be viewed as an intricate mosaic, interesting in its
divers‘ty. Within this picture, each student makes his mark individually and collectively
as a piece of a larger segment. Some dominate-the elite upper echelon, the academic
stars, the incorrigibles, the heroes. Others fade and only meticulous scrutiny reveals

their presence - the apathetic, the underachiever, the truant, the troubled. Itis from the
latter that our students come.

Grouped by well-meaning educators and guidance counselors, these are the
students classified as “basic.” Laden with a host of educational and personal problems
including lack of motivation, passivity, and poor reading and writing skills, many of
these students ironically score “too high” to qualify for special services. They easily and
quite understandably fall through the cracks in the educational system.

The 1984 National Assessment of Educational Progress report denouncing our
adolescents’ inability to read, write and think critically parallels our escalating national
interest in producing a more literate citizenry. On the educational front, the move for
more writing across the curriculum has created an environment for students which
pressures them into increasingly more complex writing and reading tasks in a variety of
disciplines over a period of time, sometimes simultaneously. Many students, but
particularly the basic students, are ill- equipped to perform these academic tasks. The

challenge for usaseducatorsliesinanswering the question of how we canbest meet their
needs.

Educational researchover the pastdecade has delineated two areas of study which
have implications for instructional pedagogy. One of these is the area of reflectivity.
Research in cognitive psychology has shown that good learners are engaged in the
process of reflecting. (Flavell, 1979; Babbs & Moe, 1983; Costa, 1986; Jacobs & Paris,
1987). This process, frequently referred to as metacognition, includes not only the
thinking and assessmentof one’s own cognitive processes (i.e.reading and learning), but
also includes seif-management of executive strategies that regulate thinking such as
planning and monitoring (Jacobs & Paris, 1987). This ability to be metacognitively
aware has been shown to be a significant indicator of a student’s reading ability as well.
(Brown, Armbruster, & Baker, 1984; Baker & Brown, 1984; Paris, Jacobs & Cross, 1987).
What we know now is that students need to develop this ability if they are to internalize
the processes we are trying to teach them.

Another area generating research is the idea of scaffolded instruction. Vygotsky’s
“zone of proximal development” theory has influenced both educational research and
instructional practice. The notion of someone more experienced and knowledgeable
assisting a learner to achieve a learning outcome that would be too difficult for him/her
to complete individually is manifested in scaffolding strategies such as those described
by Bruner (1978) where knowledgeable peers help students achieve their learning
outcomes, thus expanding their “zone of proximal development.” This movement
toward implementing collaborative practices in the classroom is supported by a large
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body of educational research. (Johnson and Johnson,
1987; Slavin, 1990.) One hybrid of scaffolded instruc-
tion is the collaborative planning process developed by
Linda Flower at Carnegie Mellon University.

We chose to implement this process in our basic
class as a methodology for increasing both our stu-
dents’ literacy skills and their reflective processes. The
following is our first attempt to explore classroom
research via collaborative planning. What follows is a
discussion of two students, Earl and Roy, and their
response to collaborative planning instruction. It be-
gins with a portrait of the classroom context, overviews
the students’ progress, and continues with samples of
the students’ writing and collaborative planning ses-
sions. The conclusion discusses the implications of this
experience for further classroom practice and instruc-
tional research.

PART I The CrLasskoom CONTERT

At Iroquois High Schoo! in Erie, Pennsylvania,
English 9 Basic is a specially designed course to
remediate students whose English and or reading
skills are below gradelevel. Teacher recommendation,
Stanford Achievement Test scores, TELLS scores and
past grades in English are just several tools used for
placement. The course is team taught by an English
teacher and a reading specialist. The primary objective
is to help these students become more competent
readers, writers and thinkers capable of successful
independent functioning in the more reading - writing
intense courses they’ll be facing. This is a one year
placement and students occasionally move in and out
of the course during the year.

When we conducted this inquiry, fourteen stu-
dents were enrolled in the course. Some were main-
streamed from the Leaming Support and Emotional
Support Classrooms. Initial observations revealed that
these students were very inexperienced writers stuckat
the “knowledge - telling” level. In other words, there
was a conspicuous lack of idea integration, analyses,
personalization and judgment in their writing. Wide
disparity existed among students’ reading and English
skills. One tested at an eleventh grade reading level
while another was on the third grade level. One was
constructing complex sentences while another was
struggling to construct a simple sentence. Most typical
were those students who scored well below gradelevel
on the reading tests and had difficulty constructing
simple sentences.

What we hoped collaborative planning would do
for these students was give them a methodology for
planning their writing. The metaphor of the black-
board planner would help them visualize and focuson
areas of writing that they needed to consider during
the planning process.

ParT 1 PORTRAIT OF CARL AND ROY

Of the fourteen students enrolled in the class, Earl
was the oldest at 16. He repeated first grade and was
also retained in eighth grade for failing three major
subjects. Earl tested at grade level in the primary
gradeson the Stanford Achievement Tests. In the sixth
grade Earl began to slip below grade level. His eighth
grade test showed the most significant decline. Ac-
cording to the Stanford Achievement test, his reading
comprehension level wasata 6.3 gradelevel equivalent
, his reading vocabulary level was at 5.1 grade level
equivalent, while his overall reading performance was
ata5.7 gradelevel equivalent. His English composite
score according to the Slosson Diagnostic Language
Scale was at the4.4 gradelevel. Earls’s fifth and eighth
grade TELLS scores corroborated this slippage. On the
reading portion of the TELLS Test Earl answered 71.6 %
correctly in the fifth grade compared to 50.7% in the
eighth grade. In October of 1990 a psychologist tested
Earl for intelligence, achievement, perceptual develop-
ment and emotional adjustment. According to the
WIEC-3, his verbal IQ was measured at 81 with his
overall IQ at 88. This placed Earl just above the cut off
score of 79 for special services and indicated Earl has a
low average range of functioning. Inboth seventh and
eighth grades, Earl maintained a 1.7 grade average. All
of these records suggest a correlation between his
achievement levels and his ability.

Although Roy has not repeated a grade, his test-
ing pattern mirrors Earl’s. Initial Stanford Achieve-
ment and TELLS test scores were at grade level in the
primary school. by the eighth grade, however, Roy’s
reading and English skills plunged fromonlevelto3 or
more years below expected norms. His overall reading
compositeaccording to the Stanford Achievement Test
was at a 5.4 grade equivalency level. On the reading
portion of the TELLS test in third grade Roy answered
78% correctly; in both fifth and eighth grades he an-
swered 50.7% correctly. According to the Otis-Lennon
School Abilities Test, Roy’s ability index is 100 which is
considerably higher than Earl’s 88. In seventh grade
Roy’s grade point average was 2.2 and in eighth grade
it was 1.8. In terms of achievement levels, Roy’s
achievement levels were not consistent with his ability,
and, in fact, were declining.

Our perceptions were that Earl and Roy exhibited
very different attitudes toward the class, collaborative
planning and writing. Earl saw very little need for
improving his writing. His typical response was, “Ican
write enough. I'll never need to write when I get out of
here. 1did it once and that’s enough.” Eari worked at
a local fast food restaurant and oftentimes was ill
prepared for planning sessions because he had worked
the night before and had absolutely no time for plan-
ning even if he had wanted to and so his justification
then became, "This is stupid.” Earl comes from an
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unstable family environment. On any given day he
cannot tell you the number of people who are living at
his house. During the course of the class Earl moved
from his father’s, where he had been living the past few
years, to his mother’s.

On the other hand, Roy’s attitude was very differ-
ent. He saw value in improving his writing and was
very receptive to collaborative planning. He would
have done anything, whether it was collaborative plan-
ning or something else, to make him feel strongerabout
his writing. Roy came froma stable environment where
he had a family that supported him, and he set some
future goals for himself. His life-term goals were also
different. He saw himself doing something successful
in the future whereas Earl had no plans for the future
and saw getting increased hours at the fast food res-
taurant as his present goal . Both boys were good
friends and wanted to work together as collaborators
in the class.

In order to examine the students’ attitudes to-
ward collaborative planning we gave Roy and Earl the
Writing Attitude Survey at two pointsduring the study.
One wasgiven in thefall prior tobeginning collaborative
planning and the other was given at the end of the
school year. The survey contained 30 items which were
coded by a panel at CMU into the following categories:

C = WILLINGNESS TO COLLABORATE

S = STRATEGIES VERSUS LUCK

P = ROLE OF PLANNING IN THE WRITING PROCESS
R = RHETORICAL CONCERNS

One item (number 19) was eliminated from dis-
cussion because no agreement could be reached for a
category on this item.

The students rated these writing survey ques-
tions on a scale from SA (strongly agree with the
statement) to SD (strongly disagree with the state-
ment). We coded their pre and post surveys by looking
at the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with
these items to see how strongly they felt toward or
against collaboration, planning in writing, strategies to
use vs. luck, and how they thought about rhetorical
considerations. We'll begin with the questions related
to the C (willingness to collaborate) category.

We calculated a point total for the pre and post
surveys by awarding a 4 for SA if the question was
positive about collaboration and a 4 for SD if the ques-
tion was negative about collaboration 3 points, 2 points
and 1 point were given for the other responses accord-
ingly. In the C category a score of 28-21 meant that the
student gave either 4’s or 3's consistently to his re-

sponses, meaning a strong agreement with the idea of
collaboration.

Both Roy’s pre survey score of 22 and his post
survey score of 21 were within this range indicating a
positive attitude toward collaboration. Four of theseven

items showed no change of attitude. One item re-
sponse, writing isa private process, changed positively
from agreement to disagreement with the statement.
Two others however, went from positive agreement to
disagreement. One concerned waiting for a paper tobe
finished before sharing it, and the other indicated Roy
felt it was a waste of time to talk with other students
about his writing. This seemed at odds with his posi-
tive remarks about collaboration, and in contrast to his
SA response - tellinga friend aboutmy ideas for writing
helps me write better.

Upon closer examination of Roy’s discovery
memos we discovered that Roy saw Earl’s value as a
supporter diminish as Earl’s involvement and partici-
pation in academic tasks decreased. However, to com-
pensate for this, Roy began collaborating outside of
English class with us, particularly his English teacher.
This type of collaboration was viewed positively as
opposed to his experiences with Earl. While Roy’s
affinity for collaboration was high and remained so, his
reasons changed. As Roy commented, ” I used to want
to share to waste time or try to gross each other out with
gory details. Now I want to collaborate to get better.”

Another category of survey items concerned
strategies and the knowledge that there were things
writers can try and use in creating text. The notion that
a luck factor exists which determines how successful a
student will be with his writing was gradually replaced
by an awareness that writers do have control over their
fate. This was the category which showed the most pre
post survey gains for Roy. Roy’s pre score total was a
"22 while his post survey results were 28. Of the 11items
in this category, Roy had no changes on 4 of the items.
The other items which indicated a positive change in
Roy’s attitude were not so much due to procedural
knowledge as a reflection of his growing awareness
that luck or fate weren’t determining factors.

While there were gains in this area, we think it
important to note that a response of all 3’s and 4's
would have yielded a range of 30-40 points. Roy’s total
of 28 points indicated that he was progressing on a
continuum of strategic awareness but still had much to
learn.

Roy’s post survey score of 26 points in the plan-
ning category indicated his increasing cognizance of
the role and the imuortance planning plays in the
writing process. Of \he 9 items in this category only 2
showed a change of attitude. One was the strong
agreement response to the importance of planning to
achieve goals while the other reflected the realization
that planning was not limited to a prewriting time
frame but could be used at various stages ir: the writing
process.

Rhetorical considerations seemed to be the most
difficult for Roy. While his WAS post survey score of 25
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was higher than his pretest score of 23, it still reflected
a problem typical to the age and experience of similar
students - that is, a lack of familiarity with text con-
ventions and their relationship to other areas of the
blackboard planner. Up to this point Roy, like many of
his counterparts, had been concerned mainly with
finding enough information to include in his writing.
To manipulate textin sucha way as to alter text conven-
tions suitable to purpose and audience was a sophisti-
cated rhetorical move. Roy’s responses indicated he
was aware of such moves but had not yet developed
this skill.

Earl’s feelings about collaboration were not as
positive as Roy’s. A score of 21-28 would have indi-
cated a strong agreement with the idea of collaboration.
Earl’s score was 16. Although his pre and post survey
responses were numerically the same, Earl’s fluctua-
tion in his responses on some items was interesting.
Whereas his pre survey indicated a positive attitude
toward bouncing ideas off of other people and talking
about his ideas before he wrote, his post survey re-
sponses were more negative. Earl’s positive shifts
occurred on two items: “Writing should be a private
process” and “It's a waste of time to talk to other
students about my writing.” Earl responded more
positively on these items than he had previously. One
explanation of his negative responses could be that he
simply saw collaboration as less useful after experi-
encing the process. However, in Earl’s case, it may also
be a possibility that Earl’s “ideas about writing” had
expanded. Before collaborative planning Earl’s “ideas
about writing” were simply ideas related to topic in-
formation. The more “ideas” he had, the more topic
information he had. Ashis “ideasfor writing” expanded
to include the other components of the blackboard
planner, perhaps his impoverished understandings of
these newer concepts led to his reluctance to share his
"ideas.”

Of the survey items related to strategy awareness
vs. luck, a score of 33-44 would have indicated a student
had a strong awareness of writing strategies and their
adaptability to variouscontexts. Earl’s prescoreof 26and
his post scoreof 28 indicated he was notcompletelyaware
of the writing strategiesavailable to him. Earl’s responses
to these items were indicative of his frustration with
collaborative planning. He saw himself as someone who
initially thought he knew strategies to help him with his
writingand, coupled witheffort, could produce what was
expected. After being exposed to the elements of the
blackboard planner, Earl was overwhelmed with the
many areas he had to consider when writing. Whereas
Earl’s main concern had been finding “enough things to
say,” coming up with a strategy to cope with all these
concernsbecameincreasingly more complex for Earl. His
responses exhibited an increased awareness of the effi-
cacy of writing strategies, but he had not mastered them
enough to adapt them to various writing tasks.

There werenine survey itemsrelating to planning
that were designed to measure the student’s awareness
of the importance of planning in the writing process.
On three of these items, Earl made a positive change..
Earl saw planning as being a process that could be used
at various stages throughout the writing process. He
also realized that he could not jump right in and start
writing the final draft. On the other hand, Earl’s dis-
agreement with the other statements indicated his fail-
ure to see planning as an important process. We
wondered if his responses were possibly defensive or if
it could be that planning seemed so overwhelming that
he rejected it.

Earl’s responses to survey items dealing with
rhetorical concernsalso remained the same. A score of
27-36 weuld have indicated a strong awareness of
rhetoricai considerations. Earl’s score was 22. Like
Roy, Earl was no longer primarily concerned with
finding enough things to say. Although he was aware
of more sophisticated rhetorical moves, his lack of
expertise with text conventions and their relationship
to other areas of the blackboard planner inhibited him
from making such meves. This wasaskillhehad yet to
develop.

A combination of educational and personal fac-
tors may help to explain this lack of positive change in
attitude. Earl’s increasing negativism in response to
collaborative planning was consistent with his experi-
ence in the social construct of the class. Initially, his
failure to do assignments was met with passive accep-
tance by other members of the class. But as time wore
on, so did the students’ patience with Earl. It became
increasingly difficult to include him in classroom dis-
cussions of writing he had not done. This point illus-
trates the control students have in creating a positive or
negative environment for themselves and their peers.

Earl abdicated responsibility for himself and towards
others.

Perhaps more important to Earl, his lack of par-
ticipation was no longer regarded passively by his
classmates. Earl became increasingly aware of other
students’ growing interest and progress in writing. As
their writing improved, he became more alienated. He
did fewer assignments, exhibited non-attentive behav-
ior, and made increasingly negative comments about
writing, the class, and life in general.

Mounting family and personal problems also may
have contributed to Earl’s negative attitude at the end
of the year.

Part M: WiRiming Saries

FROM CARL AND ROY

Inorder to determine our goals for these students,

we decided to do two things. The first was to obtain
samples from their writing portfolios that were typical
of their work. The second was to obtain a ninth grade
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sample before we implemented CP in the classroom.
We chose the following 8th grade examples from their
writing portfolios:
Serecrions rrO® CarL'S
Saoriel
My sister’s graduation from college. It was
Sunday Mothersday and I wasin Edinboro College
gym atmy sister’s graduation. It was pretty boring
until they started giving diploma’saway then Itgo
exciting. After my sister got her diploma my
botherjohn, mydad and I left formy grandmothers
house because John and | were going out to dinner
for her graduation. We all had a good time even
though it was rainy.
Sare 2
If I could see one movie in my life it would be
Returnofthe Living Dead. Becauseit hassuspense
and you never know what'’s going to happen next.
Another thing it has action. And alsoitisgory. So
if you like gory movies I think you should go see
Return of the Living Dead.
SerecTions rROM ROY'S
Sarel
If you could see only one movieis your life, you
should see Friday the 13th Part IV. The reason you
should see it is for example, The horror becauseall
cf the people getting hacked up into pieces. In
addition the suspense also makes it good because
you don’t know when Jason will kill any body.
Samrc 2
I'm a scientist in the year 3508. 1 was walking
through a building and I heard a weird noise. 1
paused to see were it was coming from. It was a
ringing noise. It war a rectangular box . II picked
it up it was my boss. What did I find?

Both Earl and Roy’s writing samples illustrated
several problems. First there wasa lack of ideas in their
samples. Their content was superficial and limited toa
listing of ideas or a sequence of events. They were still
trying to come up with ideas as opposed to other
students who were synthesizing, prioritizing and ma-
nipulating ideas. In addition, topic information was
poor ,and, therefore, ideas were not developed. These
factors contributed to the lack of fluency apparentinall
of the samples. Although they were not particularly
interesting, there was an elementary sense of begin-

style. Whenhe gets their he finds out that his uncle
isrich. Intheonethatl seenhetriesto impressagirl
and ner dad by telling him heis a graduate student
from prinston and is in the money. But the girl
wants somebody dangerous. So he tells the girl
that he is wanted in 7 states for murder. When the
girland her father find out he’s not what he said he
was they get pretty frustrated. When he told them
they were mad and she wasn’t aloud to see him
again. Then a girl walks by and the prince starts
following her.

In a post writing discussion, Roy expressed great
pnde in the above piece of writing stating, “It’s the best
thing I've ever written. Lookhow longitis.” Although
Roy was more fluent in this piece, he clearly needed to
develop a sense of audience, an awareness of purpose
related to the task,and adequately supported key points.
Earl did not do the assignment.

After examining all these pieces of writing, it
became apparent that what both of these students
needed was exactly what the blackboard planner had to
offer. They needed to develop a feel for audience,
decide what their purpose and key points were as they
wrote a piece, and then develop topic information
relevant to that key purpose. They needed to break
away from the limitations of a single paragraph.

PART IV: loPLe@eNTING COULABORATIVE
PLANNING IN THe CLASSROOMD
Our next task was to introduce collaborative
planning to our students. We prepared handouts for
reference, discussed all the elements of the blackboard
planner and modeled the process. Then we assigned
the students the task of writing outa plan for a paper
about their favorite sitcom. Because we were teaching
the students the process of collaborative planning, we
choseto focus on the process of CP rather than a written
productand so the students wereonly to plan, not write
the piece. Earl did rt prepare a plan because, “Idon’t
watch television. I'n: too busy working.” Perhaps we
could have revised the assignment for Earl if we had
known this beforehand.

The following is an excerpt from their first col-
laborative planning session:

ning, middle and end. Roy: CPTAPE

For the pre CP assignment, the class was in- Roy: My favorite sitcom is Mash. I really like the
structed to summarize and critique one of the new characters. They‘reawesome. What ma,kes
sitcoms introduced during the fall season for one of g‘e §h0\:;‘go‘<(>d is thew sethr;tg’ Itltlalg ;:.etl;e
theirclassmates who had not seen the show. Withgreat dg:ltggs. ¢ Rorean War. ft's afl about the
enthusiasm, Roy selected The Fresh Prince of Bel Air. .
He expressed great interest in the show , “... theguy’s  E2% tltf thﬁre anlylt(hmg more you can say about
great, I mean he’s poor and living with this rich dude, € Show, Tixe. ]
I think he’s a relative, and he raps all the time.” Roy Roy: Characters are good. | already said that.
wrote the following: Un...

The fresh prince of Bel Airisaboutakid who moves Earl: Why do you think the characters are awe-

into his uncles house with him. Because his mom some?

thinks he’ll get more out of life and a better life- Roy: ‘Cause they’re funny and dumb. They’re
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always like, like Night Court playing jokes
on people. And...and... one guy on there
dresses up like a lady. I don’t know.

Earl: Why...why do you like the setting of the
show?

Roy: ‘Cause it takes place during the Korean
War and I like fighting, beat up people. I
like war and fighting and killing people

Earl: Is there anything else you like about the
show besides fighting and killing and the
characters are awesome?

Roy: Well...it’s been on for awhile so it must be
good. Like the movie too. That's an awe-
some movie, same thing.

Earl: Do you watch the show every day?

Roy: Not every day ‘cause it comes on at 11:30
and [ usually don’t stay up that late at
night, my mom won'’t let me.

Earl: Why do you think the show is funny? Does
it give you ...does it give you some idea of
what the Korean War was really like?

Roy: Yeah. It was hard.

Several pointsare noticeable about this transcript.
The firstis that twoareas of theblackboard planner that
these partners focused on were key points and topic
information. Roy’s key points were that the characters
were funny and the setting was good. No mention was
made of audience or text conventions. The boys were
again focused on topic information. The second point
that is interesting to note is the role of the supporter,
Earl. Here he acts as a prompter for elaboration draw-
ing out the topic information from Roy that relates to
his key points.

Inresponding to Discovery memos on the session
both boys responded that the time limit (20 minutes)
was too long. Earl listed the strength of the session as
being, the ability to record it so they could listen to it
later on. Roy thought it helped him to become a better
writer, but did not offer any specific reasons. Neither
had any suggestions to improve the session.

One of the problems we noted with the Discovery
memo was that it asked the students to identify the role
they had played during that session. Both boys re-
sponded with writer/supporter. This confusion was
cleared upand it wasdetermined that Earl had been the
supporter since he had not done the assignment. Clari-
fication on the roles was given to avoid this problemin
the future.

The second assignment the students were to col-
laboratively plan for was to pick a character from The
Qutsiders by S.E. Hinton and write to a friend telling him
or her who they would like to be and why.

No transcript of this session exists because the boys
inadvertently erased their tape. Although Earl planned
for this paper he did not have a written piece to turn in.

In their Discovery memos after this session, both
boysidentified their roles as supporter and thought the
shorter time limit was better { We changed the session
toonly 10 minutesof planning time). Royalso thought
it was easier this time around. This time he responded
to the strength of the session with aquestion, “Whatdo
youmean that.” Whenasked for suggestions he simply
wrote, “can’t think.” Earl’s answers were shorter and
lesselaborate as well. Although wehad allowed plenty
of time for the reflection session, it seemed our students
were having difficulty reflecting for even five minutes.

Later we realized that these scant responses
yielded information abouta problemour students were
facing. They were unwilling to write any more than
was absolutely essential to complete the task. Part of
this unwillingness occurred, we think, because we had
neglected tc model this reflective process for them.
They weren’t used to evaluating themselves and their
experiences and weren’t able to do so effectively inde-
pendently. Another influence was their reluctance to
put their feelings into print. They didn’t seem to want
to take the time or have the vocabulary to articulate
what they were thinking. Heretofore, these marginal
students hadn’t been expected to think about the pro-
cess and commit it to text.

Since one of the primary problems our students
were having was in understanding the relationship of
purpose to task, we focused for the next two months on
integrating the conceptsof the blackboard planner with
their writing. We tried several techniques. One was to
duplicate students’” writing and discuss where they
paid attention to audience, key points, topic informa-
tion, etc. We had them analyze many pieces of writing
looking for those elements. Probably an even more
effective thing that we did was to give them a transcript
of one of their planning sessions, a draft, and a pub-
lished piece of writing and then have them analyze
whathappened in the CP session, how that affected the
draft, and how discussing the draft affected the pub-
lished piece of writing. Our tool was the blackboard
planner so that we all understood the same concepts.

A second problem students were having was
with reflectivity. We spent a great deal of time on the
reflection process—why writersreflect, how they could
benefit from reflection, then modeled how some people
go about reflecting. To help with the reflection process
we looked at transcripts, drafts and published pieces
and discarded the discovery memo that we had done.
We began asking them to listen to their tape, look at the
draft of the piece of writing and discuss in a composi-
tion book or on a piece of paper how their writing was
influenced by the tape, if at all.

We were anxious to see whether or not we would
notice any differences on their next assignment. We
had studied the theme of revenge in various genresand
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assigned them to write a piece on revenge and what
revenge meant to them using various references from
the literature we had read to support their position.

EARL'S PAPCR ON REVENGE

Revengeis defined as when someonetriesto get
even for an act that was done to him. In alot of
families there’s fighting going on every day. Inthe
story “A Spark Neglected Burns the House”, there
is a senseless feud between two families. The feud
started over whetherahenlaid anegginaneighbors
yard or not. The neighbor seeks revengebecauseof
amislaid egg. The revenge on the first family goes
onand onbetweenthetwo families. Intheend they
decided it does not do any good to seek revenge
because everybody gets hurt but nobody wins.

Brothers often try to seek revenge because of
wrong doings. My brother made me fall down the
basement stairs. Then 1 tried to make him fall
down the stairs but it did not work like 1 had
planned because he did not fall down the stairs.
Revenge could hurt or even kill someone and it
never really ends; its like a never ending cycle.

ROY'S PAPCR ON RCVENGE

Revenge can hurt the one revenging and also
the revenger. My first example is in the story The
Outsiders. When the Socs went after Johnny and
Ponyboy because they were talking to the Socs
girlfriends. So for revenge the Socs went after them
in the park and Bob one of the Socs ended up
getting killed when Johnny stabbed him. My second
example is about the play Romeo and Juliet when
Tybalt killed Romeos best friend. When Romeo
saw his friend dead he wanted revenge on Tybalt.
He ran through the streets of Verona calling out his
name; when he found him they started a sword
fight in the street. Romeo ended up killing Tybalt.
My last example is when my brother Shannon took
my Metallicatapeand lost it. So forrevengeltook
his Meatloaf tapeand wouldr't s;iveitbacktill l got
mineback. So hestarted tobeat meup. I guessthat
revenge ain’t the right thing to do.

Simply stated we were pleased with the results.
We noticed a real improvement. Both pieces included
more than several examples. Roy’s even had an ex-
tended example. They now seemed to be developing
an awareness of purpose related to task. You could
clearly tell what their purpose was. They stated their
key points and developed them with topic information
relevant to their purpose. However, text conventions
are limited to the paragraph and they have not devel-
oped anawareness of audience. Audience still seemsto
be artificial.

Inanalyzing Earl’s piece we found that he had not
clearly stated what point he wanted to make about
revenge at the beginning of the piece where we would
most expect it, but rather at the end. He had more
examples in this piece of writing and also better transi-
tion than we’d seen before.

Roy’s introduction was stronger. Therefore, his
purpose was more evident. He included concrete
examples but seemed to fall short of clearly stating the
purpose of these examples. It's obvious that he under-
stood his purpose but had missed making his point
Clear.

Both of these pieces show the progression these
inexperienced writers were making. There was a sense
of a clearer beginning, development of key points, and
an end that their previous pieces lacked. Not only did
they show a sense of purpose but also the beginning of
both boys’ efforts to synthesize topic information and
organize it to achieve their purpose.

For the next assignment, we chose to have the
students write a letter to the editor concerning their
views on censorship. This assignment was prompted
by their outrage over the censorship of a heavy metal
group that was scheduled to appear in Erie. We found
other pieces on censorship supporting both sides of the
issue that we gave them to read for background infor-
mation.

CARL'S PAPCR ON CENSORSHIP
Dear Editor,

1 think censorship is a stupid idea and it's a
bunch of crap. First, music doesn’t affect how we
act. Just because some stupid person commits
suicide while listening to Ozzy Osbourne is no
reason to start censoring music. He probably had
been planing it outbefore that. Just because there’s
alot of swearing in 2 Live Crew and they talk about
women that's still noreasen tocensor music. If you
don't like it, don't listen to it. Secondly, it’s a free
country. We have freedom of speech according to
the first amendment.

What about satanic messages or messages that
make people kill themselves? That's not true. As
Ozzy Osbourne told Cardinal O’Conner about his
sermon, “you are insulting the intelligence of rock
fans all over the world.”

These are a couple reasons why 1 think
censorship is not a good idea.

ROY'S PAPCR ON CENSORSHIP
Dear Editor,

1 think censorship is not a good idea. People
should be able to listen to what they want to listen
to, and not what others want us to do. just because
their is swearing inatapedoesn’t meanthey should
censor it. Because 1 hear more swearing on the
streets then I hear on tapes. All | hear about is
censoring music. What about movies and T.V.
their is just as much swearing on tapes as in music
andT.V.if notless. Ever since Rap music came out
they’ve been trying to get rid of it. I hate that
becausel’'marapfan, llistentoitallthetime. If you
don’tlike to listen to that kind of musicdon’t listen
to it.

It seemed to us that Earl had taken another stepin
therightdirection. His key point that he wants to make
was very clear. He wasbeginning to geta writer’s voice
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that we’d not seen before. He realized that when he
gaveareason, he needed tobackit up withsupport. He
built his argument by giving two reasons, although
neither was well developed. In this piece he used more
emotional appeal. Another interesting point is that he
was starting to organize his work and break out of a
simple paragraph which indicated he was seeing a
division in the presentation of material. It seemed that
Farl was really starting to make some progress. Al-
though Earl’s attitude survey may not have indicated
his acceptance of collaborative planning, it was evident
that collaborative planning was impacting his writing.

We were disappointed with Roy’s piece. He
clearly states his key point but when he goes to develop
it, his writing gets extremely confused. This was due,
in part, to words being omitted.

Asfarasaudience, this piece would have been set
up and the argument different if he really had a sense
of audience in this piece. It doesn’t seem to ever have
been a consideration for Roy whereas Earl’s writing
about freedom of speech shows he’s realizing his
audience will be people whoread thenewspaperand as
such, will be interested in such issues.

In a post writing conference Earl shared that he
was really pleased with this piece of writing, that he
really got his point across very clearly, “...censorship is
a stupid idea.” He felt he really proved that in his
writing. Healso told ushedidn’thave to workand was
able to take some time with this piece becausehe was off
for two weeks.

On the other hand, Roy did not haveas much time
to think this piece through as he normally would have.
When he looked back at it, his response was to try to
explain to us what he meant. At that point he realized
how unclear his writing was when he had to say, ”
What I really meant to say was...” He was not pleased
with his work. In addition, this was a subject that he
was very emotionally attached to. He was really into
rap music and was getting harassed about it. His
writing read anawful lotlike the replay of anargument
he frequently had at home. As he told us, “We're
always fighting about my listening to rap music and
how my dad is going to take all my rap tapes and throw
them out. I'm getting real sick of listening to him.” It
could be that he didn’t want to rehash old arguments.

One of the last writing assignments we had the
students do came after they had read The Odyssey. We
asked them to write a piece about their hero developed
with examples.

C€ARL'S HCRO PAPCR

My Mom
My mom is my hero. She has a lot of patience
because she puts up withall of us kids and doesn’t
yell much. She buys us stuff when we need it. Most
of all, she listens to us

ROY's HERO PAPCR
Mike Quinn

Thisstoryisabout my main man MIKE QUINN.
And how he inspired me to be better. My first
example is responsibility - both of us had to look
after the house while our parenis were at work. My
second example is that we both had about the same
childhood. Both his and my parents worked to
support the family. For instance when I was two,
my parents finally could afford a real nice house.
Mike’s parents started out the same way but hehad
it harder because of living in the city.

Our third thing we have in common is that
when we were little we both got the #1%* beat out
of us by neighbor hood bullies. That’s one reason
why we started lifting weights. The second reason
he started lifting is because he wanted to belike his
friends, so did 1.

My next reason is the fact we both had a severe
loss inour family. When hestarted weight training
he jost his best friend due to cancer. But in my case
I lost my very close great grandmother. But then
we both did something we should not have done.
We both kept the pain in, instead of releasing it.
Our way of getting the pain out was to lift. This, in
a sense, made us sironger. Now Mike is a pro but
I just started and plan on making it to the big
league. Our final reason is that if we didn’tlift we
would probably be a couple of couch potatoes.

So like what Mike says, “Walk the Walk, Don't
Talk the Talk.” MIKE QUINN is my idol and
someone like me.

The day after Roy submitted the above essay,
he asked for comments about his Mike Quinn paper.
Turning the question around we asked him what he

thought aboutit. This isan excerpt from that conversa-
tion.

T: Whatdo youthink about your Mike Quinn
essay?

Roy: It'sthebest thing I've ever written. I mean
lookhow long itis. I worked onita lot for
two days.

T: What do you want the reader to feel after

he reads this?

I want him to understand why I admire
Mike Quinn and I think [ really do that.
We are a lot alike... I mean we are. I even
wrote more than one paragraph. lused a
quote. I've never used a quote before.
And I typed it on my brother’s very ex-
pensivetypewriter. Thattook mea couple
of hours.

Roy:

T: Haveyour feelings about writing changed
at all?
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Roy: This is the first time thatI feel I know what

I'mdoing. I guessI feel more comfortable.
It’s more work. I'm spending more time
on my work. When I see Earl’s short
paragraphs up there, that’s what I used to
do.

T: Speaking of Earl [his CP partner], ho;w did
he help you with this essay during your
CP session?
Roy: I explained what I was going to do. I had
a good plan because I had so many ex-
amples.
T: Did his questions or responses help you
rethink this essay?
Roy: No. I mean he asked things like who this
is forand I'told him the class. Hesaid I had
good examples. You helped me more.
T: How did I help you?
Roy: You got me thinking about how I set it up.
I changed it from one long paragraph to
five. I think the last two are too short but
they seem like they should be separate.
The couch potato thing was to add inter-
est. Everyone knows whata couch potato
is. Dan (another student in the Sth grade
but not in this class) helped me set up the
quote. We argued over the first two sen-
tences. He said you can’t begin a sentence
with AND and I told him I like the way it
sounded. Idon’t know what’s wrong with
Earl.
T: Why?
Roy: Look at his. He lists three things his mom
does for him and he doesn’t explain them
at all. He doesn’t do justice to his mom.
Now Tammie’s is real good and I like

This transcript provided one of the most reveal-
ing insights about Roy thus far. It truly made thinking
visible. His remarks concerned all areas of the black-
board planner. Lack of topic information was not a
problem for Roy in this piece. In fact, Roy pointed out
his fluency as an indicator of the quality of his work.
Roy’s grasp of the concept of purpose was apparentin
his work as well as his comments about Earl’s paper,
“He lists three things his mom does for him and he
doesn’t explain themat all. He doesn’t do justice to his
mom.” Roy had definitely become more aware of his
audience. He chose to “add the couch potato thing to
add interest...for 9th graders.” He was less focused on
topic information and saw collaboration as a way to
help him “set up” his writing. This increased attention
to text convention was also evident in his comments
about “using a quote, setting up a quote,” even “typ-
ing” the paper.

There was no doubt that Roy’s confidence in his
abilities as a writer had changed. For him this experi-

ence may have changed him from an underachiever.
He now saw himself as capable of some measure of
success. As his confidence had grown so had his
willingness to expend more effort on his work. Ulti-
mately, his work had improved and so had his grades.

The last writing assignment of Earl’s and Roy’s
that we examined offers more evidence of the growth
of Roy asa writer. For this assignment students wereto
write a narrative to share with their classmates about
some principle or motto by which theylived. Earl’sand
Roy’s examples follow.

CARL'S NARRATIVE

It was a summer afternoon and it had been
raining all afternoon. My mom told me and my
brother not to ride our bikes in the mud. We rode
up and down the street. I challenged my brother
John to jump the curb by the corner. He did and
when he did, he lost his balance and the bike and
him turned over in the air. He landed in a hole of
mud. The bike was okay but John was covered
from head to toe with mud. My mom heard the
noise and ran outside and was she ever mad when
shesaw John. We hosed John off but Ididn’t getin
any trouble. Only John was stupid enough to do
that.

ROU'S NARRATIVE
Kumite

The humid night seemed to smother me as |
‘rained for the Kumite next week. Suddenly 1
heard a noise behind. I quickly pivoted to see what
it was. A figure approached me from the foggy
darkness of night. As the figure got closer and
closer, I finallv realized who it was. It was my old
karate teacher, JOHN CLOAD VAN DAMNE.

It had been at least 10 years since I saw him last.
He wondered what I was doing. Itold him I was
training for the KUMITE. He said he had some
good news and some bad news. The good news
was that he wasin the KUMITE too. The bad news
waswhoIwould befighting against. My challenger
would bethe onewhokilled my fatherina KUMITE
6 years ago. | had been waiting for this day for so
long. A coupledayslaterJohnandIstarted training
together. We started out with easy stuff first like
front leg jabs and crunches and got to the harder
stuff as we went along. That night when it was
cooling off and the sun was setting, we started
talking. Itold him, “I’'m getting scared. Whatif he
kills me too?” John said, “He won’t. You are
training with the best.” The next morning we
started training real early so we could get more
timein. The first thing we did was run a couple of
miles forawarm up. Then we started stretching for
more flexibility. Next we put on the protection
pads and started sparring. Hetold mehecould see
a big difference in the way I fought. I was getting
a lot better and, he felt sure that I could win this
fight. His words encouraged me a lot. When we
were done for theday, we ran a couple more miles
for a cool down. I was really starting to build
confidence in myself. Three more days to the
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KUMITE and I was ready. I was in the best shape

of my life.

When we got off the plane in Seoul, Korea, we
were greeted by the people of Korea. We made our
way to the arena where the KUMITE was being
held. When we arrived at the arena, we met
evervone and found our rooms. It was about 11:30
AMand Iwasstarting toget hyped up. The KUMITE
started at noon. John and I putonourkarateoutfits
and started taping our hands. At12:00noonJohn's
fight was ready to start. He got up onthe mat and
then the Korean kickboxing champion walked out
on the mat. They stared each other down to try to
frighten each other. The referee said “Go” and it
was underway. The Korean did the first moveand
John blockeu it and kicked him in the head. The
Korean was wounded and bleeding. John was
hyped up. The Korean’s vision wentand John won
when he broke his knee.

It was my time to fight. When the big Korean
walked onto the mat, my heart started pounding
faster and faster, and my knees were banging
together. 1 told myself to calm down. When |
walked out on the mat, I had a flashback of when
my Dad was killed. The Korean broke his knee,
thendid a roundhouseto thebackofhis neck. Next
thing I knew mydad waslyingdead onthemat. As
I came out of the flashback, I was ready to fight.

My blood was flowing fast and hot. When the
bell rang, I knew it was all my fight. I wason a
warpath and 1 would not stop. The Korean came at
me; Iblocked it and punched him in the back. I
stunned him badly. He got up and was wobbly.
Each round was the same. Finally going like this. It
was the last round and I knew [ had him where |
wanted him, in the palm of my hand. John kept
cheering me on. With 3 minutes left, I knew I was
winning. I'had another flashback. I could see my
dad’s face as he was killed. In my vision, I saw the
bigKorean comeuptomeand say, ” You mess with
the best you die like the rest.”

Now there was only one minute left. The big
Korean was just standing there so I took the chance
and broke his knee. 20.19..18.17..16..15.. 1 was
ready to kill him but then I heard John say, “Two
wrongsdon’t make aright.” By thetimethebuzzer
went off, the Korean had fallen o the mar. I had a
weird feeling in my stomach. [ guessIdid theright
thing after all. John and I ended up taking the
Karate Cup back to the States. Right when we were
about to leave, the Korean I fought came up to me
and said, “lamvery sorry for whatidid, and I want
to know if you would accept my apology.”

I said, “T'll forgive you.” It was right what Join
said. Two wisngs don’t make a right.

It was clear to us from this piece of writing that
Roy’s writing had developed. He had metseveral of the
goals we had originally set for him. He had developed
a feel for his audience and included topic information
that would appeal to them. He had decided what his
purpose was and used key points to develop his idea.
Obviously, he was no longer limited to the single

paragraphmode, but developed paragraphs according
tohisneed at the time. Given Roy’s attitudeand profile,
one might anticipate this progress. However, what we
found surprising was that Earl seemed to have pro-
gressed also. Compared to his earlier samples the
progress was minimal, but considering his profile and
attitude this progress was noteworthy.

ParT V: Discussion
Since we focused our Making Thinking Visible
study on the students traditionally labeled by their
peers, parents, teachers and even themselves as unsuc-
cessful, this issue of what constitutes success was very
importantto us. Wefound thatourattemptstodelineate
the factors necessary for successresulted in thefollowing
definition. Success is the continual process of setting,
evaluating and achieving goals. To be successful is to
achieve an objective, but to be a success is to always
have another objective in mind after you achieved the
last one.

Was collaborative planning successful for our
students? Webelieve it was. First of all, we wanted our
students to improve their problem solving skills. Mar-
ginal students frequently are challenged with no more
than basic comprehension type questions. Inherent in
the collaborative planning process is the sharpening of
problem solving skills Because collaborative planning
afforded numerous opportunities to discuss problems
and examine alternatives in planning, to analyze, syn-
thesize and evaluate information, and to create new
ideas, our students became better problem solvers. It
took them a long time through an often painful process
to reach this objective, and not everyone at every time
did. Butitoccurred with more frequency than perhaps
we even anticipated.

Secondly, this initial experience with collabora-
tive planning illustrated for us the intricate complexi-
ties in language learning through social interaction.
Our students were accustomed to traditional class-
room participation structures in which the teacher
initiated and sustained most of the activity in the
classroom. Through collaborative planning we wit-
nessed slow, gradual changes in the culture of the
classroom. These changes emerged through lessons
designed to accommodate higher levels of discourse
made available to students through the use of col-
laborative planning labels that students used to call up
the same processesin theirown thinking. Oneimportant
result of such discourse in classrooms is the way in
which students can become empowered and assume a
voice. The visual metaphor of tie blackboard planner
was a great aid. Our students now had a vocabulary
through which they could communicate to their peers
and usina way that was meaningful for themas writers
and supporters. Theselabels notonly empowered our
students, but provided a clear focus for both the stu-
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dents and ourselves in our shared discussions about
writing.

Third, students” writing progressed, but that may
have been the case whether we had used collaborative
planning or not. However, our students understand-
ing of the components of the writing and planning
processalso improved as a directresult of collaborative
planning. Through the use of modeling, transcripts,
and discussion our students came to an understanding
of the interrelationship of task, purpose, key points,
audience, topic information and text convention.

Finally, our students became better writers be-
cause we became better teachers of writing. For us,
collaborative planning provided the time to observe
how students were learning language processing skills.
Their tapes and transcripts made their thinking visible
to us and showed us where misunderstandings were
occurring and where problems had arisen. Inaddition,
collaborative planning helped us to know what to look
for and what questions to ask. We learned about our
students, welearned about ourselves, we learned about
learning. Collaborative planning led us to shift our
emphasis from strategy instruction to creating a class-
room culture that would supportand sustain meaning-
ful, appropriate encounters with literacy. Our class-
room became a community of inquiry.

In the atypical classroom collaborative planning
allowed students who had been in the recesses of the
mosaic a chance to dominate. For some it was their one
moment of glory when someone read their piece and
said, “Boy, that was really good.” What we have
learned is only a hesitant first step in the ever challeng-
ing process of instructing our students to achieve lit-
eracy goals.
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PronLes N COLLABORATIVE PLANNING:
AN INQUIRY INTO THE ATTITUDES OF

Two Stupent GJIRiTERS

Jacmes R Brozick
Norrn Hiis High ScHoot

INTRODUCTION

This inquiry into the use of collaborative planning was inspired by the seemingly

simple question, “How can we best teach students to write?” This question has

perplexed educators for hundreds of years, and Ihave found that the issue is more

complex than I had ever imagined. The production of writing lies in a tangled web of

cognitive powers and attitudes far exceeding our simple metaphors to describeit, and
the teaching of writing is, as a result, a monstrous challenge.

Understanding the process of writing, and ultimately how to teach writing, lies
in the connection between the brain and the tapestry it produces on paper. Descriptive
inquiry of the writing process has the potential of fostering understanding: knowledge
gleaned from observations often can be generalized to the population at large. If we
can describe a kinetic event such as writing and mark some of its boundaries, we can
move a great deal closer to categorizing its components and developing classroom
strategies that foster growthin writing. Itis toward this end that The Making Thinking
Visible Project (1990) has spawned a new effort to join the various pieces of what we
know about writing and thinking, to grapple with the issues involved in writing, and
to create protocols for the teaching of writing that mimic the mind’s actions.

This inquiry addresses some important questions about learning how we write
and subsequently how to teach writing that I have had over the years. For one, there
is the issue of students’ attitudes toward writing: what do students bring to writing by
way of positive or negativeattitudes thatinfluence their writing and their receptiveness
to a new teaching tool such as collaborative planning,and are there methods of teaching
writing that foster positive attitudes toward writing? Since I had already used
collaborative planning with some students in previous class situations, I wanted to try
to use collaborative planning almost exclusively ar:d to look at some of the classroom
interactions that foster the positive and negative attitudes toward writing. Ithought
that the best way of doing this was to isolate a few students for a close look. 1used the
Writing Attitude Survey developed at Carnegie Mellon University to identify students
whom I could examine in more detail in their use of collaborative planning.

Using The WRiIMNg ATniTupe Survey TO TDENTIFY STUDENTS FOR STuny

It is well known that many people fear writing. When asked to write, some
studentsoftenchoose tofail rather than to expose themselvesin written form. A pioneer
in the area of writing apprehension is Daly (1977), who found significant differences
between the performance of high apprehensives and low apprehensives on a variety of
measures of writing aptitude. He also found significant differencesin message quality
for high and low apprehensives. What we may theorize from this information is that
writers who fear writing avoid writingand thus do notdevelop the necessary strategies
for writing; conversely, we might infer that writers fear writing because they don’t
know strategies to overcome their fear to get started. Daly further reports that high

42

Ut
&




apprehensives report poor performance in the pastand
expect poor performance in the future. It may be too
simplistic to think of writing apprehension as the
cause of this poor performance. A fundamental ques-
tion associated with writing apprehension is, "Do we
look at apprehension as a cause or an effect?” Rose
(1981) suggests that writers may have difficulty be-
cause of cognitive limitations and writing problems
such as rigid composing rules. Research in apprehen-
sionisunclear at best. Students interest in writing falls
off in the upper elementary schools when detailed
criticism of writing typically begins, although there is
no clear cause of the problem. M.O. Thompson (1979)
claims that we need to decrease the mystery surround-
ing writing, one of which is the connection between
thinking and writing Perhaps the best way is to teach
studentsways of managing the processis to make it less
threatening; and collaborative planning offersa way to
see the writing process that students could perceiveas
non threatening. Collaborative planning is a way to
help writers to use planning, at various stages in the
writing process, and to explore and develop their own
plans for writing. Loosely structured, it involves a
writer (planner) and a supporter. The writer discusses
his paper with the supporter. He explains what his
intentions are in writing and how he will achieve his
purpose. Theoretically, then, by teaching students
collaborative planning, where they see the writing
problem in operation and are able to visualize the
components, they should be less apprehensive and
produce better writing; thus their attitudes toward
writing should become more positive. It is with this in
mind that I tried to find out if collaborative planning
assuages students’ fears of writing and to get a closer
lookaat the variables in the classroom that come to bear
onthe writing processand theacceptance or rejection of
a new technique.

How THe Inquiry Began
This inquiry began in September of 1990 and
concluded in January of 1991, a period of time equal to
the length of a semester course. The students whom I
selected were 20 students in a course called Basic
Compeosition at North Hills High School. While stu-
dents are required to take a composition course, they
may choose between the advanced and basic courses.
Basic Composition typically attracts students who have
reasonably good writing skills to students who dislike
writing and who have a negative attitude toward writ-
ing. Since a course in writing is required from all
students, Basic Composition is frequently the “catch
all” for students who are fulfilling their composition
requirement.

Tobegin, I wanted to find out what their attitudes
toward writing were at the beginning of the course and
how they planned. Presumably, they had some knowl-
edge of the writing process. First, I administered the

Writing Attitude Survey (Appendix B, Page 50) to all
students and the “How I Write Essay” (Appendix C,
Page51). TheWriting AttitudeSurvey gave meabench
mark for attitude and the “How I Write” essay [ free
response essay that ask students to describe their
writing strategies and feelings toward writing] gave
me a base line of their attitudes and what the percep-
tions for the group were toward writing. (See Appen-
dix A, Page 49) For their first writing assignment, I
gave the students an assignment and asked them to
“work together in pairs” to see how they planned
together. This was done prior to any instruction in
writing or collaborative planning. Again, I wanted to
get a base line for how they worked together and the
kinds of knowledge the students had about planning
an essay. Following this unstructured planning, I
asked studentsto volunteer to be taped during planning
sessions throughout the semester, thus giving me a
randomsampleofstudents fromwhich togleandataon
planning behaviors. I taped these sessions and tran-
scribed them for three pairs of students. Next, a
teaching intern from the University of Pittsburgh, who
had been instructed in collaborative planning at the
university, taught collaborative planning to the class.
From this point she became the primary teacher in the
class,and I became the observer. Followinginstruction
in collaborative planning, students were given an as-
signment and asked to writearcugh draft. Icollected
rough drafts and final drafts. I wanted to see if their
revisions were like or uniike the final product. Follow-
ing the CP session, the students were to meet and help
each other revise their essays. During the planning
sessions, the teaching intern stayed out of the actual
planning; on some occasions, she modeled collabora-
tive planning with students. Following this session,
collaborative planning became the primary mode of
planning in the class; the students used collaborative
planning for all writing assignments. Students gener-
ally spent one week on a writing assignment, so there
were approximately 12 occasions when the students
were able to use collaborative planning. Typically, the
teacher gave the students anassignment, students were
taught a method of development, and the students
worked in pairs to collaboratively plan their essays.
During the course of the semester, students engaged in
a variety of methods both in models of writing and also
in cooperative learning. They were also given the
opportunity to plan using Planner’s Options, a collabo-
rative planning tool developed by Tom Hajduk at
Carnegie Mellon University.

The emphasis throughout the course was the
collaboration of student with student, although stu-
dents also had the opportunity to work with the in-
structor. At times, the students took notes on each
others’ planning, and the instructor talked about the
importance of working together in planning papers.

Discoveries and Dialogues
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Not all student planning sessiorns were taped and
transcribed; there were four sessions over the course of
the semester that were: one unstructured at the begin-
ning of the course, one after the first sessionsof collabo-
rative planning, one at about the middle of the course,
and one at the end. As is often the case, not all infor-
mation is available for all pairs of students due to
student absenteeism. I felt that these intervals would
be able to show the progress of the students, if any. At
the end of the course,  again asked the students to take
the Writing Attitude Survey and again to writea para-
graph on “How I Write.”

SerecTing STUDENTS FOR STUDY

This paper involves the analysis of the pre and
post scores of the writing attitude survey and builds
profiles of two students’ writing protocols in collabora-
tive planning. The primary measure of students’ atti-
tudes toward writing was the Writing Attitude Survey
developed by members of the Making Thinking Visible
project at Carnegie Mellon University. Students took
the survey at the beginning and end of the course. (A
copy of the survey is listed in Appendix B)

By looking at pre and post scores on the total
items as well as on selected items, 1 was able to get
information on the students’ general attitude toward
writing, their attitudes toward collaborative planning,
their attitudes toward planning in general, their atti-
tudes toward use of strategies, their attitudes toward
the role that planning played in their writing, arid their
attitudes toward the use of rhetorical devices.

I hoped that over the course of the semester, after
collaboratively planning together on all assignments,
that there would be a measurable increase in their
attitudes toward collaborative planning, but a statisti-
cal analysis of the results showed that there is no
statistical difference in the attitudes of the group to-
ward writing after 16 weeks of instruction when the
primary method of working with students on writing
was collaborative planning. The average change in
attitude forthe entire class was slightly positive (+1.650)
although not statistically significant. However, while
there was no change in the mean average in attitude, I
was intrigued by the range of attitudinal changes in the
class. The most significant gain fromone students was
+15.00 and the greatest loss for a student was -13.00.
Administering the attitude survey gave me a means to
identify certain students for closer study since the
range appeared to be so large. The overall data re-
vealed thatlittle change wastaking place,butbylooking
at individual student’s scores, I was able to identify a
few students where significant changestook place. The
Writing Attitude Survey proved to be agood means for
isolating a few students, and to takea closerlook at the
dynamicsof the classroomenvironmentover thecourse
of 16 weeks.

The students for these case studies were selected
onthebasis of thedegreeof positive or negativechanges
from the first to last attitude survey. The two students
whose case studies appear here were selected from the
three pairs of students who volunteered to have their
planning sessions taped during the course of the semes-
ter. Kim was the student who changed most positively
and Dan was the students who changed most nega-
tively. Anexamination of someof their writing protocols
follows.

The Case Stunes: Dan

Dan s one of the students whose attitude toward
writing did not improve; if anything, his attitude be-
came less positive. Whilea scoreon the writing attitude
survey of 87 (Total possible is 120) at the beginning
cannot be considered good, it, nevertheless, cannot be
considered negative. Yet during the course of the
semester, with instruction in writing and emphasis on
collaborative planning strategies, his attitude toward
writing became less positive (81).

Dan is an interesting study because he appeared
to be a rather rigid personality. He became visibly
frustrated at times which I perceived as his inability to
adapt to new situations. One might say that he had a
“short fuse”; he became angry easily and his frustra-
tion level was low. I could see himbecome angry when
his ideas did not work out, and he became frustrated.

One day I saw him working at the computer
terminal. He was unable to program the machine so
that he could work on the computer but tried various
procedures on a random basis to get the computer to
respond. He had worked for most of the class period
when [ asked him how he was doing. “Do we have to
type this one the computer?” he asked.

“Yes,” I responded.

“Well then, I ‘m not going to write it.” I offered to
help him, and he reluctantly accepted.

Dan wasovert in his attitudes toward collabora-
tive planning. He appeared not to appreciate the help
and advice from his peers although he was willing to
accept my help. He accepted advice from the teacher,
whom he perceived as the person who controlled his
grade. He seemed to be more at ease talking to me as
teacher and observer about his writing than he was
with his collaborative planning partner.

When Dan was asked how he writes, Dan says
that “I write in many different ways. If I'mmad I write
faster, and have more mistakes. IfIam inagood mood,
I can think of better ideas.” At the beginning of the
course, he had a vague notion of writing and never
defined it. What we know is that when he writes about
his “own ideas,” the writing is easier and more enjoy-
able. Attitude affects his writing; he perceives himself
as doing well even when he doesn’t like the writing he




is doing. When given the freewriting assignment, he
wrote to fill the required time; the assignment stipu-
lated that he write for 15 minutes on any subject, and
he actually timed himself so that he wrote for 15
minutes; when thealarmsounded at theend of thetime
limit, he quit writing.

Dan says he “writes in many different ways.”
Dan writes “faster” when heis “mad.” Helikes writing
whenhe writesabout subjects he likesbut doesn’tenjoy
writing about something he doesn’tlike. Whetherheis
purposely vague or not, Dan haslittle if anything tc say
about the writing process.” I can work when there’s
noise too, although, I prefer quiet. Writing an essay
about “The Merchant of Venice” and knowing nothing
about it was a bad feeling in connection with my
writing. Attitude toward a writing project affects my
felling.” {sic} The gimmick I use to start, finish, keep
going is to turn my hat backwards. I suppose it's
psychological to give me more confidence. I would
writea conclusionbutIforgot!” There isevidence here
to suggest that Dan knows what to do yet does not
always put into practice what he knows that he should,
atleast initially in the course. It is a curious paradox in
Dan that he knows what to do but only does enough to
get by.

Dan’s initial free writing is a stringing together of
events and situations without integration of ideas. He
moves from one event to another; a repetition of sen-
tences— primer style. He uses simple cr compound
sentences, There are a few sentences that are complex,
but they are normally constructed by adjective clauses
or noun clauses. Transitions are customarily made
with “then” and “so.” Inall, his style is immature. I
have no preliminary planning session with Dan. He
did not agree to become a case study until after the first
week of school and he was assured that he would be
given special consideration for being part of this study.
Dan is a rather private person, somewhat ritualistic in
the performance of tasks, and he doesn’t think of alter-
native ways of accomplishing a task. In his first
planning session after instruction incollaborative plan-
ning, his comments demonstrate not only an attitude
that shows a disdain for his partner, an attitude that
becomesincreasingly negative, butalsc a knowledgeof
what is to be done, even though he chooses not to do it.

His partner (Lou) starts,

Lou: “Your yellow chreme and silver machine.”

Dan Well, if you think about it. I just turned
sixteen this year so what could it possibly
be?

Lou: I guess your bike right?

Dan Correct. Youare correct. Yes,Idid bailout

if you read the story right. How could I
stop ! didn’t have any brakes. If you read
the story you can interpret it, you didn’t

interpret it . It's one of them thinking
stories. Now an acknowledgment; tell me
how awesome it was.

Dan goes through the motions of collaborative
planning in his initial session. He seems to have inter-
nalized part of what the teacher’s expectations for
collaborative planning were: ask questions and then
acknowledge the writer at the end. However, he feels
compelled to tell his partner how to do it. Inessence, he
goes through the motions without grasping the impact
of what should happen in the planning session; the
collaborative planning sessions demonstrates a knowl-
edge of collaborative planning but it does little if any-
thing to expand Dan’s thinking on the subject. There
seems t0 be more in operation here than collaborative
planning. Clearly, Dan is not ready to take Lou’s
advice. Could he have already decided that Lou's
adviceis of no valueand thathe is wasting histime with
Lou? This certainly seems likely.

Dan’s final collaborative planning session pre-
sents thesamekind of dominanceof Danover Lou. Dan
begins the session by telling Lou what the paper was
about, the main point, the purpose of persuasion and
the overall construction and point by point solutions
to the problem. He leads Lou to ask thequestions, “OK, -
what are the good points of your paper?” He reveals
as much as is necessary for getting the job done.

In his last collaborative planning session:

Title of my paper is, uhh, students should
beallowed to go out and eat for lunchand,
uhh, I'm gonna start it off as a bunch of
questions, as if it was a petition to uhh,
persuade and get them involved into my
paper. An then I will talk and points, the
good points and the bad points of this
paper and then I would present possible
solutions to this paper.

Dan:

OK, what are the good points on your
paper?

Well, see some students don’t like to eat
what they like to call school food, and it’s
resulting in malnutrition, and it's pretty
expensive for the junk food there. You
know, and they have cars, uhh, they could
go out to MacDonald’s or something.

Umm, you think you really have a chance
of this ever coming true?

Dan:

Dan: Well, there are many people in this pres-
sure group called “Students for Lunch”
and, uhh, I don’t know,t here’s been, uhh,
demonstrations, advertisements for this.
They're doing everything to try to get this
to be a law or force the school lunch; there
arebad points though, causeanyonecould
just go out to lunch and just not comeback
to school, in their car, and I can see where
that would bea problem. But, therecan be
compromises.
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Lou: I was thinking uhh, you could just shut
down the school lunches altogether and
open up some sort of food court, like in
Ross Park Mall, inside a school. Would
that beanidea? Maybe you could use that
in your paper or something.

That’s true. Idon’t know, Idon’t think the
school makesany money off them lunches,
or maybe they do, I don’t know. But
schools aren’t supposed to make a profit,
they're just here to teach kids so, I don’t
know. I guess it would save ‘em money.
Yeah.

Well, it’s been fun, Lou.

Lou’s idea in the last session is a rather good one,
a food court in the school; it opens other areas of
thinking that are otherwise lost in Dan’s paper. How-
ever, Dan deals with the profit issue and ignores the
creative part of the Lou’sidea, perhaps because he has
his own agenda and he has distanced himself from the
topic and the writing. And Lou doesn’t have the
strength of his convictions to puli the idea together for
Dan and thus the idea is lost.

InDan’s written essay, he does indeed begin with
questions, “Would one like to have the choice of what
one likes to eat and drink? Would one like to eat ata
peaceful environment? If one said yes to both answers
one would see that students are notallowed to do this.”
The final draft of the essay addresses issues that he
already has in mind - junk food, restrictions on the
food service by the school board. Essentially, the
organization of the ideas that Dan has in the draft are
not furthered through his discussion with his sup-
porter. Itappears that Dan is the controlling force in the
dialogues, and he has already made up his mind what
he w.il write about, a rather inflexible attitude.

Dan seems to have come to the writing task with
anopinion that the teacher was in charge and could not
accept the notionof a student collaborator. When I took
the role of collaborative planner with Dan, his attitude
was more positive and he accomplished a great deal.
By no means was Dan a fool or a slacker. Dan did as
much as was necessary to get by. He learned the
system. He could not learn a system of collaborative
planninginareal sense because heand his partner were
at different stages of readiness to the task. Dan has the
meta-awareness of process but does not have the emo-
tional ties to the process to make it work in a meaning-
ful sense.

Dan:

Lou:
Dan:

It is not fair to talk of Dan without saying some-
thing about his partner, Lou. Lou had difficulty in
understanding the process. He was laid-back and just
did what was required. (Perhaps we need to change
student pairs so that the brighter students provide help
to the other students but are also paired with students
who could challenge them. Perhaps more diagnostic

teaching and the arrangements of students into mixed
group would facilitate the process) Lou never seemed
to reach an understanding of purpose in writing, audi-
ence, and the relationship of text conventions to the
writing. His concerns typically seemed to be on a
cursory level: understanding the content of the story
and checking punctuation errors. I believe that, had
Dan faced a challenge by a student who was knowl-
edgeable about writing, Dan’s attitude would have
become positive rather than negative.

Case Stupies: Ko

Kim is one of the students in the class whose
attitude toward writing changed and became much
more positive. She began with a score of 82 and
increased to a score of 96, a positive change of 14. One
may have been able to predict this change through her
behaviors: increase in class participation, spending
free time in the morning in the computer laboratory,
cooperation in class, and participation (class editor) of
the class magazine.

In her initial responses to the “How I Write”
essay, Kim says that she found her past writing assign-
ments *o be difficult primarily because she was not
permitted much “freedom in her writing.” She says
that did not have much trouble in finding an idea to
write about, but frequently got bogged down with the
rewriting. Accordingto Kim, “Ilike to take most of my
writing serious, because I usually base it on a real
person or story.”

In her unstructured collaborative planning ses-
sion, Kim firstasked her partner, “Go ahead and tellme
whatyou thoughtofit.” Shecomments thather writing
is more descriptive and “When you get more descrip-
tive, you get more personal.” Together they end their
discussion by talking about words and dictionary defi-
nitions, expanding on sentences, using “big words,”
and end by talking about combining sentences. The
focus of the initial planning session was on editing the
writing rather than on planning considerations such as
key points, audience, and purpose.

One of Kim’s more interesting writings was
“Burning Dreams,” a story that took place when she
was seven. Itisinteresting to look at Kim’s notes when
the teacher asked the students to divide into groups of
three, a planner, a collaborator, and an observer. Each
of the three were to take notes on what they noticed in
the collaborative planning session. Kim'’s notes are
extensive. During collaborative planning she takes
the following notes:

What your story about

Why this topic

Use you imagination

What happens in story

Does the main person teach a lesson

Will kids believe the story

When does it take place

46

-

<

e

{




Keep topic in you range group (kids)

Make story interesting

Have a moral to the story

Have the story to good listening age

Keep the audience interested

Moral is to show a good point

Keep story moving in time

No once upon a time...Stories

Make story happy so the little kids like it

Moral: there are good people in the world

In this session, Kim addresses many important
issues: her purpose. her audience, and text conven-
tions. Itis not, as had been thecase with Dan, a cursory
discussion of the editing of the story. Itshould be noted
that Kim’s notes are more extensive than her partners
and also much more extensive than the observer. The
observer writes, ” boldy, main character, lesson, treat
people as you want to be treated. Setting: home and
school.” The other person’s notes are less extensive
than Kim’s: “ find topic; get moral, get characters in
story, get main people in story in good age group, find
some one you look up to, find a good moral , people
havespecial havenhidden, keep thestoryinteresting.”
Kim seems to have absorbed much of what collabora-
tive planning is about in a few lessons and buys into it;
she appears to be conscious of the fundamental issues
of collaborative planning and reflects upon her role as
writer.

In the next recorded collaborative planning, Kim
has the assignment to write a story with a moral. Kim
writes a story thatinvolves a rabbit. When her collabo-
rative planning partner asks why she is writing about
a bunny rabbit, Kim replies, “Because it is for children
and they can relate to them.” In the course of the
conversation, they address the idea of believability,
what we might call audience appropriateness.

In the final collaborative planning effort, Kim
tries to address the issue in a problem solution paper of
the Whittle Network in use at the high school. Initially,
her supporter gets involved in the issue of Kim’s
approach to the problem of getting rid of the network.
The supporter sidetracks the issue and tells her that not
all of the homerooms have the network. Her partners
throughout the session sidetracks the issue and be-
comes rather negative throughout the session. By the
end of the session, there is no focus to the planning
session. The partner suggests many other issues. She
pursues other problems rather than to deal with the
issue of how to deal with the immediate problem of
writing about Kim’s chosen subject. Despite little help
rrom her partner, Kim manages to write the paper, and,
as it turns out, she writes about her original idea.

I was able to interview Kim after the course was
over, and Kim told me that the thing she remembered
most about the course was the collaboration on rough
drafts and the work on the computer. She enjoyed
working on the computer and being able to type and

think and go back to delete if she didn’t like something
thatshe had writt:n. As to the reaction of the students
on her paper, Kim liked their reactions. She liked
getting their opinions because they were more honest
than the teacher’s, who only gives opinions “so far.”
Teacher tend to say, “This is your project, why don’t
you do something about it.”

The lack of support on the part of Kim’s partner
[Sue] ( “I don’t think that there is a good topic to write
about” and “If you really want to write about this, go
ahead.”) certainly must be addressed. Sue exercises a
bit of control of the planning session; she tends to usurp
this interview and Kim acquiesces, but Kim goesonto
write about her original idea. Despite the lack of help
by her supporter, Kim goes on to produce reasonably
good pieces of writing, become co-editor of the class
magazine, and works diligently in the morning on her
writing assignments. Kim seems to accept the weak-
ness of her partner and responds positively to different
voices in the classroom and ultimately creates a net-
work for herself to accomplish her goals.

ConcrLusions

My experiences over the semester with these stu-
dents in the Basic Composition class at North Hills
High School have lead me to believe that collaborative
planning is a fine option for students in the writing
classroomand a viable means forencouraging students
to become involved in the writing process. Through
collaborative planning, many students expanded their
ideas and developed a better understanding of the
conventions of writing. However, a test of the atti-
tudes of this group of students before and after col-
laborative planning showed that there was no signifi-
cantdifferencein thestudents’ overallattitudestoward
writing when collaborative planning was used as the
primary means of instruction in composition in the
classroom. While on the surface this might seem un-
important, it is important to look at the dynamics of
what wentoninthe planning sessions and thedynamics
of the classroom for a better understanding of the
writing process and how two students use collabora-
tive planning,.

Collaborative planning stipulates a shared expe-
rience on the part of writer and collaborator. The
problem arises when we start to define the nature of
this shared experience and the attitudes of acceptance
necessary to utilize the process. Some writers view
writing as a private experience. It appears that there
is an inability for some writers to detach themselves
emotionally from the process and product. Others are
more inclined to share their experiences; to them writ-
ing is much less private. These writers discuss openly
and write for audiences. It becomes evident that the
classroom is a place of dynamic actions and interac-
tions, and students as well as teachers comes to the
classroom with a complex set of attitudes not only
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aboutwriting butalso about the process of learning. In
the case studies cited here, both students had weak
supporters, yet each student responded differently to
the supporter and collaborative planning. One student,
Dan, because of the personality and attitude that he
brought to the class, shies away from sharing his writ-
ing with his supporter and goes through the motions of
adhering to a process because he is expected to do so.
His responses are mechanical and ritualistic. While he
has learned the collaborative planning process on an
intellectual level, he has not internalized the attitude of
receptiveness thatisanintegral partof the process,and
his attitudes toward sharing his writing have not
changed as a result of his experiences with collabora-
tive planning. If anything, his experiences have in-
creased his animosity toward sharing experiencesand
he tends to view itasa violation of his personal thoughts.
He seems to negotiate which experience is worthwhile.
If there is something of value to be gained, he is willing
to give up sometning in return; if there is nothing tobe
gained, it is not necessary to give up an of the self. His
attitudes present interesting dynamics in the planning
experience: he tends todominate the supporter through
intimidation. His mind appears %o be made up on the
quality of the advice and help that the supporter will
bring to the collaborative planning effort. As a result,
he does not benefit from the experience.

Kim, like Dan, has a poor supporter who isalsoa
disruptive supporter who is negative and tends to
derail the collaborative writing experience for Kim.
Yet, despite this Kim’s attitude improves and the
writing experience for Kim grows as a result. Kim is
able to produce good pieces of writing despite the
interference of her partner. It appears that Kim inter-
nalizes not only the process but also the attitude of
receptiveness to grow, not only in her writing, but also
inherattitude toward writing, theclass,and theteacher.
She develops a network for creating ideas and manag-
ing the writing process.

The primary difference in the two case studies is
that the Dan fails to profit from the collaborative plan-
ning experience because he prefers to take almost total
responsibility for his own writing. For Dan, writing is
a private rather than shared experience. Dan ventures
little and profits little through the experience. Kim,on
the other hand, took responsibility for writing well and
saw collaboration as a method of achieving success.
She gleaned whatever information that she could from
her supporter but enlarged the support system to
encompass other students in the class as well as the
teacher. Ultimately, Kimbecomesstrongerin herability
to cooperate, more adept at writing, and her attitude
increases in a positive way.

These case studies seem to demonstrate a case
for taking responsibility for learning to write, and a
case for understanding the dynamics of the writing

process coupled with understanding classroom dy-
namics. Wecanlook atresponsibility in writingin two
ways: writing with only the selfin mind or writing with
an audience in mind. The pointof view that one takes
toward this responsibility, which seems to be negoti-
ated among a number of factors, seems to make a
difference in the way one approaches the writing task.
When we perceive writing as private and personal we
tend to wrap ourselvesupin the personal and emotional
expressions of the process; when we perceive the re-
sponsibility for writing well for particular audiences,
wetend to unfurl ourideas and emotionsand reach out
to others for help and support for communicating fora
particular purpose and for a particular audience.

Attitude may be a function of the amount of
responsibility that one exercises on his own work.
Those who take responsibility also become more posi-
tive in attitude; those who fail to take responsibility
become more negative in aftitude. There are many
“variables” in operations in the writing classroom.
There are issues such as success in writing and lack of
success in writing, attitude toward the subject, teacher,
supporter, technology, and attitude toward change
itself. There is also the issue of knowledge base and
reward system, along with a variety of assumptions
about what school writing is, assumptions about the
task, and agreement on the meaning of revision. The
student attitude toward the teacher may also influence
his attitude toward the process that the teacher is using.

Teachers must be knowledgeable of the plethora
of influences that come to bear on the writing process
and how they interactin the classroom. Teachers must
have a knowledge based of how different writers write
and be able to accommodate to the various students’
styles and needs. Collaborative planning shows prom-
ise for looking at students’ writing in that it helps to
frame the process of writing for studentsand allows for
individual difference to occur and for the student to
come to grips with the process and ultimately to take
the responsibility for his own writing.
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APPENDIX A:
Pre AND POST Scores
Stupents Atnitupes Toward WriTiNg

NaMmEe PRETEST Post TesT CHange
Kim A 82 96 +14
Rick B 74 78 + 4
Kristen B 84 99 +15
Johnna C 67 54 -13
Missy C 78 77 -1
Chris D 76 67 -9
Rich F 79 86 +7
Sue G 64 67 + 3
Kevin G 75 71 -4
Sue] 68 69 + 1
EdK 80 82 + 2
Kim K 80 83 +3
JenL 85 70 -15
Holly L 90 87 -3
Dan M 87 81 -6
Fred M 86 96 +10
Steve M 80 89 +9
louP 86 89 +3
JohnS 87 91 +4
RobV 76 73 -3

N= 20 Total Possible on Survey: 120
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ArreNDIX B:
URimiNg ATiTupe SUrRvey

=willingness to collaborate (talking to others, bouncing ideas off others)

S= strategies versus luck (knowledge that there are things writers can try and use in creating text; the
outcome is not determined by fate)

P= role of planning in the writing process (decision to plan before and during writing; awareness that
planning is an important part of composing)

R= rhetorical concerns (awareness of what the paper will look like and what should be included, e.g. goals
audience, purpose, key points, etc.)

NA= no agreement was reached for category on this item

1. When I have a writing assignments, I like to talk to someone about it before I write.

2.1 know writing techniques that I can adapt for different kinds of assignments.

3. My major concern when I begin a paper is coming up with enough things to say.

4. When I get stuck writing, I come up with other strategies to try.

5. I am likely to come up with a clearer sense of what I want to accomplish in a piece of writing if I

think about my ideas before I start to write.

6. Writing should be a very private process.

7. When I write something, I tend to jump right in and start writing the final draft.

8. I think it helps if I decide what my major points will be before I start to write a paper.

9. The thing which determines how well I do in writing is luck.

10. I consider what I want to accomplish before I start writing a paper.

11.1 like to wait until I’ve finished a paper before I tell people about my writing.

12. Planning is something writers do only before they write, not after they start writing.

13.I know when I have a good idea for something that I'm writing.

14. When I have a writing assignment, I end up doing little planning because I don’t have time for it.

15. 1 think the ability to write well is an art: either you can do it, or you can't.

16. When [ start writing an assignment, I have no idea if I will succeed in saying what I mean.

17. I test out my plan for a paper by thinking about my goals.

18. People can give me useful advice about what I'm going to write.

19.I waste a lot of time when I write because I don’t know what I want to say.

S 20. No matter how much time and effort I devote to my papers, they all seem to turn out about the

same, as far as quality goes.

C 21. When I have a problem writing, I like to bounce ideas off other people.

P/R  22.loften think about what my finished paper will look like before I write.

S 23. A writing strategy that I use in one class is useless in another class.

C 24. Telling a friend about my ideas for writing helps me write better.

P 25. Writers should do all their planning before they start writing.

S 26. Even when writing is hard, I have confidence in my own abilities to solve problems

S/R  27.When I write, I never know if what I write says what I mean.

R 28. Thinking about my reader helps me decide what I am going to say in a paper.

S 29. The thing which determines how well I do in writing is how hard I try.

C 30. It's a waste of time to talk with other students about my writing.

d<isie SRV
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Arrenpik C:
How 1 Write Cssay

“How I Write” Essay

The following questions should be thought about and considered before writing your essay. Do not just
write the answers to the questions.

1. Which part of the writing process is usually the easiest for your?

. Which part of the process is usually most difficult for you?

Which part of the process is usually most enjoyable?

. Which part of the process is usually most unpleasant?

What makes vrriting easier or more enjoyable for you?

. What gimmicks do you use-—to get started, to keep going, to finish?

What are the working conditions that you need in order to write?

. What prompted the most unpleasant feeling you can recall in connection with your writing?
. How do feelings affect your work on a writing project?

O NS U W
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TRANSCRIPTS AS A Corass To Discovery

Lesue Byrp Cvans
Steel Vauey HigH ScHool

N OTE TO READER: My name is Leslie Byrd Evans and I ve taught at Steel Valley Figh
Schoolfor21 years. Usuallyl teach four classes of seniors with two other Gssignments such
as Creative Writing, 11th grade English, 9th grade English, SAT preparation, Journalism,
GATE or whatever else is left over from the summer slaughter of scheduling. Steel Valley
School District, as you might have guessed, is located where there used to be steel mills. We
no longer get the tax base but we still carry the name. On grant requests and behind our
backs they call us an “economically depressed area;” half of our disirict comes from
working class homes which now belong to the retired and unemployed and the other half,
closer to the empty mill site, has the unemployment and problems of an inner-city area. We
had a breath of fresh air for a few years with a new superintendent who supported teacher
participation in innovative programs, but he returned to the suburbs for the big salary.
We're back to the educational philosophy of nothing new happens here unless the teacher
makes it happen. Getting involved with the Making Thinking Visible Project is my attempt.
For each monthly seminar the participants recorded disappointments, successes, and
observations with using collaborative planning in the classroom. I think of my discovery
memos as a Beginner's Map to Collaborative Planning. I'll share with you some of these
reflections.

TRANSCRIPTS AS A CoPass TO Discovery
Note to reader: I decided on this title after I read all my old discovery notes. What prevented
me from going in circles was the reading of student transcripts which led me from one
discovery to another. The first meeting that I attended was in October 1989.

I'had read about collaborative planning and was anxious to get some ideas on
how to make it work; so anxious that I took a colleague with me to the October
seminar of the Making Thinking Visible Project. 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, supporters, and blackboard plan-
ners.” My friend and I sat, panic-stricken, as a dozen people communicated freely
in a language unlike any spoken in the teachers’ lunchroom at my school. And at
the end of the three-hour session my friend made her decision about joining the
project:

I want something that I can take into my classroom and use. You can’t use

‘conceptual planning’ to keep kids from hitting each other over thehead with their
grammar books.

-English department head
I credited her lack of 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 bad vibes and no-votes:
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Collaborative planning? Whenever I use group
work, there’s always someone who sits there and
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
talkabout how many kegs they consumed over the
week-end.

-Social studies teacher

Even when I mentioned to my classes that we
would be trying some new ways to plan writing, I 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 1y the generally accepted collaborationmuch
less the finer points of collaborative planning; what
once had sounded like a great idea now sounded like
too much work for too little reward. But Linda Norris,
the project coordinator, had been so nice over the
phone. How could I call her back and say that since no
one else at my school sounded enthusiastic, I wasn’t
interested? 1could never get up enough nerve to make
the phone call.

I attended the monthly collaborative planning
seminars, listened to other teachers’ experiments with
the process and got fired up myself. In November I
introduced the CP process with a vengeance into my
writingassignments and learned theprocessrightalong
with the students during the winter. In my enthusiasm
to perfect the process, I tried CP with every essay,
paragraph, parody, poem and documented each at-
tempt. I video taped it, audio-taped it, computered it,
talked it, and abused it. My students began to peepinto
my room before entering to see if the room had been
“bugged” for the proceedings that day. I knew I had
gone too far when I overheard them refer to me as Big
Sister.

(Note to reader: Once we got comfortable with
collaborative planning for writing, my students and I liked
the process. An end-of the year questionnaire produced such
positive responses that I signed up as a Making Thinking
Visible Groupie for the school year 1990-91. The first year
in the project produced a box of audio tapes, a notebook of
transcripts, two video-tapes with nervous students and a pile
of seemingly unrelated discovery memos. What did all this
datamean? I never hadthe time to reflect, but I had doneone
hell-of-a-job recording the process! With the new school
year I hoped I could concentrate on how this process affects
student thinking and writing.)

In the school year from 1990-91 a touch of dis-
crimination saved my students from CP burn-out. I
made collaborative planning a special event or strat-
egy, not to be used for every writing assignment that

came along. For example, I focused on using collabora-
tive planning to solvea problem thatl was havinginmy
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 essays is that
many students are notanswering thequestion! In their
anxiety and hurry to tackle the question, they write
many paragraphs of specific references and examples
to a question that isn’t precisely what is on the test
paper! Collaborative planning before writing the
timed essay in class might give them practice at figur-
ing outwhat the question is really asking. Each student
interpreted what she thought the A. P. test question
was asking and then compared it to her partner's
interpretation. Two heads argued 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. Students who were protec-
tive of their own ideas began to listen to peer sugges-
tions that they included in their final essays.

The second time I used this prewriting activity,
each supporter and planner audio-taped the collabora-
tive planning on one day. The next day I had them
transcribe a section of their taped conversation using
the following instructions:

Assignment with your partner: Transcribe (copy)
a small section of your collaboration from
yesterday’sclass period thatyouthinkisinteresting,
Individual Assignment: Reflectontheconversation
in writing.

Step One: Each collaborative pair should get a
taperecorderand their tape. Playback thetapeand
listen to your conversation from yesterday. Jot
downsomeindividual observationsor reactions to
your conversation in your individual notebooks as
you listen to the tape.

Step Two: Take a short section (one minute or
one page) of the tape and transcribe it (copy it).
Select an interesting feature of the tape — possibly
asection wherecollaboration seems very successful
or a section where the thinking got muddled but
you tried to straighten things out. You may have
your own reasons for selecting the section which
I'd like you to share with e at the end of the
transcript. You can use your names or use planner
and supporter as I did on the transcription that we
read in class last week. Ifany of the transcripts are
used for class, I will not use your names if you
identify the speakers by planner and supporter. If
you don’t mind, use your own names.

Step Three: Using your individual notes and
the transcript, write on a separate piece of paper
any thoughts or reflections you have about the
process that took place yesterday.

StepFour: Re-boxand replacethetaperecorders
and tapes at the front of the room. Tumn in your
transcripts and reflections to me.

Discoveries and Dialogues
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The first-day collaborations taped were tedious
listening, but the reflections from Step Three read like
true confessions:

“T'll never use ‘ya know” again.””

“l never knew I completely dominated the

conversation.”

“IletJack do all the talking. AmIalways thatquiet

around guys?”

“Playing back our conversation makes me realize

that I wasn't listening to anything Lori was saying.

And I don’t think she was hearing me either.”

“Isound likeI'm fromla-laland. IfThad beenabout

200% clearer there might have been an outside

chance that Melissa might have understood a

sentence or two of what I said.”

Some of the communication and planning prob-
lems thatstudents identified were: jumpingon thefirst
idea that comes up because the planner and supporter
feel pressured 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. I transcribed one of the planning dialogues that
contained both strong and weak communication. We
read and analyzed it aloud in class.

Laurie the Planner is writing about techniques
Shakespeare uses in Act III. Jenny is her supporter.

Laurie: IsLennox under Macduff oris he under Macbeth?

he like had to get them angry you know
and they didn’t believe that Banquo was
the enemy
Jenny: Well, yeah, it sounds like irony, but how
are you gonna connect these two? the
irony with the attitudes?

This is gonna tie in like whenever he
murdered them, when it was dark out so
that the murderersthemselvesdidn’tknow
what they did.

Sohow areyougonna say that Shakespeare
used these techniques to guide his audi-
ence?

Students read photocopied transcripts of the

Jenny-Laurie collaboration and observed these posi-
tive results of the two girls” collaboration:

eThere is clarification of original text.
*The supporter extends ideas of the planner.

*The supporter helps limit and focus content of
paper.
eCareful listening helps prevent mistakes and

helps planner clarify so that misunderstanding
won’t take place.

Remember, I did not write these observations.
Students read the transcripts and made these observa-
tions. Lookingata transcript and reading italoud have
the potential tc teach on their own; they letstudents see
and hear the actual words spoken duringcollaboratior.

Jenny:

Jenny : Macduff. Students discussed what makes a good supporter?
Laurie: and the other ones don’t have any idea What can a supporter say or ask that can help the
that Macbeth has killed Banquo? planner? How did the planner and supporter differ in

Jenny : Actually by this time I think they know their approaches? From the transcripts students make
about Duncan, maybenot Banquo. (pause) their own conclusions and meaning which usually goes
Who are the ‘other ones”?” beyond my planned lesson and motivation.

Laurie: Um Lennox um Ross Macduff (NoTE To READER: Notice what's happening here. I began to

Jenny: You can’t do all that. Isn’t it too many for share the transcripts with the students. They didn’t yawn;
one essay? they were fascinated with their own conversations on paper.

Laurie: Why? Thefirstreactionwas embarrassment, but once theyrealized

Jenny: Well, Macduff isn’t even on Macbeth's that our purpose was to observe how the conversation helped
side. themthink of material for their writing, they took the discussion

Laurie: Maybe I should go with the techniques of the transcript very seriously. My s@jegtive observation is
that would belike symbols? similes? right? thqt eventhe quality of the coIIa‘boratlon..s improvedfromthat

Jenny: Yeah but maybe, also tone attitude irony point on. .They knew I v{as sen.ous and mter.ested enough. to

) . T ) e take the time to transcribe their collaborations. Analyzing

Laurie: Irony, irony, like when it says, “A light! A the transcripts with my students created new questionsfor me
light!” It'sdarkout which iskind of strange. as an instructor and opened up a whole new direction as a

Jenny: But what are you trying to show? researcher at the end of 1990.)

Laurie: How be used like darkness when some- In January of 1991 I noticed that a few students
thing evil was supposed to happen. You were expressing dissatisfaction with using collabora-
know, like mufder and thep the ghost tion as a method for prewriting.)
came. It was right after he just scorned
Banquo. And that was irony there. So he My Advanced Placement students collaborate on
says, “Pity him what a shame.” And I college application essay questions, practice A.P. tests,
could Jdo attitude. What would be like the skits, parodies, character portraits, and analytical es-
attitude of their murderers? Whenever says, yet they are the most resistant to collaborative
Macbeth was going to hire the murderers  planning because they are not used to working with
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others; they are used to being wonderful students who
think on their own and write on their own with fairly
successful results (using grades rather than an audi-
ence as ar: evaluation). Using collaborative planning
with these groupsled me toidentify twonew challenges:
(1) to help students realize that two minds can be better
and easier than one, and (2) to experience that active
listening and supporting can be a skill equal to good
writing. As I began to understand that even “good
students” can be resistant to collaborative planning, a
list of questions guided further exploration:

Who are my “reluctant” CPers?

Why are these individuals “reluctant”?

Where did the planner get his/her good ideas?

What madethe planner chicken out on heror:ginal

ideas?

Why does the planner use certain ideas and drop

others?

Which part of the prccess worked for the planner?

Is there an intimidation factor that works against

the planner? (“He/she makes better grades;

therefore, they have better ideas.)

How do I teach collaborative planning without

competition?

I took this list of questions to a monthly meeting
of the Making Thinking Visible project and. after col-
laborating with two other members, devised a strategy
foransweringthe questionsand recording theresponses
of students.

I used an attitude survey to strain out my most
“reluctant ” collaborative planner and decided to type
and analyze two of his transcripts, oneas a plannerand
one as a supporter. This process led to a more focused
study of “Steve” and insight into the reluctance that I
was encountering with some students toward the pro-
cess. Steve wasan “A” student witha chip onhis pencil.
He liked to appear superior in class discussions. He
had no time for slow thinkers, and his peers turned
their backs to his argumentative approach to discus-
sion. I enjoyed his aggressive contributions and fre-
quently tried to “soften” his more critical comments
and give credit for his insights. My theory was thathe
did not like collaborative planning because he refused
to acknowledge that he could learn anything from
talking with someone else.

[See Page 59 for Transcript Al

In the collaboration between Steve and Susan I
noticed such exchanges as:

Steve: “that would be the end of Act IV and Act V.”
(directing Susan as to which acts to discuss
for her topic)” because he gets killed by
Macduff.” (telling Susan what happened as
if she didn‘t know) “You're gonna have to
read Act V.” (I guess she had admitted off
tape that she hadn’t.)

Due to Steve’s classroom reputation of acerbity, I
decided not to read this transcript aloud in class but to

show it to Susan and Steve privately and separately. 1
asked Susan to read the transcript of her collaboration
with Steve. I busied myself with another task so that
she wouldn't feel pressured to read too quickly. Ialso
gotSusan’s permission to tape partof our conversation
until we were interrupted by a visitor. After the door
closed again, I forgot to turn on the tape again; the final
part of our discussion is from memory.

Me: So what do you think? Do you have any

reaction to reading the transcript?

Steve really helped mea lot.Ireally didn’t
know what I was doing.

But I think you did know. You knew that
you should be looking at Act IV to discuss

Macbeth'’s effect on Scotland. Do you see
where you say that?

Yeah.

Where does that idea appear in your
written draft?

Susan:

Me:

Susan:

Susan: Hers (she points and then pauses as she
keeps reading) and all through here
(continues to point half-way down essay

column)

Absolutely. Thatidea ycuhad ~tolook at
events and quotes in Act IV —ended up
being half of your essay.

(Susan smiles broadly and looks at me with great
relief. She took some time to reread her draft)

Susan:

Me:

Macbeth having mental problems
Malcolm and Macduff raising an army
against Macbeth and the climacticending.

Yeah, you took just enough importantideas
and let the rest go. A very good job of
selection. And thenyouimprove theideas
by elaborating with details and quotes.
Nice job.
(Susan smiles again. She doesn’t smile a lot in
class, but she should. She looks warm and very pretty
when she smiles)

Me: Do you notice anything else about the
transcript? Any other observation you
made or noticed about the transcript?

Susan: I let Steve talk a lot.

Me: Yeah, I thought so too. Do you remember
why you let him talk so much.

Susan: (looks directly at me) Because he always
knows so much. And I wasn’t sure when
Icame to class I wasn’t sure about what
to write.

Me: But you did know that Act IV was the most
important act to use?

Susan: Yeah, and then when I got my notes at
home, everything fell together.

Me: That’s the way it should happen

Susan: But Steve did help me a lot. (end of tape)

Discoveries and Dialogues
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Susan noticed that she asked most of the ques-
tions and that her comments were reduced to “Yeah.”
She apologetically said she really hadn’t put much
thought into her plans and as a result let Steve do most
of the thinking and talking,.

I pointed to her line, “Act IV, though, they talk
about how bad, how troubled, everybody is.” Iasked
her what her ideas were about Act IV. When she
explained, I commented on whata wonderfully unified
essay shecould have had if shehad focused onScotland’s
troublesin ActIV! lalsoshowed her wheresheletSteve
bury her own good ideas.

“Yeah, you're right. I could have written the
whole thing on that,” she sounded please and dis-
gusted with herself at the same time.

I pretended to joke, “Don’tlet these men talk you
into doing things you don’t want to do!”

Steve wasn’t apologetic and didn’t notice any-
thing unusual about the discussion. I think he seemed
a little embarrassed, however, when he pointed out
that he asked only two questions which were rhetorical
atbest: “Cause how many people has he killed now? If
not with his own hands but set up people’s death?”
Since we had discussed the role of a supporter and
reviewed questions thatsupporters could ask, hestarted
looking again to seeif he could find any other questions
in the transcript. He seemed fascinated with the tran-
scriptitself. I wondered what theother students would
think about this transcript. Maybe I'll use it next year
and change the names to protect the guilty. Afterafew
minutes of searching, he admitted, “I should have
asked her more questions.” I think I should start a
marriage-counseling service using transcripts.

To compare Steve’s role of supporter to his role of
planner, the next step was to analyze Steve’s role as
planner with a different stident. With no malice in-
tended onmy part, Steve’s partner DeCora wasabright
low-achiever satisfied with C’s and D’s and the candi-
date for least likely to have read the assignment. AsI
heard the transcript, I quickly judged what I had pre-
dicted. Steve did all the talking and Decora did very
little. I looked at the long sections of print where Steve
talked and the one-liners by DeCora, but I decided to
use the transcript as a point of discussion anyway.
After having all that tape typed up, I wanted to use
something!

Maybe I've just been lucky, but every time [use a
typed transcript in class for discussion, I am surprised
at the results. Perhaps the class took it upon itself to
protect DeCora from Steve’s superiority, but the obser-
vations during class discussion of the transcript were
directed at thequality and appropriateness of DeCora’s
questions: “How do you feel ... How are you going to
present . . . why were you gonna use cause and effect .
.. “I gained new respect for DeCora’s question as the

students gave as muchcredit to DeCorz for eliciting the
response as they gave to Steve for responding. DeCora
had prevented their collaboration from becoming a
“nod” session and demanded that Steve justify his
content consideration, an unexpected activity for him
I'm sure.

The students’ analys:: of DeCora and Steve’s
transcript changed my opinion of DeCora’s role of
supporter so much that I decided to compare the tran-
script to the final paper, a frequent technique of CP
users. On the left side of the page is the transcript of
DeCora and Steve’s collaboration. On the right sideis
his final essay after two revisions. I identified each
separate idea mentioned by Steve with capital letters A
through G. I then found and marked with correspond-
ing letters each of these same ideas in the final paper
and attempted to show the correlation with a lot of
confusing hand-drawn arrows. The lines between the
two columns trace where the ideasin the collaboration
show up within theessay. I stole this cross-referencing
idea from another participant in the Making Thinking
Visible group.

[See Page 60 for Transcript B]

Steve used not only his responses to DeCora but
also her suggestion: “Y’know the problem being him,
you know, telling her what happened. The solution
being him letting her keep that . . .” Because Steve’s
response was rather tepid, “Yeah maybe...” I never
would have noticed that he actually used heridea in the
final paper if I had not drawn the cross-referencing. 1
wished I had thought of the cross-referencing before
the classroom discussion. Better yet, why not let stu-
dents do the cross-referencing as part of the analysis of
the transcript? Again, the transcripts themselves be-
come lessons and activities for students and teachers.
As aresult of the classroom discussion I do think Steve
became aware that DeCora’s questions and sugges-
tionsled him to a better paper than he would have had
without the collaboration. And youknow what? Now
that I think of it, I never heard Steve complain about
collaborative planning after that classroom discussion.

The drawback to using students transcripts of
collaborative planning is the time that it takes to tran-
scribe tapes. Someday voice-activated computers will
give us an immediate transcript of a collaboration.
Think of what wonderful feedback that will be. Stu-
dents can return to their own transcripts the next day,
compare their notes to their conversation, sort through
and write, and still have time to analyze how the
collaborative planning session went.

(NOTE 10 READER: Looking back at the 1990-1991
discovery reports makes me realize that this school year was
truly THE MOTHER YEAR OF REFLECTION.)

I scrutinized what was happening in the tran-
scriptsof collaboration between students. WhatI found
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were new insights not only into the process of thinking
but also into the personalities of my students. One
surprising revelation was that a recorded collaboration
could differ significantly from the final paper. Ibegan
to ask students why certain ideas had been dropped or
added. I heard similar doubts:

“1 was afraid my idea wasn’t good enough.”

“I thought it would sound more important to talk

about a celebrity’s life than my own.”

“1 let him talk too much and gave up on my own

idea.”

These student reflections on their role as “plan-
ners” or “supporters” suggest poor self-image and
lack of confidence. Comparing transcripts to the final
papers showed that good ideas were getting dumped.
My students were asking “who has the better idea?”
rather than “who has some good ideas to trade?” The
process of recording pre-writing collaborations and
comparing transcripts and final papers led me to other
paths of discovery: where do ideas come from? How
are they transformed? Where do they go? How can I
help students gain confidence, state their ideas and
keep them?

Each September my senior students plan and
write essays foractual college application questions. In
1990 the University of Pittsburgh asked applicants to
explain their choices of two famous people with whom
they would spend an evening of conversation. I lis-
tened to the collaborations as I strolled the aisles and
decided to compare Kim and Melissa’s taped collabo-
ration to their final application essays. Kim chickened
out with one of her choices from the collaboration.
Notice that Kim’s plan is to select Sadam Hussein and
Princess Diana:

Kim: .. dinner with Sadam Hussein and ask
him why is he doing this to the world and
ask him why he wants to go to war and
wiiy he’sin Kuwait. And then’'m goingto
talkto Princess Dianaand ask her whatit’s
like to be a princess and what it feels to be
in royalty and if she’s treated differently
than before.

Melissa: Why would you choose Hussein? You
said questions you'd ask him but why

would you choose him?

Kim: Because I"m concerned about going to war
because I'm going to be eighteen and
eighteen istheagetobedrafted and [don't
want my close friend and relativestogo to
war because of one crazy man. I'd like to
know what hethinksand whathis thoughts
are. Why is he doing this? [s he happy
with what he is doing or if he is just doing

it to become powerful?
Melissa: Why would you ask Princess Diana?

Kim: Iidolize her in a way. When [ was little, 1
wished I could be a princess. What it

would be like to live a life of royalty and
talk with her about what her life was like
and what it would be like to be in the
spotlight and not to have privacy all the
time just because you’re royalty.

Kim’s final essay discussed Princess Diana and
Sarah Ferguson (Fergy), a combination I had seen re-
cently at the grocery check-out on the cover of the
National Inquirer. 1 asked Kim why she dropped Sadam
Hussein. Kim said that when she got home she didn’t
have that much to ask Hussein. When we replayed the
tape, I listed on the board all the questions she had
asked during the collaboration (see the bold type in the
above transcript). Kim was surprised that she had
morequestions, feelingsand ideas prepared for Hussein
than she did for Princess Diana. Then Kim added that
she would be uncomfortable asking Hussein contro-
versial questions. The classresponded withaninterest-
ingdilemma. Should they pick someone to whom they
could direct challenging questions or someone to whom
they could be complimentary and nice? Weconsidered
audience, tone and text in the discussion that followed.
I encouraged students to stay with a good idea, have
confidence in your own ideas and stick to them. I
reviewed the advantages of taking careful notes from
the collaboration tapes to usein theirfinal papers which
may increase the confidence level for the final draft.

Lack of confidence limits student brainstorming,

creativity and performance. It leads to a “tell them
what I think they’d like to hear” mentality. It prevents
them from asking supporting questions that aren’t on
the list which were intended as starting points not as
straight-jackets. My reflections about collaborative
planning have spurred new impetus in improving my
students’ confidence level.
(NoOTE TO READER: Two processes continue in this third year
of my participation in the project. In my own discovery
memos, I record experimentation and development of the
collaborative planning process within my own classes. Each
teacher in the research group shares his or her discovery
memo eachmonth. I' musing two resourcesfor discovery and
refinement of thistechnique: my classroomand the classrooms
of other teackers.)

The collaborative planning seminars have en-
abled me to understand that an important part of CP is
helping students to reflect on their ownroles of planner
and supporter during collaboration . Each monthly
seminar, package of discovery papers, members’ pre-
sentations and comments gave me new angles and
techniques for reflection and discovery. Feedback dur-
ing my class time and private conversations with
individual students led to some interesting observa-
tionsabout recognition of good ideas and confidencein
keeping those ideas in the paper. The monthly semi-
nars and the various methods of recording and reflect-
ing helped me see how I could help students analyze
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their own process of thinking, sorting, keeping and
trashing,.
(NoTETO READERS: Ideasfromour monthlymeetingsfollow me
home like cute puppies. I' m showing youonly afew fromone
session in March 1991.)
“l see collaborative planning as a way of
empowering students.”
~Pat McMahon
This slick piece of jargon actually makes sense; in
CP students assume responsibility for their thoughts.
Pat knowingly brought up the flip side: that some
students resist this responsibility. Her explanation for
this resistance was intriguing: (a) Some students doubt
the value of their peers’ contribution (b) It's difficult to
change theiridea of a teacher-centered classrcom. How
interesting that it’s not only the teachers who are resis-
tant to change.
“ How do I do this on top of what I already do?’ “
~Jane Zachary Gargaro, quoting a
teacher during in-service training of
collaborative planning
Jane precisely noted that a teacher might have this
reaction when introduced to collaboraiive planning,.
She cited the skepticism that teachers had to the infa-
mous Madeline Hunter series. Jane often asked other
very good questions during the seminars:
“Should the blackboard planning metaphor be
modified or simplified for younger students?”

“Is there a way to present the concept of CP without
jargon? With someconsistency? Some consistency
inthe way we speak about a writer'sconsiderations
may foster the development of mentally sound as
opposed to schizophrenic students.”

Marlene suggested that the quality of the assign-
mentrelates directly to the quality of collaboration. CP
does not improve a weak assignment.

“A good assignment for CP is some sort of

controversy or writing from a particular point of

view.”
~Marlene Bowen

Karen Gist described a student whose collabora-
tion partner was absent. Karen had noticed that the girl
had been a good supporter and asked her to float
around the room and sit in on various groups. The girl
was so pleased with the reactions of .he groups she
worked with that she beamed. I used this same idea a
week after Karen described it.

For each monthly meeting of the Making Think-
ing Visible Seminars teachers write a journal, double-
entry diary or discovery paper based on their use of
collaborative planning in the classroom. From these
reports I constantly plagiarize strategies and lessons.
While students collaborate to plan their writing in my
classes, I collaborate with colleagues. Do we let stu-
dents choose their own partners or do should teachers
should do the pairing? How do we categorize the

responses from the supporters for analysis? How do
we teach the roles of supporter and planner? How do
we teach audience, topic, task definition, purpose and
text convention using CP? How do we use computers
with CP? How do we extend CP to other projects within
our schools?

My collaborative planning odyssey continues to
be a wonderful adventure, and I hold the transcripts in
my hand to guide the way to more discovery. Itis a
journey through patches of cynicism and confusion
into practical applications. So far all paths have led toa
better place for my students and me to learn.
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Collaboration between Susan and Steve.

TRANSCRIPT A

Topic: What effect does Macbeth's reign have

on Scotland? In the play Macbeth by William Shakespeare,
Planner: Susan Macbeth’s reign had dous effect on Scotland
Supporter: Steve ac s reign had a tremendous effect on Scotland.
Susan: I guess I'm going to do what effect Macbeth's reign Scotland changed from a prominent nali(fn right after
had on Scotland. the successful war against Norway to a nation filled with
Steve: and1 that would bathe end of Act IV and A turmoil under Macbeth’s rule. The citizens of Scotland
Stever ;- andlguess atw dbzthe end of Act IV and Act did not like the tyrannical ruler. After the deaths of
’ Banquo and King Duncan coupled with Macbeth’s mentat
Susan: T1I talk about how everyone is against him now and state, the people begin to distrust the King of Scotland.
wants him killed [stops tape] The people realized that Macbeth was behind all the
Steve: ... cause he is king throughout, well, pretty much problems of their land.
from the banquet scene, Act III, sceneiv,totheend of
the play because he get killed by Macduff. “It weeps, it bleeds, and each new day a gash is added
Susan: Yeah, I knew that. to her wounds.” Malcolm refers to the belief thate. ~h
day seems to bring new terror to the already- troubled
Steve:  You're gonna have toread Act V. nation. Traitors are being named unfairly and hung,
Susan: Act IV, though, they talk about how bad, how fighting is taking place all over the country, and innocent
troubled, everybody is. people (Banquo and Macduff’s family) are being hunted
Steve: And probably the greatest effect is gonna be Malcolm down and m“’de“’d'hime people fear M“be‘];éi‘lh"y do
and Macduff raising an army. not want to becom.e s nex? vxctm_l. Macbeth kilis
because he fears his evil doings will be revealed.
Susan: Yeah
Steve: That’s going to be the greatest effect. There's going Macbeth’s mental state also aids in the destruction of
to be two factions. Actually Malcolm and Macduff are Scotland. Macbeth has an unstable state of mind.
in England. Actually they're going to clash and Macbeth visualizes Banquo’s ghost at a banquet and
Macduff and Macbeth are going to meet. begins screaming. Lady Macbeth hurriedly shuts him
Susan: [Everybody doesn’t trust anybody, do they? up, but the damage is done. Macbeth’s people know
something evil is weighing on his conscience. A leader
Steve: No. That's why Macduff Joesn’t show up for the of any nation cannot let his emotions and fears get the
banquet. That’s what I'm going to talk about. best of him. In Macbeth's case, he lets his emotions
Susan: Come up with more. What else is bad? gvercome him and his citizens lose all faith in him.
Steve: ];1:;:1”;5 not 4 f'nOOd king. He's on the verge of a Malcolm and Macduff raise an army to defeat Macbeth.
) Malcolm and Macduff get aid from everyone, including
Susan: Yeah. Macbeth's army, to overthrow him.
Steve:  Yeah, he's nuts.
Susan: Yeah. In the climatic clash between Macbeth and Macduff,
Steve:  Cause how many people has he killed now? If nct M?Cbeth i slau:1 and the tyranny falls. M@uff prouc.ily
with his own hands but set up people’s deaths. hoists Macbeth’s head on a pole and exclaims, *“The time
is free!” Macduff refers to the horror being over;
Susan: Yeah, that’s true. He’s mental. [pause] 1can come up Scotland is once again a prominent nation. Malcolm is
with something now. Idon’t know what I was doing the new king.
when I wrote this.
Steve: Because he killed the king, two guards, had Banquo
killed, and tried to have Fleance killed, had Macduff's
whole family killed.
Susan: And his daughters. . .didn’t he have two
daughters...and a wife?
Steve: He had a son and his wife [pausc] I'm not surc what elsc
though.
[stops tape]
Steve:  And you also end it with how his reign ends.
Susan: That’s good
Steve:  Give it a climatic ending...sort of pump up the scenc
between Macbeth and Macduff [pause] Oh my knee
hurts.
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Steve:
Kuriz's fiancee to retain her illusions about Kurtz?

DeCora: How do you fee! about it?

Yeah I think, [ think it was right because uhh, that was all
she had to cling to in the world, she didn’t live, she wasn’t
A rich and she was obviously in live with Kurtz and she had
been in mourming for & year and he was all that she had to
cling to. So believing that he remembered her was y'know,
B | the only thing that she had to live for. So that’s what
Marlow did.

Steve:

DeCora: How are you going to present your ideas?

Steve: Ehh, umm, I’'m gonna to start out with the scene between
C | Marlow and the Intended and I'm going to, y'know, maybe
_get in some quotes. Of how the Intended really felt about
Kurtz and then I'm gonna go back to the scene on the boat
between Kurtz and Marlow as Kurtz was dying. And, umm, | 9
when, when Kuniz is in the dark and even before that when
{_he gave Marlow all the letters to give to his fiancee and
then I’'m gonna close with just how Marlow expresses
E | compassion for human beings in general with what he toldl

| the Intended about Kurtz’s final minutes and Kurtz’s life.

DeCora: Ok, now why were you gonna use ause and effect to tell the
story?

Steve:  Be....well the beginning and the middle when I said I was
gonna do the scene between the Intended one and Marlow

| and the flashback to the scene between Kurtz and Marlow_ |
“just gonna be real short. Umnmmm, the main body of the
paragraph is gonna be the thoughts on Marlow’s
_compassion and I was gonna use cause and effect as ummm,
if he would’ve actually told her the truth what the effect on
her life would’ve been. Even the effect on his life, y’know,
| he wouldn't’ve been able to live with himself. Andnow,
_ummm, that Kurtz thought of his fiancee till the end. The
effect is y'know, gonna be that know she'li = zble to come
E | outof mourning and she’ll be able to live with ierself in
M knowing that Kurtz loved her.

?

DeCora: Did you read problem/solution?

Steve:  Problems....who?

DeCora:| Y’know the problem being him, you know, telling her what
G | happened. The solution being him letting her keep that. . .

Steve:  Yeah, maybe.
DeCora: . . .in her head.
Steve:  The problem would've been on whether to tell her the truth

ornot.

TrRANSCRIPT B

Was it right for Marlow to be responsible for allowing <€—3» Topic Question

Compassion is pity or sympathy. Marlow, the main
character of Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness may be
considered as one the most compassionate heroes ever
created. Leaving the Intended’s belief in Kurtz’s love intact
was Marlow’s greatest contribution to humanity.

The final meeting between the Intended, Mr. Kurtz's
fiancee, and Marlow, our merciful protagonist, takes place
about one year after the death of the “great” Kurtz, At first
there was just sma!l talk, for the Intended had been in :l
mourning since the day that she received the news of her
fiance’s death. Later, she wanted to know everything that
Marlow knew about him., Marlow spoke highly of him,
leaving out the fact that Kurtz had murdered African natives
10 become one of the most successful ivory traders in his
company. Listening to Marlow’s every word, she reinforced
all he said. “It was impossible to know him ard not to love
"

Marlow admitted that had heard Kurtz’s last words before
he had died. Then Marlow faced the biggest dilemma of his
life when the Intended confronted him with two simple
words, “Repeat them,”

The two homs of the dilemma were the truth and a lie.
We are all taught that the truth is the right thing to tell;
_Marlow opted for a lie. Mariow knew the truth would have
[ killed the young girl. Before Kurtz died, the Intended had |
two things for which to live: (1) her fiance’s return and (2)
her fiance’s love. Now that his return was not imminent,
the only thought onto which she could hold was that Kunz
_had diedloving her. Marlow told the Iniended that Kurtz's |
last words were not “the horror, the horror, “ but her name.
With this image, the Intended could go on with her life,
lieving that the man she loved loved her in return, —

Marlow knew the consequences of both the truth and the
lie; he concluded that only he had to know the truth. Hook
the sin upon himself to bring from inescapable depths, a life
that was totally rejuvenated by his false confession. Thatis |E
true compassion for @ human being.

SN |




Using CoLlasoraTive Puanning unth Courege Fresnmen

Lois Rusin
Penn Stare University, New Kensmgron Campus

BackGrOuND: QDY APPROACH TO TeAcHING LURITING
U._] hen I first heard about collaborative planning (CP), I knew it was something I
wanted to use in my classroom. For, over the years, I have become increasingly
committed to a student-centered, process-oriented approach in my teaching.

' have long been interested in making students observers of their own writing
processes. In a previous study (Rubin, 1984) I investigated how students judged their
own writing - their sources of satisfaction/dissatisfaction with what they wrote — by
asking them toreport on the processes they went through and their attitudes toward the
papers they wrote. In undertaking this study, I was interested not only in what the
results showed me about students’ valuesand attitudes, but in the benefits the students
themselves derived from going through the procedure of reflection. In other words, I
wasinterested in what Scardamaliaand Bereiter call “coinvestigation,” a processin which
both teacher and students “work as genuine partners in inquiry” into their own mental
processes (336). For, I believe, as Scardamalia & Bereiter do, that such self-study isboth
appealing (“wearelearningabout ourselves” 335)and important(“if enables students to take
a more self-directive role in their mental development” 336). The self-evaluation procedure
has found a permanent place in my course, with students reflecting in writing on each
paper they write during the course, and making a final, retrospective reflection on all
their papers at the end of the semester.

In addition, over the years, I have included many other student-centered, process-
oriented activities in my writing classroom. With each paper, students critique each
others’ drafts, noting strengths and weaknesses on an attached form. Students observe
their reading process as they read the texts of the course, noting in a journal their
questions and reactions. Class discussion of these readings is also student-centered,
with pairs of students forming the discussion topics from questions that they have and
(in the course of the discussion) talking to one another naturally, without raising their
hands and without directing the comments to the teacher.

Therefore, CP seemed a natural addition to the activities of my course, for, the
procedure of asking students to articulate plans for their papers and to reflect on the
value of doing so makes CP at once both process-oriented and student-centered.

The student-centered approach is not only supported by research in education,
composition, and literature. Itisalso particularly appropriate with the students at my
campus. Because ours is a commuter campus in an industrial valley of Western
Pennsylvania, our students are first-generation college students from working class
families who are uncomfortable in the academic setting. With the open admission
policy of our campus, many of them are lacking in skills and have weak high school
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backgrounds. As a result, they often feel inadequate
and powerless. For these students, student-centered
activities give them a measure of control of the educa-
tional process; CPin particularenablesinsecure writers
to gain confidence as they collaborate with a peer.

Dethon: Use orF CP N ooy
CorosimioN COuURrse

After informal use of CP during the previous
academic year, I decided to use it in a more conscious
way with the first two assignments of my freshman
composition course in Fall, 1991: narrative of a time
when you were an outsider and family history paper.
These were part of a multi-cultural assignment se-
quence, designed to satisfy the university diversity
requirement, which included also a survey on preju-
dice, aninvestigation of anotherculture, and ananalysis
paper on a novel with a cultural theme. Ibelieve CP is
particularly appropriate at the beginning of a freshman
composition course when students, entering a new
level of education, are uncertain of their skillsand of the
expectations of college writing. CP was particularly
prominent in the second assignment, the family his-
tory, where students had the challenge of finding and
connecting disparate and fragmentary information to
make a coherent narrative. With that assignment,
students were asked to reflect twice: at the end of the
CP session (telling how they liked it and what were the
particular results of the session) and at the time when
they turned in their finished paper (telling how much
and what in particular it contributed to the paper). In
addition, they were asked tojudge the usefulness of CP
along with other techniques (group discussion of du-
plicated student drafts, individual written critiques of
drafts) justafter they finished the assignmentand at the
end of the semester when they had completed all the
papers of the course. The first reflection was doneina
note; the later ones were done on questionnaires. Data
was obtained from two classes of freshman composi-
tion, an honor section and a standard section; students
are placed in these classes according to their perfor-
mance ona standardized English placementtestand on
an essay.

Resuwts ofF Use or CP:

QDY STUDENTS' REFLECTIONS

Stucients’ reflections on CP indicated both that it

had value for them and that they focused on different
attributes of CP at different stages in the writing pro-
cess —in the course of planning, just after the paper was
complete, and long after the paper was written. In the
reflections done close to the CP process, students were
concerned with particular results of CP — its effect on
specific aspects of their papers. In the retrospective
reflections on CP, students commented on broader
aspects of its value. Reflections done right after the CP
session were totally positive, all students finding value

in CP; reflections done upon completion of paper and
on the two retrospectives were positive for the most
part, but did contain some critical evaluations — the
amount of critical judgments increasing with distance
from the planning session.

Stage 1: RerLection AT €D OF
PLANNING Session

At the end of the planning session, students’
comments about CP were totally positive (found value
indoing CP)and, with theexceptien of a very few, quite
specific. Given the stage in the process (notes) and the
nature of the assignment (making a coherent account of
fragmentary information), it is not surprising that stu-
dents, focused particularly on selecting information
(whattoinclude, exclude)and connecting information
(finding a theme).

In the honors class, students made the largest
number of comments (40%) on selecting information
and second largest (35%) on focus or theme. Note how
specific some of the comments are:

Ineed to find someone old wholives in Vandergrift
to ask them if they knew anyone in my family.

Idecided nottoincludeinfoonJosiah Klingensmith

~ doesn't fit.

The talk helped me to unify my theme when my
partner spoke about her family’s three generations of
coal miners. My father’s side has been farmers for 100’s
of years.

In the standard class, students made the largest
number of comments (42%) on connecting information
(finding a theme) and second largest (25%) on selecting
information. Their comments were also specific, but
not quite as specific as those of the honors class:

How to keep to my theme of religion.

I was able to acquire more questions to ask my
grandfather about his life.

Add more story because there is too much factual.

Third in importance for both groups (20% for
honors, 25% for standard class) was organization, as in
the following comment: “She helped me put it in
correct order. What should come first, last and so on.”

Stage 2: Reriection UroN

CoWPLETION OF PaPcR

At the time when they turned their papers in,
when asked what CP had contributed to the paper,
students again commented largely on the information
they had included (33% honors, 24% standard) and on
the focus or theme (17% honors, 24% standard) of the
paper. Organization was cited, but again less fre-
quently (8% for honors, 10% for standard) than the
other elements. This time a few comments (17% hon-
ors, 5% standard) also concerned parts of the paper:
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introduction, conclusion. Because students had their

papersrightin frontof themand wereasked to identify

aspects in them that were the result of CP, comments

were quite specific this time for both groups.
(HoNors)

Originally | wasn’t going to include the part about
knowing my great-grandmother, but Amanda told
me to include it, and it became one of the strong
points of the paper.

1 changed my intro. and split my paper into two
parts.

The idea of telling the story of both my
grandparents’ ancestors came from this session.
(STANDARD)

Discussing what my great-grandfather did in
England.

The part when 1 write about mining being the
handed-down job irom generation to generaticn.

Many ideas that supported the theme were added
through this session; most of the dates 1 had not
planned on adding, 1 finaily added.

Helped wme organize more; at first 1 just threw
things into the paper, but after talking, ] organized
i* better, -

This time, some students (17% in honors class,
33%in standard class) reported that CP had not contrib-
uted to their finished paper. Most of these critical
judgements were general; two did refer to specifics:
that the writer had not done enough preparation be-
forehand for CP to be useful, that the writer preferred
to work alone. The presence of critical responses at this
stage is understandable, for it reflects the reality of
whatactually madeits way into thefinished product,in
contrast with theentirely positive response attheend of
the planning session about what could potentially in-
fluence the paper.

STaGges 3 AND & COMPARATIVE AND

ReTROSPECTIVE

Stage 3: EvaLuaTION OF CP AND OTHER TCCHNKQUCS

OVCR THE COURSC OF WRITING TWIO PAPCRS

Inthis evaluation, students gave feedback (telling

whether we should keep on doing them) on CP and

other techniques used in the class - discussing dupli-

cated samples of their classmates’ drafts, commenting

individually in writing on a classmate’s draft. They did

this evaluation just after completing their family his-

tory paper, the second time that they had used CPin the
course.

At this point in time, the comments focused on
different factors than they had in the reflections made
after the planning session and completing the paper.

Instead Of concentrating on the specifics of selecting
and confiecting their information, students talked this
time about more general concerns. In the honors class,
43% of the comments dealt with the reader - the ad-
vantage of having another person act as critic or of
seeing the effect of the paper on another reader:

After talking about it you may realize that

something doesn’t make sense or isn’t interesting

by the looks someone gives you.

11iked this because it made me see my mistakesand

pointed out things that were confusing foranother

reader.

Seven percent of the comments referred to the
advantage of being able to explain yourself verbally
(“because you can explain more when you are talking
to someone”), and 14% referred to gaining ideas
(finding out how much you’ve done). This time, unlike
before, some students (in 28% of their comments) made
suggestions for improving CP: do it with a draft of the
paper, not just with notes; do it with more than one
supporter; have a time limit for each planner to speak.
One (7%) comment was critical, saying CP wasn’t help-
ful because people weren’t honest, face to face.

In the standard class, some comments still
concerned information (25%) and organization (13%),
but other more general observations about CP were
also made this time: gives the writer another person’s
perspective (21%); helps you get started in the right
direction (17%); enables you to getinto depth and work
things out because it's verbal (8%); gives you confi-
dence (8%). This time, two comments (8%) expressed
dissatisfaction with CP.

Stage i Faal Rerlection

On the last day of the semester, students were
asked to reflect on activities that we had doneover the
course of the term. They were asked to judge how
useful and/or enjoyable CP and two other writing
activities we had performed (discussing duplicated
samples of their classmates’ drafts and commenting
individually in writing on a classmate’s draft) were.
Like those in Stage 3, the comments in the final reflec-
tion on CP referred to general benefits rather than
specific elements in papers. 85% of the comments of
the honors class spoke of a variety of such benefits:
getting started on the right track (15%); getting feed-
back (15%);enjoying thein-depth, comfortable, personal
nature of CP (“more personal and detailed,” “more
comfortable,” - 30%); being expcsed toanew approach
(8%), being made aware of errors (8%), and gaining
help in what to include (8%). The comments of two
students (15%) were critical, stating that they ran out of
things to say and that people weren’t honest face-to-
face. Commentsin the standard class were even more
general: 35% just said they found it valuable, without
giving a reason; 13% valued getting the opinions of
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others; 9% spoke of the in-depth nature of the process
(“one-on-one you had time to sort out little details and
getgreater input”); 9% of geiting ideas or content; 8% of
the chance to clarify and sort out. In this class, 26% of
the comments voiced reservations about CP: that it
depended on who your supporter was, that it was
better for some papers than for others, that there should
be more than one supporter. Two writers confessed to
personal weaknesses: one said he had not been far
enough along in his ideas for CP to help; the other said
he tended to get long-winded.

ConcLusion
Inall, Iam pleased with theresultsof my useof CP
in my freshman composition courses this fall. In view
of the credit given to CP by my students for various
improvements in their papers, it seems fair to conclude
that their papers turned out better with CP than they
would have without it. In terms of my goal of making
students aware of their processes, students had the
opportunity through CP to reflect on the value of the
procedure, and through that, on their writing process
itself. It seemsreasonable tosay thatbecauseof CP(and
other procedures, like self-evaluation, that I use), they
now know better both how they go about writing and
what facilitates their writing processes. Inaddition, the
fact that their judgment of the procedure was fre-
quently solicited, I believe, gave them a sense of own-
ership of the activities of the course. For me, the other
partnerin the “coinvestigation,” thereareotherbenefits
as well. CP and my students’ reflections on it gave me
a window into my students’ writing processes - an
inside view of the particular processes they went
through, the decisions they made as they worked on
their assignments.

In addition, the use of CP reaffirmed my faith in
students — in the value of what they can tell us both
about themselves and about our courses.
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FrO@ INTENTION TO TEXT:

ProsLeqs OF Purrose
Davo L. Uauwace

lowa State UniversiTy, lowa

(Uhen1was younger, one of the things that my parents decided for me was that
I should learn to play the piano. 30, in the course of my lessons, I came across
“Musette” by Bach. In time, Ilearned to play the right notes at the right times, to
coordinate the right and left hands, and to pay attention to dynamics.

During one of my lessons, my piano teacher decided that this piece wasa good
opportunity for me to learn the finer points of dynamic emphasis. After a rather
uninspired rendition on my part, she launched into a mini-music theory lesson,
explaining that the heavy-hand BOM-BA, BOM-BAs that I was playing with my left
hand were overpowering the lovely, lyric melody that I was playing with my right.
Instead, she explained, the left hand accompaniment should provide a delicate
background for the melody.

She asked, “Do you understand that?”
“Yes,” Ireplied. I wasn't stupid.
“Then play it that way.”
I played it: BOM-BA, BOM-BA, BOm-BA, BOM-BA.
She stopped me. “Listen to itas I play it.” She played it delicately, bom-ba, bom-
ba, bon-ba. “You play it, BOM-BA, BOM-BA. Can you hear the difference?”
“Yes, I can hear the difference.”
Then play it that way.

I played BOM-BA, BOM-BA, BOM-BA. Soon after that, I quit taking piano
lessons.

My purposein telling this story is not to explain why I never became a concert
pianist, although I'm sure that this story makes that quite clear; instead my purpose
is to illustrate some different kinds of learning problems. My problem with this
piece of music wasn’t cognitive; I understood whit my teacher wanted me to do.
My problem wasn’t perceptual; I could hear the difference when she played it. My
problem was that I couldn’t produce the required effect. Had I known then what
I know now about learning, I would have explained to my teacher that my problem
wasn’t that I wasn’t frying or that I had a tin ear; I simply didn’t have the motor
control in my left hand to produce the effect that she wanted.

The parallel to writing and writing pedagogy is obvious; if we are to help
students produce desired effects in their texts, we may need to sort out different
kinds of problems that they encounter. As Tamara, one of the students in the study
that I will discuss later says, sometimes:

It sounds so good in your head, but when you go to write it, it’s not quite how you

pictured it in your mind, you know, at least that’s how it is for me...l can picture

all these great ideas...but when it comes to putting it on paper, it doesn’t really
sound like what 1 said when I was thinking about it.
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Most writers have experienced what Tamara re-
fers to here--that sense that their texts just aren’t doing
what they thought they would. Inmany cases, even for
experienced writers, moving from intention to text is
problematic. For students in writing classes, this prob-
lem is often compounded by the fact that as teachers,
we ask students to take on new kinds of writing tasks;
we ask them to go beyond reporting facts to make a
coherentargumentor to take a simple plot line and add
a sense of tension. Often we are disappointed when we
see the results. When we read some of our students’
texts, we see that they just don’t seem to get it. Their
attemptsat more sophisticated language seemas clumsy
as my left-handed BOM-BAs.

If we want to help students improve their writing
we need to understand the nature of their problems.
My approach to understanding writers’ problems is to
look at the intentions that they develop for their writing
and at their attempts to move from their intentions to
text. In this paper, I share what Ilearned by observing
university and community college students as they
attempted to write a letter of application for a job.

I contend that for the students who are typically
enrolled in college writing courses, the problems that
show up in their written texts may result from three
specific kinds of problems in their writing processes.
First, students may have difficulty developing useful
initial intentions. They may start out in an unfruitful
direction because they mis- .terpret the writing task or
fail to understand important aspects of it. Second,
students may have difficulty moving fromintentions to
text because they cannotimplement their initial intentions
in their texts. Students who set useful tasks for them-
selves may not know how to clothe their intentions in
text. Finally, students may encounter difficulty mov-
ing from intention to text because they cannot accu-
rately judge the fulfillment of intentions. When they look
at their texts, they may not to see how their language
fails to communicate the meanings that they intended.

I first began to notice these problems as I watched
students in my own writing classes and as I conferenced
with them about their drafts. Some students seemed to
able to make the things that we talked about happen in
their texts, but others to whom I gave the same advice just
didn’t seem to get it. Also, some previous research that
suggests that developing, implementing, and judging
intentions may be problematic for student writers. For
example, the revision research of Sondra Perl in the late
70’s suggested that students, particularly students in
basic writing courses might not be good judges of their
own texts. Perl found that many of these students seemed
blind to theinadequaciesof theirown textstocarry out the
meaning that they intended. Thus, Perl’s work suggests
that some students may fail to implement their intentions
because they are not good judges of huw well they have
fulfilled their own intentions.

More recently, the work of Flower, Schriver, Carey,
Hayes, and Haasinvestigated thedifferencesbetween the
ability of experienced writers and inexperienced writers
toplantheir texts. They found that inexperienced writers,
first-year collegestudents, tended to turnany writing task
into a report or a narrative. Their planning then, chiefly
consisted of gathering and arranging information. In
contrast, when experienced writers were given the same
writing tasks to plan, they considered rhetorical issues
such as purpose and audience expectations for their
writing. Instead of simply planning to re-tell information,
these writers were able to transform inforn:ation for
specific audiences and purposes. Their woik suggests
that for writing tasks that ask students to do more than
reportinformation orrecountevents, many students may
fail because they don't consider rhetorical issues. Thus,
students’ texts may fail because they can not or do not
develop useful initial intentions to guide their writing.

INQUIRY SITUATION

Following ti:e lead of this research, I set up a
situation in which I could observe students’ intentions
throughou’ their writing processes. First, I had to
decide whatkinds of intentions to look at. Writers have
many kinds of intentions, ranging from broad genre-
level concerns to short-lived sentence-level issues. For
the purposes of this inquiry, I defined intentions as the
conscious and articulated goals that guide writers. I
use the term intention in a limited sense because I
wanted toinvestigating students’ intentionsat thelevel
at which we can intervene in writing classes.

I asked 20 first-year community college students
who were enrolled in a basic writing course and 19 first-
year university studentsenrolled inanentry-level college
writing course to write a letter of application to the
College Job Screening Service, a fictional agency that
matches deserving college students to potential summer
employers. I chose this task because I wanted to specify
anaudience and becausel wanted a task that the students
would find interesting and useful. In general, the stu-
dents found the task very engaging. In fact, a number of
students planned to keep photocopies or computer disk
copies of their letters as drafts for applying for real jobs.

This task required the students to select and
present information about themselves that would be
suitable for the purpose and audience of the application
letters. They had to do more than complete a fill-in-the
blanksjobapplication;in their letters they had tomake the
strongest case that they could that they should be consid-
ered for employment. To help the students focus their
planning and writing, the writing task also specified three
criteria that their letters should mest:

» include appropriate personal information

sshow that the applicant can apply his/her high
school or college courses

e exhibit a personal but business-like tone.
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These three criteria became the basis for my ob-
servation of the students’ intentions.

Osscrvamion (DeTHODS

My observation methods included three types of

data collection. First, to see what kinds of intentions

they developed, I had the students work witha partner

in a collaborative planning sessions. In these sessions,

thestudentstalked about the taskin generaland planned

how they were going to meet the three application

criteria: including appropriate perscnal information,

showing that they could apply courses, and using a
personal but business-like tone.

From these transcripts of these planning sessions,
I'excerpted everything that each student said about the
three application criteria. Then another rater and I
independently judged these excerpts for the usefuiness
of the intentions that the students had developed to
meet each of these criteria.

For example, students often planned to use previ-
ous work experience as a way to include appropriate
personal information. We based our judgments of the
usefulness of students’ initial intentions for this criteria
on the extent to which students made connections
between specific examples and general points. Thus,
students whose planning excerpts consisted only of a
list possible information were rated as having less
useful initial intentions, and students who talked about
using information to make a point about themselves in
their letters were rated as having more useful initial
intentions.

The second kind of data that I collected was the
students’ finished drafts. I looked at the students’
drafts because I wanted to see how well they had
implemented the intentions that they developed in
their planning sessions. The students turned in these
drafts after working on the assignment for one week.
Again, another rater and I independently judged each
text for general quality and for success in meeting each
of the three application criteria. Thus, wegaveeach text
4 scores, using a separate rating scale for each judg-
ment. The rating scale below is for INCLUSION OF APPRO-
PRIATE PERSONAL INFORMATION. For this criteria, we gavea
text a 3 if it made clear use of appropriate personal
information that was well-developed and appropriate
for this situation. Texts that included no personal
information or no appropriate personal information
were given a 0. We gave 1's or 2’s to those that fell in
between.

PERSONAL INFORMATION

3 Clear use of personal information, developed
and appropriate for this situation

2 Clear useof personal information, undeveloped
or deveioped but not appropriate for this
situation

1 Minimal personal information included,
undeveloped and/or not appropriate for this
situation

0 No use of personal information or completely
inappropriate information for this situation

Finally, I interviewed vach of the students after
they had turned in their drafts. In these interviews, I
asked the students to judge their own texts and sets of
texts written by other students for general quality and
for success in meeting each of the application criteria.
To help them, I gave them copies of the scales used by
the judges. My purpose in these interviews was to see
how well the students were able to judge how well their
texts met the intentions that they had develop in their
planning sessions.

ResuLts oF OBSERVATIONS

These three types of data, the excerpts from the
planning sessions, the students’ texts, and the students’
post hoc judgments of their own and other students’
texts, allowed me to ask two interesting questions.
First, were the students able to judge the success of their
own texts for both general quality and fur success in
meeting each of the application criteria? The short,
answer to thisquestionisno, and because I want to look
closely atthe next question, I won'tdiscuss theseresults
indetail. However, briefly, the students that I observed
showed a bias in favor of their own texts over texts
written by other students when they were asked to
judge their own and other students’ texts for general
quality and for tone. In short, they could not see
problems in their own texts that they could see in the
texts of others.

The second questions asks: Is there a relationship
between developing useful initial intentions and suc-
cess in fulfilling those intentions in text? Common
sense suggests that the answer to this question should
be yes; students who start with more useful intentions
for a writing task should end up writing more success-
ful texts. However, as I argued earlier, a number of
things can go wrong as writers move fromintentions to
texts. As Tamara pointed out, sometimes “It sounds so
good in you head, but when you go to write it, it’s not
quite how you pictured it in your mind.” In fact, so far
there has been no research that links good planning to
good texts.

To answer this question about the relationship
between initial intentions and the success of texts, I
compared the raters’ judgments of the students’ initial
intentions from the planning excerpts to their judg-
ments of the students’ texts in meeting each of the
application criteria and for general quality. For ex-
ample, the box below shows the comparison for in-
clusion of appropriate personal information. The 16
students in the upper left cell are those whose initial
intentions were judged as useful and whose texts were
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judged as effective in meeting this criterion by the
raters. The 14 in the lower right hand cell are those
students whose initial intentions were judged as less
useful and whose texts were also rated as less effective.
Thus, of the 39 students in the study, 30 of them fit one
of these two patterns where there is a match between
the usefulness or lack of usefulness of their initial
intentions and the effectiveness ratings of their texts.

Personal Information
I Text
n Effectiveness
t .
e High Low
n
t Useful 16 3
i
O Jess
n Useful | & | 14
s

The remaining 9 students fell into the mismatched
cells, useful intentions with less effective texts or less
useful intentions with effective texts. Thus, those that
fit the matched cells outnumbered those that fell into
the mismatched cells by over 3 to 1, suggesting that
there is a strong relationship between the usefulness of
students’ initial intentions and the effectiveness of their
texts. Tused a chi-square procedure to test the statistical
significance of this pattern, and it was highly signifi-
cant.

The same pattern also holdstrue for tone, applica-
tion of courses, and general quality. Thus, students
whose initial intentions were judged as useful, that is,
as going beyond listing information to make connec-
tions between information and generalizations, tended
to write more effective texts. Likewise, students whose
initial intentionsfailed to makesucihconnections tended
to write less successful texts because they didn’t make
those kinds of connections in their texts.

These are interesting results because they link
good planning to good texts and because it suggests
that helping students to develop more useful initial
intentions may help themto producebetter texts. How-
ever, these results do not prove that good planning
causes good texts. It would be too simplistic to assume
that getting students to do better planning would auto-
matically translate into better texts.

To illustrate this, I'd like to look briefly at three
excerpts drawn from the texts of three of the commu-

nity college students, Mary, Laura, and Tamara. I chose
these three excerpts from the sections of the students’
texts where they discuss work experiences to meet the
inclusion of appropriate information criterion. The
first is Mary’s text. She says:

I am confident that [ am capable of working very

well with people. A possitive [sic] attitudeand an

out going personality are characteristics about

myself that helped me to acheive [sic] both in

school a vareity [sic] of friends and good
relationships with my teachers, and at work, the
ability to make good customer/employee

relationships with the public. .

As you might guess from this excerpt of her text,
this was a hard writing task for Mary. As a first-
semester student without a strong high school record,
she didn’t think that she had much to say about apply-
ing courses. During her planning session she said that
she hadn’t done much in high school. She wasn’t a
good student, and her only extra-curricular activity
was marching band. Since high school, she has only
had two jobs; she says about her current job, “saying
that I worked at K-Mart...I mean Idon’t know how far
that will get me.”

Mary wasright. If she limited her letter to listing
her past work experiences and her limited accomplish-
ments, she probably wouldn’t have written a very
effective letter; thus, Mary made some good general
observations about her personal qualities rather than
focusing on her high school or employment record.
However, Mary appears to have missed the pointof the
assignment--that she needed to link these generaliza-
tions to specific examples.

In contrast, the excerpt from Laura’s text has
slightly more list-like structure but gives specific de-
tails that support the generalizations:

I worked at Giant Eagle [a local chain of grocery
stores] for 1 year. From my position as a cashier, I
have gained much responsibility and from
responsibility [ have learned promptness and how
todeal withmoney. Ienjoy workingand performing
services for the public. I also have worked for K-
Mart in the apparel department. Working for K-
Mart, it has added a lot more responsibility and
again I have dealt with the public. I have also
learned how to do displays and follow layouts.
During my 2 years at K-Mart, I have received 2
Customer Care awards for outstanding customer
service.

While Laura’s syntax could use some work and we
might advise her to organize her ideas a bit more
clearly, she has done a credible job making generaliza-
tionsabout her work experiences and supporting them.
Where Mary needed to deal with a more basic problem
(lack of specific details), Laura needs to fine tune her
text.

73




Finally, the excerpt from Tamara’s text illustrates
good use of specific examples to build to a generaliza-
tion.

I have some experience in the working field as a

part-time cashier for a year at Sears and Roebuck.

There] helped customers, put clothing out on the

floor,and kept theareal worked in clean. Working

at Sears has taught me responsible because there

you trytohelp peoplein whatever they need, work

witt. money,and itteaches youhow to communicate
with others.

Much like the students in Perl and Sommers’
revision studies, Tamara doesn’t see problems like
substituting responsible for responsibility or the parallel-
ism problem in her last sentence. However, unlike
Mary, Tamara succeeded in her intention to make a
point about her work experience and provided good
evidence to support that point. If her text fails, it's
because she has a very different kind of problem than
Mary did.

In summary, then, these observations showa link
between good planning and good texts. This is good
news because it suggests that at least for some kinds of
writing tasks, we may be able to help students like
Mary set more useful initial intentions. However, as I
mentioned earlier it would be presumptuous toassume
thatbetter planning would cause every student to write
better texts. As Tamara and Laura illustrated, develop-
ing useful intentions to guide writing may only be the
first step in implementing intentions in text. Even if
they begin with useful intentions, producing a text that
fulfills those intentions may still be problematic for
students.

Ilearned a number of things through this obser-
vation. However, what surprised me the most was that
a number of students like Mary seem to need much
more explicit examples to see the point of this assign-
ment-moving beyond listing to developing and sup-
porting points. Although many of the students under-
stood this difference from the outset, a number of the
students, like Mary, seem to have missed this point
despite instruction about the difference betweenlisting
and developing and what I thought were explicit ex-
amplesofeach. Given thelink between good intentions
and good text in this study, it seems likely that these
students would be able to write successful texts until
they understand this basic difference. Thus, it may be
crucial to identify these students early and intervene to
help them. Also, Mary, Laura, and Tamara’s texts may
provide more instructive examples for illustrating the
differences betweer listing and developing, at least for
this writing task and ones like it.
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"QDRROR, (ODIRROR ON THEe (JALL. . . .7

QichacL A Benenict
Fox Craper Area Higr ScHoot
Duauesne University

In her poem entitled "Mirror,” Sylvia Plath allows the mirror to describe its
reflective nature as it reveals the changing appearance of the woman who looks into it
day afterday.Inone sense, the mirrorinternalizes and reflects to the woman the changes
she encounters in growing older.

The act of reflection plays and should always play an important role after any
planning session to help both the planner and supporter internalize what occurred in
their planning session. We often refer to this act of reflection as processing. In the
cooperative learning model developed by David johnson and Roger Johnson of the
University of Minnesota, processing plays an integral and crucial part of a cooperative
learning lesson.

In Cooperation and Competition: Theory and Research, David Johnson and Roger
Johnson observe:

Learning, using, and perfecting social skills requires the processing of how effectively

group members are working with each other. Group processing may be defined as

reflecting on a group session to (a) describe what member actions were helpful and

unhelpful and (b) make decisions about what actions to continue or change. The

purpose of group processing is to clarify and improve the effectiveness of members in

contributing to the collaborative effects to achieve the group’s goals. (30)

Students in a cooperative learning group ask and answer such questions as “What
did wedo well today?” or “Whatimportant ideas did we learn today?” or “What do we
need to improve in the way we work together so we can function better tomorrow?” By
doing this, students start to internalize material and behavior until both become
intuitive. Please keep the above citation from the Johnsons in your mind like a template
while you read the account of the processing sessions and responses I describe below.

Currently, I teach a methods course at Duquesne University for prospective
English teachers. During the first semester, | had undergraduate students; this semester,
graduate students. Inboth courses, I introduced the students to collaborative planning.
Linda Norris, from the Center for the Study of Writing, presented the concepts and
structure of collaborative planning to the undergraduates during the first semester
whileI presented the same material to the graduate students during thesecond semester.
In both instances, the students practiced the modelled activities and then used col-
laborative planning to construct a paper I assigned for the course.

I did not give the fully defined writing assignment to the students at the outset.
Instead I gave them bits and pieces to allow for an incubation of ideas. They did not get
the actual assignment until the evening they formed their collaborative planning pair.
1 did not want them coming to the planning session with a pre-conceived paper or even
with a rough draft. I felt that this would impede any discovery on their part.

First I gave them a handout which read:

Select a phase of teaching English that we have read about in Tchudi, read about in an
article or handout, or talked about in class.

*What intrigues you about this phase or idea?

* What might be someobjections to this idea? What would besome counter arguments?

Discoveries and Dialogucs 71




sHow do yousee yourself developing an argument
in favor of this idea based on your personal
philosophy of teaching in general and your
philosophy of teaching English in particular?
e*What is your personal philosophy of teaching?
eWhat is your personal philosophy of teaching
English?

Keep notes on this in your journal. This will form
the basis of your first major writing assignment for
this course dealing with pedagogy. Youraudience
will be your colleagues who will be reading your
article in a professional journal.

They had the gist of the paper, but not the particu-
lars. With this approach, I felt that they would reflect
on the content of the paper, but nothave aclearidea of
how they were going to constructthe paper. If youlook
carefully at the incubation assignment and then at the
actual writing assignment below, you see that they did
have the complete assignment. The phraseology and
additional particulars differed from the incubation as-
signment.

A week later they received theactual assignment.

Your first major writing assignmentisas follows:

You have been asked to write a journal article for a

new journal aimed at college students who are

preparing to enter the field of teaching. Of course
your article will focus on the teaching of English.

You are to focus your article on a phase of teaching

English that you find especially appealing and

rewarding. Inyourarticle, youwanttodemonstrate

your general philosophy of teaching as it pertains

to this selected aspect of teaching English. Also, be

sure to support your contentions with appropriate

citations frora the experts.

Your paper is to be between 3 to 5 double-
spaced typed pages.

Half the class period next week willbe dedicated

to collaborative planning. The procedure willbeas

foilows:

sTake turns acting as planner and supporter—30

minutes total

sFirst planner will review his or her taped session

to get information while the first supporter will sit

in on a processing session. 15 minutes

*Second planner will listen totape whilethesecond

supporter processes the session. 15 minutes.

After this planning session, I then asked each
collaborator a series of questions to promote reflection
and internalization of their first experience witha plan-
ning session.

I first asked them, as planners, to describe their
planningsessions. The following statements depictnot
only what happened in the sessions, but also some
prevailingattit.'des that grew out of the session. (Please
note that these response only approximate the full
responses.)

Question 1: “What happened in your planning
session?”

1a “We went over my plan. My suppotter

helped to focus in on my topic to clarify it.”
1b “Helped me to pull the main ideas and to
uvnderstand them.”

1c “I lost my nerve with my original idea. My
supporter re-focused it and showed me that
I was not off-track from the original assign-

ment.”

1d “We were talking at first. Tried tc focus in
and clarify.”

le “We focused in on four aspects rather than
using a shotgun approach.”

1f “Wetalked moreabout the plan in our heads
rather than about how to write the paper.”

1g “Talking, verbalizing helped me to think

more clearly. Ithink I was abetter supporter
to myself. More ideas flowed.”

From these comments, I notice that the planners
understood the process of collaborative planning well
enough that they described the expected outcomesof a
good planning session. Also, I feel that the planners
saw the positive benefits of talking through a paper
first, getting a sense of direction. Other comments
reflected how the planner was able to get a sense of
audience from the planning session. Although they
never directly stated it, some planners implied that a
rehearsal of ideas undergirded their planning sessions.

I then asked them to describe how they viewed
themselves as supporters. Again, the responses dem-
onstrate a variety of attitudes. While they posited the
benefits of having a supporter, they had doubts about
their own role as supporters. This contrasts with state-
ments they made about their supporters. While I am
putting the comments to Questions 2 and 3 side-by-
side, I am not juxtaposing comments by the same
person on the two questions. I merely want to contrast
how people viewed themselves as supporters and how
they view their supporters. (Please see Figure 1 on Page
73)

I find it interesting how, on one hand a person
describes his or her supporter role in anegative,almost
apologetic, manner but then describe their supporters
in a positive manner. The collaborators, as supporters,
feltalack of experience or a sense of being intrusive. In
a way, they took too literally the admonition that a
planningsession belongs to the writer. Even thoughwe
reviewed protocolsof planning sessions, the collabora-
tors did not have a perception of their own potential or
direction as supporters. They hesitated to take overthe
session or to intrude upon the writer’s thinking. In
doing so, some opted for a passive role as a supporter
or for a role as a “yea-sayer.” By verbalizing and
hearing this contrast, the collaborators act as a mirror
for each other, reflecting back what might otherwise
remain hidden.

In contrast with this lack of confidence in them-
selvesassupporters, almostall the planners praised their
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Question 2: How would you describe your role as
a supporter?

2a”Within me there were mixed feelings. I felt
torn between feeling guilty as a weak supporter
and just saying something. Ichose tobe a passive
supporter.”

2b”I felt stress being a supporter.”

2¢”1 felt that I was intrusive—that I ended
confusing my planner.”

241 felt pressured not to intrude on the planner
because of time constraints.”

2¢”1 felt comfortable, but incxperienced.”

Question 3: How would you describe ybur supporter

3a“My supporter was helpful. I had no clue at
first. My supporter pointed me in the right
direction.”

3b”“I knew the information. My supporter kept
asking me ‘What are you going to do with it? Or,
‘How are you going to write about it.”

3c”I dropped my idzas. Forced to make connections
from a different perspective.”

3d“T wanted more confrontation on my ideas. My
supporter seemed to merely agree with me.”

3e”We liked each other’s ideas. We could focus on
more specificaspects. Asked general questions.
Supporter was awfully nice.”

Ficure 1

supporters. Their comments indicated the helpfulness of
the supporters(3aand 3c). Inlooking atcomment 3e, I feel
that the planner was ambivalent to some extent. Onone
hand, the planner said, “We could focus on more specific
aspects.” The next sentence states, “Asked general ques-
tions.” I see this as a duality of the session and wonder
how genera! questions led to the discussion of specific
aspects.

Comment 3d, however, takes a different tack. The
planner indicates that he wanted more confrontation for
the ideas presented. In a sense, the planner asked to be
stretched and challenged, rather than affirmed. Whenhe
explained this in the processing session, he did indicate
that the supporter did ask appropriate questions. He
wanted, however, more direct challenges to hisideas and
issues.

Thehesitanciesand fears presentin thesecomments
earmark a first time encounter with collaborative plan-
ning. Asboth collaborators refiect on what they did, they
will improve their supporter skills for the next session.

Thenextseries of questions asked thecollaborators
to concentrate on what they gained from the sessions as
both planner and supporters. Again, I placed these
comments side-by-s.de for comparison purposes. 1
also recorded merely words or phrases from their re-
sponses.

Another interesting comment threaded through
this discussion. When the collaborators spoke about
their role as supporters, several of them referred to the
planner as “my writer.” I found this interesting be-
cause, to me, it indicated the investment that the plan-

ner made in the writer and that the planner felta sense
of obligation and unity with the planner. (Please see
Figure 2 on Page 74)

Looking at the responses to Questions4 and 5 in
Figure 2 perceived actual benefits for themselves as
both writers and as supporters. One idea that con-
stantly filters through all the work we have doingin the
project over the last four years is again evident. We
have shown that the supporter gains as much from any
planning session as does the planner. Comments 5b
and 5f above show that the supporter gained some
insightinto his or her own paperjustas did the planner.
Comment 5f, I feel, underscores my position in this
article that internialization occurs when one reflects on
what one is doing. In the instance of Comment 3f, the
writer found more questions to ask herself about her
own paper. In fact, she even uses the word “internal-
izes” to describe what acting as a supporter did for her.

Aswriters, these collaborators echoed ideas that we
have heard many times in the project. They gained a
better sense of themselves as writers whether it was
movingfromdoubtabout paper tohaving moreconfidence
(Comments4band 4c) or a clearer understanding of what
tosayand how tosayit(Comments4d and 4g). Onewriter
even verbalized one of the more important tenets of
collaborative planning by saying, “I had a reader’s re-
sponse to my ideas.”

I asked one final question during this processing
session. I wanted to allow the collaborators to see that
everything does nothave togo wellin a session and that
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Question 4: What did you gain from this
sessionas a writer?

4a New ideas

4b Confidence in my ideas

4c Courageousness instead of hesitancy

4d Something to say

4e A reader’s response to my ideas

4f Reinforcement

4g A reminder that what I want to say is not
what I actually do say

Question 5: What did you gain from this
sessiorn as a supporter?

5a Opportunity to help, encourage, focus

5b Better understanding of the assignment
5¢ More empathy for other’s points of view
5d Helped to come up with ideas—-outline
5e A summing up

5f More questions to ask myself--internalize

Figure 2

they need to understand what did not go wellin order
to avoid these mistakes in the future, especially when
they start to work with their own students.

QUESTION 6: WHAT DID NOT WORK WELL IN THIS
SESSION?

6a “Felt rushed for time. Not enough chance to
be a help as a supporter

6b “Did not know how to interrupt or interject
comments when I was the supporter.”

6c “Felt | was derailing the planner with my
comments.”

6d “1 kept apologizing to the planner for inter-
rupting.”

6e “I automatically became my own supporter
and did not allow my support to fully work
with me.”

6f “We ended up talking about talking, not

about how to write the paper.”

6g Had a better conversation about the paper
when we turned off the tape recorders.”

6h “Time"

These comments seem to concentrate more on
what went wrong in the supporting phase of the plan-
ning session whether it be the time constraint (Com-
ments 6a and 6h) or how to act properly as a supporter
(Comments 6b, 6¢, 6d and 6e). I see these comments as
crucial comments that again underscore what we have
learned over the past four years about the role of the
supporter in a planning session. Being a planner is, in
some respects, easy. Beinga good supporter, however,
requires practice, tact, empathy, and a sense of timing,.
How do I interrupt the flow of ideas? How do I ask the right
question at the right time? When should Istop the planner?
These questions might never have surfaced had we not
taken time to reflect, to process the pianning session.

After this pianning session, the students had a
week to prepare their papers. As they turned themin,
I gave them two activity sheets. One was a peer review
on which the supporter was to read the writer’s paper
and make comments to questions such as:

1. Summarize the paper in three to five sentences.
2. Point out two or three strengths of the paper.
3. Using the section on “Conference Questions”
entitled “Ways to Read a Paper,” select two
questions from each of the three areas that most
apply to this paper. Then writer one or two
sentences in response to each selected question.
(Note: “ConferenceQuestions” appearsin the peer
tutor handbook I use with the peer tutors in our
writing center at Fox Chapel Area High School.)
Each writer in turn read this response sheet, re-
read his or her paper, and then filled out a self-
evaluation form. This form asked the writer todo
the following,.

1. In ycur own words, what did youdo well in this

paper?

2. How well did you address your audience?

3. What ideas carried over into this paper from

your planning session?

4. Grade your own paper and explain the grade.

By allowing the writer to evaluate his or own
paper, I am adding another layer of processing, and
therefore internalization, to the entire creation of the
paper from the collaborative planning session to the
finished product. This process then allows the writer
to meta-cognitively assess and evaluate his or her com-
posing process.

In retrospect, I should ask the supporter to re-
spond to another question. The next time I use this
combination of evaluation sheets, I will includea ques-
tion that will ask the supporter to indicate any ideas
that carried over from the planning session since I ask
the writer to do so (see below). With this question for
both the writer and the supporter to respond to, I feel
that both the planner and the supporter will become
more aware of his or her composing process and can
then internalize it to an even greater extent.

In looking at the responses to the question about
carry-over from the planning session into the paper, |
found that the writers did carry something over. The
statements below represent the various degrees of this
carry-over.

74 o
Mo




1. Virtually none. I think the planning session was
more useful in helping me focus on a topic. I was
tryingtoaddressthrecor fourtopicsatonceinitially;
the planning session helped me to narrow things
down.

2. Talking with Diana helped me to make some
connections I hadn’t made previously on my own,
such as how form can be comforting and not
threatening, etc.

3. Idea for the personal story in the introduction.
Structure of the paper including philosophy of
teaching.

4. Many ideas carried over-—-essentially everything
I discussed with my partner carried over.

5. Some ideas, but not all.

Responses from other writers indicated specific
ideas that did carry over.

While I do not feel that everything needs to carry
over froma planning session into a paper, I appreciate
the insight that these writers had in knowing what did
carry over. More importantly, I feel that they selected
appropriate material, ideas, and connections to carry
over into their papers.

Since these students were in a methods course,
wondered what transference of collaborative planning
there would be into their teaching. One student, Kim,
is currently teaching a course at Community College of
Allegheny County. When she gave me her journal
reflections and her paper on collaborative planning,
she wrote me a note:

As | was reading over my response log I found
entries relating to my frustration with the group
work in the class 1 teach at Community College.

After our class sessions on collaborative planning,

I integrated what I had learned into my class

activities. It worked well for the class, and I was

interested in the student response on their course
evaluation about collaborative planning, and
received positive responses.

For her paper for my course, Kim chose to write
on her experience with collaborative planning. In the
process of doing so, she also reflected on her history as
awriter. Inresponse toajournal question Iasked (What
intrigues me about this idea?) Kim wrote:

In 1973 in my own sophomore English class, we
tried to use small groups. They were unfocused,
unstructured, and unproductive. Our teacher was
not involved in the process; we were unprepared
for our tasks. And yet the idea of group work
wasn't all wrong and the seed of what was right
about it remained with me. 1978, Grove City
College, my junior year. I was drawn to journal
classes. These classes were inspiration to write,
write, write. ] wrote, and my perception grew. But
[always felt that something was missing. 1 knew |
could grow more as a writer, but how? I did well
inmyjournal, made”A’s” and yet I was not satisfied.
What was missing?

Collaborative planning may be the missing key

tobothof mymemories. I’'mintrigued that students
can learn to write together in the role of planner
and supporter. I'm intrigued that there are
structured plans for how students can help each
other write. I am attracted to the idea of teacher
involvement where the teacher always listens and
always is available.

Kim, in her paper, described how collaborative
planning helped to focus her writing for this assign-
ment. She also indicated that she will be using coi-
laborative planning in her classes when she begins
teaching. What intrigued me about this, was the fact
that Kim learned collaborative planning in our class,
used it to write her own paper, and then tried itinaclass
she was currently teaching. This type of reflection and
reinforcement will give Kim a solid basis for using
collaborative planning that most of the other students
in our class will not have the opportunity to experience
until they are student teaching.

Another student, Barbara, was attracted to the
socialization process that occurs with cooperative
learning in general and with collaborative planningin
particular. She and Kim were paired as planner-sup-
porter for our class writirg assignment. Barbara also
indicated in her paper the advantages shesaw forusing
collaborative pianning as both a writer and a future
teacher. In her journal, in response to the question
about what intrigued herabout colla: < -ative planning,
she wrote:

The camaraderie of the process ‘which . x:ses the
students to engage ii. intellectual and social
discourse with persons they might not otherwise
interact with.

In her final paper, Bar* ara carried over the impor-
tance of the social aspect of collaborative planning for
her.

My own personal experience with collaborative
planning has reinforced my contention of its value
in the planning-to-write as well as its sociological
benefits. For example, I may not have written this
article had it not been for the encouragement of my
supporter. . . . She enthusiastically cheered my
approach to the idea that collaborative planning
has many other benefits besides helping one to
planto write a paper. She reassured me thatonly
reeded to refine my plan eliminate some of the
source material | was originally going to use. She
exclaimed, “You have plenty of pertinent material
alreadyto writeanimportantand interesting article.
Justfocusin on whatyouwanttosay.” Mightladd,
I have formed a lasting friendship with my
supporter, whom l in return, had supported in her
planning to write efforts.

Kim and Barbara actually acted as supporters for
each throughout the entire course. I had overheard
conversations in which they talked about calling each
otheronthe phoneand talking overideasand problems
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raised by the course material. In effect, they extended
the supporter aspect of collaborative planning to a
larger issue that of the course itself.

Both Kim's and Barbara’s experiences reinforce
the concepts of the mirror-window analogy I devel-
oped in my article, “The Right Metaphor,” for the 1990
Making Thinking Visible casebook entitled Collaborative
Planning: Concepts, Processes,and Assignments. Idefined
a mirror exchange as “one in which the interaction
between the planner and supporter allows the planner
time for consideration, reflection, and reconsideration.”
(54) 1 then defined a window exchange as being

“transparent enough to allow the planner to see
both sides of the wall and to geta clear vision of the

‘outside’ of his or her mind or to seeconcernsabout

the paper beyond the immediate question or topic

of conversation. It mayalsoopen upsomeconcerns

or questions for the supporter concerning hisor her

own paper.” (55)

Figure 3 illustrates both the mirror and window
exchanges.
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I feel that Barbara’s and Kim’s comments above
illustratemirror-windowexchanges. InKim’scase, the
planning session and journal writings helped her to
reflect on her own writing history and to make some
decisions about what could have been better. She then
projected ahead about how she will use collaborative
planning in her own classes.

Barbara moved from the immediate application
of collaborative planning for writing to seeing its socio-
logical value and benefits. In thisinstance, the window
analogy comes into play. Not only will Barbara use
collaborative planning for writing, but she will use it
help students develop their social discourse.

Mirrors, reflection, processing. These words un-
derscore the necessity of talking about a collaborative
planning session to help both the planner and the
supporter to internalize what wentonin their planning
session and what ultimately appears in their papers.
The Johnsons observed, “The purpose of group pro-
cessing is to clarify and improve the effectiveness of
members in contributing to the collaborative effects to
achieve the group’s goals.” (30) This observation un-
derscores an important aspect of collaborative plan-
ning: Talking through a paper helps to generate ideas and
directions for the paper. 1t also underscores the fact that
the planner and supporter need to talk about the
planning session itself to validate what they did well
and what they need to improve the next time. By doing
this, both people begin to internalize and eventually
intuit what needs to be done. They will move away
fromthe trepidations and fears, as supporters, that they
are interrupting the planner and will begin to realize
when they need to interact with the planner to vitalize
theideas and directions for the paper under discussion.
Unlike the woman in Plath’s poem who strikes out at
the image she sees reflected back to her, the collabora-
tors will become the mirror themselves, reflecting on
their planning, their supporting, and ultimately their
writing.
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FrO® REPRESENTATION TO PRACTICE:

Case Stupy oF A Preservice Teacuer

LinoA NORRIS
Carnegie (DettoN Universiry

1 would like to offer a discussion of some work that I've done with student teachers
in the English education program at the University of Pittsburgh. I conducted a close
analysis of how seven preservice teachers represented two techniques during methods
courses and during student teaching and how their representations influenced their
practice of these techniques. These two techniques shared common features and
purposes such as student-centeredness, active learning, student participation, exchange
of ideas, and posing and solving problems, to name a few. They also shared certain
assumptions about teaching and learning: that students can teach each other and learn
from each other, that speaking and listening to others is important and productive, that
students can generate their own ideas and share them with other members of the class,
and that reflection is ar: important part of learning.

I collected eight different types of data including surveys, feature analyses,
journals, lesson plans, and interviews over an academic year from the beginning of
methods courses that provided instruction in these techniques to the end of student
teaching where these practices were used. From these different measures emerged each
participant’s reprecentation of each of the two test—';ues. Idiscovered that student
teachers’ representations consisted of a variety of components such asattitude, personal
and classroom experiences, and reasoning. These components triggered what I call
reflection points of acceptance, consideration, and conflict about the teaching technique
and its use in the high school English classroom. A point of acceptance is one of
confirmation or arreement with the technique; points of acceptance strengthen the
likelihood that the techinique will be integrated into the teaching repertoire. A point of
consideration is one of weighing positive or negative aspects of the technique; points of
consideration can go either way in closer acceptance of or further resistance to the
technique as part of the teaching repertoire. And points of conflict are resistance to the
technique or potential problem recognition; several points of conflict will most likely
result in abandoning the technique as part of the repertoire, especially if it seems
impossible to resolve the problems that the technique poses. I'll say more about this
emergingrepertoire (See Figure 3 on page81 forillustration)and give youanother chance
to look at it later.

The whole study would take too long to explain in one short article, so I'm only
going toinclude a small portion of this work here.I’'ve decided to focus on one particular
case study, and I'm also going to limit my remarks to only one of the two educational
innovations I examined, a technique for teaching writing called collaborative planning
(the other technique was creative dramatics, by the way). Collaborative planning (also
referred to as CP) is a specific writing technique first developed by Linda Flower that
helps writers to use planning at various points in the writing process, developing their
own plans for creating text with a supporter who acknowledges, questions, and
challenges the writer about rhetorical concems such as purpose, audience, and textual
conventions (Flower, Burnett, Hajduk, Wallace, INorris, Peck, and Spivey, 1990).
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Let me begin with a composite of Laura and her
representation of collaborative planning. Through
writing attitude surveys and written responses in her
journals, a feature analysis, her personal and classroom
experiences, and oral and written reflections on these
experiences, we can begin to see what her representa-
tion of CP ooks like.

Laura was seeking professional teaching certifi-
cation in the student teacher training program at the
University of Pittsburgh. On the first class meeting
where she would be learning CP (August 30, 1990), I
administered a 30-item writing attitude survey to the
class. The items on this writing attitude survey ranged
from SA for strongly agree to A, agree, D, disagree, and
SD for strongly disagree. Items were coded as positive
and negative toward collaborative planning. Laura
gave SA (strongly agree) responses to the following
items:

When I have a writing assignment, I like to talk to

someone about it before | write.

People can give me useful advice about what I'm

going to write.

When | have a problem writing, I like to bounce

ideas off other people.

Telling a friend about my ideas for writing helps

me write better.

And she gave SD (strongly disagree) responses to
these items:

Writing shouid be a very private process.

Ilike to wait until I've finished a paper before | tell

people about my writing.

It's a waste of time to talk with other students about

my writing.

Laura’s responses tc these seven items remained
consistent at all three data <ollection points over the
year. After that first class where we discussed CP,
Laura wrote her reactions to this technique:

Well, I think it’s very clear that this type of activity

could be extremely useful in planning for writing.

Ithink I use some sort ofadapted version whenever

I write. 1love to talk to someone else beforehand.

(Journal response, August 30, 1950)

Laura’s personal experience of whatshe doesasa
writerand herresponsestoitemsontheattitude survey
form an approving opinion of CP initially, what I call
points of acceptance, based on the notions that writing
should not be a private enterprise and that talking to
someone about writing can actually improve writing.

But then Laura reasons back and forth about
collaboration for students she might be teaching. a
point of consideration: there may be students who
want privacy, who do not love to talk to others like she
does; but most teens do like to talk to their peers. She
resolves this concern by suggesting that she would
consider letting each writer do what works best for him
or her:

...However, I wonder about students who enjoy
theirprivacy and might not wantto talk beforethey
write; or they may be writing about a personal
subject which they would not want to share. 1 also
think thisapproach fitsin well with most teenagers
natural tendencies: to talk about themselves with
peers. Why not work with their o*vn preferencesin
helping them to learn? (Journal response, August
30,1990) (consideration)

In her second journal response, after doing CP
with another class member, tape recording their plan-
ningsession, and listening to their tape, Laura transfers
this experience to how students she will be teaching
might benefit from CP:

I cansee how this aspect [being a supporter] wou'.d
certainly boost a teenager’s sense of self-esteem
and worth. Especially someone who may not have
been doing well with other aspects of the class. It
was even gratifying for me. (Journal response,
September 6, 1990) (acceptance)

Close to the end of the semester, [ asked Laura to
predicthow she would teach CP. At this point practical
concernssurfaced about keeping students on task, how
high the noise level would be, and how much time it
would take to teach CP (points of consideration). Her
attitude toward CP still remained positive, however:
I think most students would talk about subjects
other than their writing, at first I would have to
circulatearound to seehow they were progressing
and keepthemontrack....l also think somestudents
would not participate very actively in their role. It
would depend on their relationship with the other
student....There would be a great deal of noise....I
think they’d probably produce better writing—I
feel pretty sure of that. More than anything, I think
thisactivity takestimeto makeit productive. They’d
probal.y need about 2 or 3 times before it would
really help them, but I'm confident that it is a
worthwhile project...] would have one student
work with me for everyone else to watch. [ would

be the supporter, and the student, the writer. We
would go through a brief 5-10 minute CP session. 1
would inform them that tomorrow, they will be
given half the period to do this, and the other half

to write. Their papers will bedue in 3days. They’ll

do CP and begin writing--we'll probably have
some discussion about how it went. (Prediction,
December 6, 199)) (consideration)

I believe Laura reaches the decision to add CP to
her repertoire through several points of acceptance;
however, she also makes important points of consider-
ation and conflict along the way. If we were to plot
Laura’s emerging representation of CP on a chart of
somekind, it mightlook Figure 1 where wecan seeover
time how Laura comes to accept this writing technique
as something she will adapt and use in her teaching
repertoire. (The following codes are used in Figure 1:
WAS (writing attitude survey), J (journal), FA (feature
analysis), P (Prediction of class use), I (interview after
teaching.)

Consideration

Acceptance

Consideration




Features of Laura's Emerging Representation of CP

Feature When Acceptance Consideration Conflict
Talking to someone helps Aug., WAS X
Sonie writers like privacy Aug., J X
Peer support important Oct,, J X
Planner's BB too rigid Oct., FA X
CP helps writers construct meaning Dec, FA X
CP could be noisy, gets students off task Dec., P X
Could produce better writing Dec, P X
Student were much more coope ative Apr., 1 X
Students become own internal supportersApr. , 1 X

Figure 1. Laura’s Representation of CP and Points of Acceptance, Consideration, and Conflict

Laura has meaningful personal experiences doing
CP herself as a writer, yet she does some questioning
about writers’ privacyand decidestomodify theplanner’s
blackboard. Conflict points about the planner’s black-
board and writer’s privacy are resolved in Laura’s class-
room situation in April that we will examine next. A
strong acceptance point for Laura was obviously her
success with CP in a lesson with students who normally
have difficulties with reading and writing. Couple this
strong acceptance point with Laura’s illustrations, atti-
tude survey responses, and selections of critical features
of CP that fit with her beliefs about teaching writing,
features like providing class time for students to see how
others think, and CP is a social/cognitive process for
constructing and negotiating meaning, and we see a
representation of CP that suggests that Laura will use CP
as part of her repertoire for teaching writing.

Let's see how the last two features in Figure 1,
students were much more cooperative, and students
became their owninternal supporters, were played outin
April. Lauralearned that she would bedoing her student
teaching atalargeinner-city schooland that she would be
teaching ninth grade EWER (English With Emphasis on
Reading) students; these studentsare considered what is
termed “remedial” and “below average.” Laura decided
to try CP with her ninth grade EWER students when they
were doing a unit on writing short stories.

Figure 2, on Fage 80, illustrates several excerpts
fromaninterview onLaura’sreactionsto thislesson using

CP with this dlass. Notice the interplay among Laura’s
classroom experience, attitude, and reasoning with CP.
The interview contains several critical points of accep-
tance of CP for Laura. We see how she also makes
points of consideration and conflict that push her to
work out an adaptation of CP to fit her classroom
context and her beliefs about teaching writing. I've
double coded Laura’s responses—points of acceptance,
consideration, and conflictappear in parentheses to the
right of Laura’s zesponses, and the components of the
representation appear in parentheses at the left.

Even though Laura ends the interview by saying
that CP can be “intrusive,” she wants to do it again
because she believes that it is a “good thirg to teach.”
She modifies the CP technique in ways that she thinks
will work best for these students, without the planning
blackboards ortechnical vocabulary. So she downplays
the blackboards and focuses the class’s attention on
how to be a good supporter by having students think
about different types of questions and by getting them
to be her supporters when she plans a piece of writing.
She also believes early in her understanding of CP that
she would let students choose if they wanted to do CP
orwanted to write privately. The student writingabout
her pregnancy reinforces Laura’s vision of the writing
classroom where students could have a private corner
if they chose not to collaborate on a certain assignment.
But ultimately Laura wants all of her students to try CP
because she believes that one of its most important
goals is to allow writers authority, cwnership, and
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Component Point

(Personal Experience) ..I thought it [CP] was kind of a natural way to start writing. ‘Cause I (Acceptance)
do this....When I first heard about it I was just thinking, "How would
this work for me if I was a student?"...I thought, "Yeah, it would. It
would prebably help me alot." And I-Iliked the idea. The only thing I {Consideration)
didn't like about it was that sometimes when I write I don't feel like
telling somebody about it. There's—-sometimes I write stories and I don't
want to talk about it becauseit's almost like you'll jinx it, you know?..1
didn't want to spoil it by telling it to somebody.

(Attitude) And I think there are some people who do prefer writing privately and (Conflict)
they don't want to talk about it. Especially if it's a sensitive topic.

(Classroom Experience) Ihad a girl in the fifth period class who was writing about herself and her {Conflict)
pregnancy and I was helping the guy who was the supporter of the group
to ask her questions....Her story stopped after the first paragraph. Like,
her last sentence said, "Because my mother was giving me a hard time."
But she didn't say what the hard time was and what happened....She
needed soricbody to ask those questions, but, you know, because it's just
painful or just sensitive, she didn't want to tell about it.

(Reasoning) ...For somebody like that I would probably, you know, if we did this (Consideration)
again, and a situation like that came up..I would say, "Okay, people
who are doing their writing privately, this is the corner for you. ...And
if you do your writing in here, you don't have to participate in this. You
know, if you want to, you can sit in on a group and just listen to the
questions....Be an observer, or be a supporter, you know. But if the
person was at that stage where they had to get some writing down, and
they didn't want to be asked questions, then I would provide some time
for that person to do it...

(Attitude) It is an intrusive technique sometimes and...I just want to make sure that (Consideration)
she can do this without feeling—-[that she has to collaboratively
plan}--Yeah. Yeah. I want them all to try it. I want them all to use it

(Reasoning) because what happens, I think, if they learn to do this a couple of (Acceptance)
times,then you start to be your own internal supporter....You start to--to
jell, like--you start to kind of ask those questions to yourself...And that's
you know, that's definitely a big kind of benefit from this.

(Personal Experience) ...I was doing this with other people before I knew about it....I used to (Acceptance)
do this with my sister who was not, I mean, she's not in English. She
didn't even like to write. She's just, you know...she's a tough listener. I
mean, she's active in a tough way....She would not let me say things
without elaborating or, you know, so that was good, and that was
something that I started to internalize and I started to become much more
hard on myself.

(Attitude) I'm going to do this again, though. I really likeit. I think they liked it, (Acceptance)
too. This is a good thing to tcach. These are ninth graders. This is
EWER. You know what people say?...People say you can't get them to
write a paragraph. ...S0, I was happy. (Interview, April 11, 1991)

FIGURE 2. EXCERPTS FROM LAURA’S INTERVIEW AFTER TEACHING CP
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responsibility for their work~that they will eventually
become their own “internal supporters.”

Upon further reflection, Laura recalls the CP
classroom experience (she calls it “discussion plan-
ning”’)and decides to add CP to her teaching repertoire

after being able to talk about their ideas with other
peoplein theclass. Over time, I think the students
who were reticent to take part in this would really
come to enjoy it. I can see how this could really
develop speaking skills. It also helped them to see
anotherstudent’sapproachtothesameassignment

for high school English:

Acceptance

The CP (discussion planning) was the most
successful part of the whole two-week uniton story
writing....With the discussion planning, both
periods did remarkably well. I can’t recall a lesson
that went so smoothly with both classes. They
enjoyed working with their peers in groups, and I
think the idea of each person takins, part in one
person’s work was appealing. Both ninth grade
classes have always enjoyed working in groups,
and I think it’s a very important ability for these
students to develop...Each day I modeled the
process again but focused on different types of
questions. I also brought in the students as *he
supportersduring themodeling so that they would
bemoreinvolved inthe processand better practiced
when they began their own groups...I think my
students really gained a lot from this techrique.
They werealittle less frustrated withtheassignment

which spawned new ideas of their own. Iwoulddo
this again with writing in a heartbeat. (Written
reflection on teaching, April 22, 1991) (acceptance)

Let me return to the model I suggested at the
beginning of this paper (See Figure 3). The methodol-
ogy in this study might serve as a model for teacher
educators who want to learn more about their teachers-
in-training and how they represent the techniques they
are being taught for the classroom. The model illus-
trates the recursive and cyclical nature of the emerging
repertoire, i.e., repertoire development happens over
time and changes with each new context for tcaching.
There can be several points of acceptance, consideration,
or conflict in any component of the representation.
Similarly, any one point of acceptance, consideration,
or conflict may call to mind other components of a

Emerging Repertoire

Developing Representation
eexperiences
e attitudes
*reasoning

e features

a 3
Reflection Points
sacceptance
sconsideration
» conflict
S y

(Adopt)

Decision-making Process
(Adapt)

"4

(Reject)

Put into Practice

;/Actéon\t'mtum\k

Will Not Use

FIGURE 3. EMERGING REPERTOIRE
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representation, hencethearrowsatboth endsconnecting
the developing representation with the threereflection
points.

Points of acceptance generally indicate a decision
to use the technique and will most likely result in
adopting the technique for the classroom, i. e., the
technique will emerge as partof the teaching repertoire
(represented by the “Put into Practice” area on the
continuum). Points of consideration indicate that the
technique is being thought about carefully, pros and
cons are being weighed, and a decision is pending.
Points of consideration may lead to some adaptation of
the technique rather than acceptance or rejection. A
decision to adapt a technique may lead to be “Put into
Practice” or it may be tried on one occasion and not
used again. Points of conflict suggest that acomponent
of the representation is in direct contrast to considering
the technique for adoption or even for adaptation.
Once a decision is made to reject the technique due to
multiple points of conflict or the inability to resolve
conflict, the technique will not be used by the teacher
(illustrated by the “Will Not Use” end of the con-
tinuum).

As we see with Laura, however, one point of
conflict does not mean that a teaching technique could
notbe partof teacher’srepertoire. Furthermore, points
of conflict are important because they signal potential
problem recognition and allow teachers to consider
why the technique should not be used. Balancing
poin: . of conflict with other points of acceptance and/
or consideration could lead to adoption and using a
technique regularly, using some adaptation of it for
only certainsituations, or dismissing it. Multiple points
of conflict, however, most likely will lead to abandon-
ing the technique, just as multiple points of acceptance
will most likely lead to technique adoption and assimi-
lation into the pedagogy. Teachers accept or reject new
techniques into their repertoires over time, and use or
rejection occurs depending on the impact of the com-
ponents of their representations and the balance of
points of acceptance, consideration, and/or conflict.
Once a teaching innovation is put into practice it does
not necessarily remain the same. The representation
can change due to new experiences, a different attitude
toward the technique, and other reasons for using it in
different situations. This strong and on-going connec-
tion between practice and the developing representa-
tion is demonstrated by the arrow from the “Action
Continuum” box back to the “Developing Representa-
tion” oval.

Reflection played a large partin helping preservice
teachers become more censcious of their decisions to
use certain techniques. The role of reflection in this
study was critical because reflection moved students
who would be teachers from mere exposure to certain
teaching techniques to engaging in written and oral

responses about them and why they should or should
not be teaching them. Also, it encouraged internal
dialoguing in preservice teachers as learners and as
teachers. As we saw with Laura, participants in this
study not only had opportunities to explain how these
methods wereimpactingon themaslearnersbutalsoto
imagine how they would impact on students they
would be teaching, and further, to comment on how
they did impact on students when they did use them.
The process of developing a repertoire for teaching
must include reflection because it is through this con-
scious act (or rather, these conscious acts) that teachers
come to understand the techniques they learn and are
then able to transfer them to their own studentsin their
own classrooms. By reflecting on their technique rep-
resentations and points of acceptance, consideration,
and conflict they see what informs their practice and
they choose the techniques that best fit their pedagogy
and contexts.

I want to suggest that reflection points serve to
make teachers more aware of how they understand
their practices and why they adopt or reject certain
teaching techniques as part of their repertoire. Few
studies have been done that actually attempt to get at
how teachers early in their professional development
make decisions about what they will teach and how
they will teach based on their representations of the
content. This work extends the work of Deborah
Swanson-Owens (1936), James Calderhead and Maurice
Robson (1991), and Greta Morine-Dershimer (1989) to
teacher training in secondary English by examining
teacher trainees’ attitudes and assumptions toward
certain teaching practices, and discovering and reflect-
ing on how these attitudes and assumptions influence
the decisions they make about what to teach and how
to teach. Ithink this work may be useful for classroom
inquiry projects or other teacher preparation programs
interested in how teachers form philosophies, make
decisions, and adopt different methodologies for teach-
ing. This study, besides offering a way of thinking
about preservice teacher thinking, ultimately asksusto
consider carefully how we as educators might best
design teacher training programs. If we want good
teachers, we must insist on good teacher training pro-
grams. If wedon’t want the effects of university teachet
education to be “washed out” by school experiences
(either the students’ biographies or by internship) ther.
teacher training programs should do the following:

* determine and advocate purposeful practices
in the teacher education program

e provide preservice teachers with many
opportunities to experience these practices

e provide many opportunities for preservice
teachers to reflect on the purposeful practices
weadvocatebefore student teaching aswell as
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dur.ng student teaching -work closely with
those who act as supervisors and cooperating
teachers for student teachers and interns and
provide rich environments for discussing
specific practices, i. e., set up a network of
informed practice.

Clearly, more work is needed on preservice and
experienced teachers’ repertoire development. A con-
tinuation of this kind of work would be valuable in
uncovering the motivations behind why we are teach-
ing what we teach. I seriously question, for example,
some of the writing assignments teachers impose on
their students. What are the underlying assumptions
and purposes for the kinds of writing assignments we
give students? Collecting representation data similar
to kind described in this study would call into question
the rationales, motivations, and implications teachers
have for asking students to write about specific works,
problems, or issues.

I would hope that this study might also pave the
way for giving teachers more input into selecting and
developing curriculum in their schools and would
allow department heads, principals, and superinten-
dents to see the different kinds of thinking teachers do
and the reasons they don’t all feel the same about any
given practice or procedure. Perhaps these new in-
sights will help to empower teachers by making them
more aware of the choices they make, and clarify for
administrators how specifics of the curriculum are
understood and why they might or might not be used
by the faculty. The future of education absolutely
demands that teachers do more than teach as they have
been taught or as they have beentold to teach.
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INCORPORATING THE NOTION OF PLANNING INTO THE

Seconpary €nGLsH CurriICULUMD

Jane ZAcARY GARGARO
" Peasopy HigH Scroot

] havebeena classroom English teacher for twenty-five years. lamalso a fellow
of the Western Pennsylvania Writing Project and, for the past four years, have been
a teacher-researcher in the Making Thinking Visible Project at the Center for the
Study of Writing, Carnegie Mellon University. Asateacher-researcher in the MTV
project, I became convinced of the value of collaborative planning in writing as |
utilized and conducted research on collaborative planning in my own classroom.

During my third year with the Making Thinking Visible Project, [accepted the
position of curriculum practitioner for the Syllabus Examination Program (SEP) in
English for the Pittsburgh Public Schools. Having observed the value of collabora-
tive planning for my students, I was now afforded the opportunity to utilize
collaborative planning with three other curriculum practitioners to develop cur-
ricular units. AsIreflecton the units wedeveloped and our own process, Isee that
my colleagues and I were able to utilize elements of the Blackboard Planner to
problem solve as we struggled to defineourkey points (rationales) for each unitand
each unit lesson in relation to our audience (the teacher and the student ); to define
thetopicinformation necessary to include in eachlesson; and to determine just what
the materials we developed would look like (text conventions.). Our process was
a fluid one, each of us moving from role of writer to supporter as we ventured ideas
and suggestions and challenged cach other to clarify our ideas and consolidate our
plans.

While collaborative planning was valuable to us in producing our curricular
units, I feel that what we were able to accomplish in terms of giving both students
and teachers an understanding of collaborative planning and the role of planning
itself in the context of writing process is noteworthy. Principally, we were able to
give teachers and students a new understanding of the writing process as problem-
solving. This paper focuses on the concrete outcomes of our curriculum planning,
especially those outcomes related to the role of planning in writing, in the hope that
the fruits of our labors may be useful to other classroom teachers.

COLLABORATIVE PLANNING AND THE SyLiasus CxAMINATION PrOjECT

From the inception of our curriculum writing project, collaborative planning
and SEP seemed to me to be a natural twosome, collaborative planning being one
strategy that could be implemented in the classroom to accomplish the goals of SEP
curricula. The Syllabus Examination Program in the four major secondary
academic disciplines was envisioned as a means of

emonitoring and assessing student learning,
epromoting equity of learning for students across the district, and
efostering higher order thinking skills.

In my view, the principles of collaborative planning commended it as one
means of promotii» the objectives of SEP, for the process of collaborative planning
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encourages students to develop plans for writing in
relationship to their own purposes and toreflect on the
thinking that produced those plans. Thus, as students
collaboratively plan and reflect on their planning in
relationship to text produced, they have the opportu-
nity to monitor and assess their own thinking as it is
reflected in their planning and in their writing. The CP
process enables students to develop thinking skills by
making connections acrossall areas of textual planning
viathe Planner’s Blackboard, a visual metaphor to help
students focus on rhetorical elements* for any given
writing task.

Two additional goals for the SEP program in
English seemed also to be well served by collaborative
planning. They were:

*to build units and unit lessons which enable
students to develop reading and writing
strategies (in addition to thinking strategies),
and

*to utilize these units as a kind of concrete staff
development by promoting classroom
implementation ofactivities thatreflectcurrent
educational pedagogy and research.

As students collaboratively plan, they focus on
writing strategies that will enable them to reach an
audience and fulfill their purpose. Reflection on their
collaborationand planningaffords students the oppor-
tunity to build a repertoire of writing strategies and
evaluate their effectiveress in relationship to a writing
task. Building into the curriculum a specific pedagogy
such as collaborative planning, I believed, could afford
teachers the opportunity to putinto practice the results
of current research on writing.

QuesTions, CONCErns, AND OBSERVATIONS

After ] introduced my colleagues to collaborative
planning and presented the research on which this
strategy was based, their immediate reaction was to
focus on the language of the Planner’s Blackboard,
which they viewed as a means of enabling student talk
about writing over a four year period. They saw double
value in developing some consistency in the way we
talk to students abouta writer’s considerations: consis-
tency of vocabulary could foster the development of
writing teachers as well as the development of student
writers. They saw that we could begin to incorporate
this writing vocabulary into our unit lessons, but they
noted that what we write into the curriculum would
need to be supported by teacher in-service and/or
professional exchange sessionsin which teachers would
begin to discussactual classroom experience in relation
to new approaches (e.g. planning) to the teaching of
writing incorporated into SEP units. Teachers who
piloted these units did, indeed, meet once a month to

*purpose or key point, audience, topic information, and
text conventions

givefeedback to the curriculum writers on how the unit
lessons were working. Other curriculum practi*ioner
concerns included:

¢ introducing the notionof planning to students,

¢ teacher modeling of how to move from plan to
text,

¢ the need to distinguish between planning and
collaborative planning,

¢ theroleof planning and collaborative planning
in the writing process,

* the need for teachers to get in touch with the
writing processes and strategies that they
themselves employ

¢ the need for teachers to see and/or reflect on
the use of CP in practice in the classroom,

¢ coaching of teachers (in a classroom setting )to
help students improve their process.

“heseinitialconcerns wereaddressed aswe wrote:
materials we developed were directly related to pro-
moting the benefits of collaborative planning and seek-
ing answers to our initial questions and concerns.

Curriculum practitioners agreed thatthe first unit
of grade 9, which was to focus on letters as text, would
be an appropriate place to introduce the vocabulary of
topicinformation, purpose, audience, and text conven-
tions. This consensus was based on the feeling that
familiarity with standard letter format, the purposes of
letter writing, the ease of audience manipulation in
letter writing assignments, and the familiarity with
topic information appropriate to personal letter writ-
ing, would enable students to begin to internalize and
utilize the vocabulary of the Planner’s Blackboard as a
means of talking about writing,.

The Ramionare oF The UNiT: COLLABORATIVE
PLANNING IN CONTEXRT

To understand the purpose of the three major
writing assignments given in the unit Sincerely Yours
(first unit, grade 9), it is important to understand the
rationale on which the unit was created.

The following is the rationale, developed collabo-
ratively, on which the unit is based.

Themaingoals of Unit I: Sincerely Yours areto(1)

engage students as readers and writers, (2)expand

the students repertoire of reading, writing, and

thinking strategies, (3) facilitate the socialization of

ninth graders to their new environment, (4) use

collaborative processes to extend learning, and (5)

enablestudents to reflect on what and how <hey are

learning. To accomplish these goals, this unit

beginsbyinvolving studentsin thereading writing

of personal letters.

Inorder to engage studentsas readersand writers
at the outset of their high school education, it is impor-
tantto provide them withanaccessible text thatenables
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them to see writing as important to people for a variety
of reasons.

Letters have been selected as the central text in
this unit because they provide students with a means of
self-expression. By hearing the self-expression of oth-
ers, students can begin to acquire a sense of voice in
writing. As they hear a variety of voices in the unit
letters, they can begin to develop a sense that their
unique voice is heard through their writing. Students
also learn that, beyond, self-expression, letters are an
effective means of communiczation, and that these com-
munications can become a record of personal and so-
cietal history.

Asstudentsmove from thereadingand writing of
personal letters to the epistolary fiction form they learn
that, because letters are a means of self-expression,
communication, and recording personal and societal
history, fiction writers, too, have utilized the letter asa
writing convention to create character and tell stories,
which, in turn, informs readers of their world.

The three major writing assignments are directly
linked to the readings and goals of this unit. First,
students write a brief letter of introduction to another
student, based onbrainstormingactivities, withlittleor
no planning. The next assignment, which is the first
major writing assignment, introduces students to the
concept of planning; it asks students to write a letter of
introduction to their teacher. The second major writing
assignment requires students to adopt a persona and
write toa character to whom they have been introduced
through their letter reading. The third writing assign-
ment follows their introduction to epistolary fiction
and challenges them to create their own letter story.
Planning is required for all three of these assignments.

AN Overview oF QIRITING CONSIDERATIONS AND
THE ResuLTing CurRICULU®D

What follows is an explanation of the concerns of
the curriculum practitioners and the lessons and mate-
rials developed to address these concerns. The chartin
the Appendix A [Note: These Appendices begin on Page
151]provides an overview of the relationship between
the initial concerns of the curriculum practitioners and
thelessons and resourcematerials developed toaddress
those concerns. Actual lessons and resources can also
be found in the appendices to this paper. It will be
helpful to refer to the specific materials in the appendi-
ces as you read about their purpose.

Provioing QDoDeLs:  INTRODUCING Key
CLemeNTS OF PLANNING

Arpernix B-Unir Wlriting Lessons

{Lesson 7 anD Lesson 17)

If students are to be successful in their planning,

they must understand its dimensions and how itdiffers
from prewriting techniques such as brainstorming,

graphic organizers, jot lists, outlining, freewriting, etc.
The teachers must provide a model and a rationale in
order to foster student utilization of the planning pro-
cess. An attempt should be made to show the students
the connection between planning and text. The first
two writing assignments, Lessons 7 and 17, provide a
means for teacher modeling. “Lesson 7 outlines the
means for a teacher to introduce the concept of plan-
ning, model the planning through two different proce-
dures, and have the students begin to plan a letter to
their teacher. Lesson 17 offers the option for a teacher
to once again model the process as she plans her own
letter to a character. Both lessons provide the teacher
with the option of having students plan in collaborative
writing/supporter pairs as an extension of their pre-
liminary planning.
ArpenDix C—Teachers Resources: Puan-ALoww
ovcis, Pun-ALoud Terate,
Sarie Notes (TR8, 15, 9, 10)
This model demonstrates to the teacher how she
might construct a plan-aloud for her students in order
todemonstrate her own thinking as she plansaletter to
the class. The teacher is also provided with a template
on which to create her own plan-aloud. The teacher
explains to the students that ordinarily she has written
downher thoughts as she considersaudience, purpose,
topic information, and the strategies (text conventions)
that will be used to compose the letter to the class. The
students are then asked to label the considerations they
see the teacher making as the thinking/planning
progresses. They label by audience, purpose, topic
information, strategy, etc. They attempt to note con-
nection between these various writing considerations.
(See Plan-Aloud Model in Appendix C.) The teacher
then uses the Sample Notes to demonstrate her own
note-taking procedure. This Plan-Aloud enables stu-
dents to be sin to see an experienced writer make deci-
sions about whatand how she will write in relationship
toagiven task. Itisarelative of the CMU Center for the
Study of Writing protocols which enabled the explo-
ration of the contrast between experienced and inex-
perienced writers.

ArreNDIX C—TeacherRs Resources: Sacopre PLANNING
Sueen Letrer To My Stunents {TRN) Anp Puannmg
Sheer Teoruare: Letrer To (DY Stupents (TRI2)

This sample planning sheet gives the teacher an-
other way to model the considerations a writer makes
when planning. In this particular case, the teacher
models her considerations as she thinks aliout the letter
of introduction to be sent to her class. The template
included in teacher’s resources pr: *ides a form on
which the teacher can write her own considerations.
She then can make a transparency to show the class.
Questions to be considered in regard to audience, pur-
pose, topic information, and letter writing strategies (
several of which have already been taught to the stu-
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dents previous to this lesson) are included on this
planning sheet. The teacher demonstrates her thinking
about each of these writing considerations in the corner
blocksand then shows students how all of this thinking
is consolidated into a coherent plan, whichis written in
the center of the page.

PrOVIOING PRACTICE IN PLANNING: Deveroring
StupenT UNDERSTANDING OF PLANNING

CONSIDERATIONS
ArpeNDIX D—Stunent NoTesoor: PLaNNING Sheers:
Letter To QOY EngLsk Teacher (NB*15), LeTrer TO A
CraracTer (NB#34), LetTer STory (NB*48)
After the teacher models the formulation of her
own plan for her letter to the class, the students plan
their letter o the teacher, utilizing the planning sheet.
They write down their thoughts about their audience,
their purpose, their topic information, and the strate-
gies they will use to convey this topic information.
(Note: The original Blackboard Planner metaphor, as
conceived at CMU lists “text conventions” as a writing
consideration. The cutriculum practitioners for this
project, feeling that the term “strategies” would be
more comprehensible to students and would focus
teachers on the need to teach “strategies,” changed the
term “text conventions” to “writing strategies.” The
intent, I believe, is the same.*) Students, through
previousreadingand discussion of letters, havealready
developed a list of strategies (by no means meant to
limitstudents in their own considerations of additional
strategies ) for good letter writing. They include the
following: using specific and concrete details; using
sensory details; using a variety of details which reflect
ideas, feelings, and experiences; using language ap-
propriate to audience and purpose; using anecdote;
using appropriate letter format. The planning sheetis
used as a means to have students consider audience,
purpose, information, and strategies and also to show
students that each of these considerations has an
impact on the others. The planning space provided is
a visual cue that a plan can only be refined and con-
solidated when the writer begins to think about how
one planning decision will affect another. The format
for the planning sheet for each ~~signment changes to
convey to the students that no 1atter how one sets up
the sheet, the crucial questions remain and are the
essence of planning, rather than the sheet itself.

ArprenDix B—The CouwnsoraTive PLannmG OpTiON

{Lessons 7,17, 28)

Collaborative planning, as described by the Mak-

ing Thinking Visible Project, in writer /supporter pairs

is offered as an optional follow-up to the writer’s initial

formulation of a plan in Lessons 7, 17, and 28. It

provides a vehicle whereby students begin to articulate

their thinking in order to make it more visible to them.

The supporter’s questions enable the writer to flesh out
her plan even further.

Since the letter of introduction is the first major
writing as’signment of the ninth grade year, this would
be the appropriate time to introduce the students to the
roles of writer and supporter, explain the purpose of
collaborative planning, and model the procedure. In
order to model, the teacher could now take the role of
the writer and explain his/her plan to the class, which,
inturn, would act as a collective supporter. Theteacher
could work with the entire class, encouraging them to
ask questions which would help her in the develop-
ment of the plan.* Collaborative planning is also en-
couraged as a follow-up to the initial planning for the
second and third major writing assignments of this
unit. It is meant to provide the additional practice
students need to become better thinkers and writers.

The Rore oF Puanning IN The WRiming Process
APPENDIX A—A NOTE TO The TeAcHeR
On The Wrrirmg ™ THS UNim
In order to help teachers who are utilizing this
unitin their classroom to better understand the writing
instruction they are asked to give, a note to the teacher
which explains the “decision-making” foundation of
the writing assignments is included. This note focuses
the teacher on the rhetorical decisions which teachers
are to encourage students to make; it also indicates the
writing strategies which this unit highlights. Itempha-
sizes the recursive nature of the writing process as
opposed tolinea: ‘age models, and highlights the use
of the Writing Process Overview Chartand the Accom-
panying Decision Making Charts.
Arpenpix D—UURITING PrOCESS Overviews Crarr, (NB*17A)
Pun Crart (NB*178), Drarts Crarr, (NB#18)), Finished
Prece Crart (NB #188) Arpenpix C—
AN CxpLANATION FOR THE Teacher (TR7)
The Writing Process Overview Chart emphasizes
writing as a recursive decision-making process. Each
of the three major circles highlights a stage in the
process of producing text. The arrows, however, ar2
meant to indicate that while, at some stage, textmust be
produced, oneisalways rethinking, reflecting, revising
until a finished piece is produced. The first circle—-
PLAN--highlights the conceptualization stage of a piece
of writing. The accompanying Plan Chartdistinguishes
between prewriting and making decisions. Prewriting

*One of the objects of the MTV Project was to have teachers
adaptcollaborative planningto their own purposes. Teachers
wereencouraged to experiment with collaborative planning
in their classroom; their research was a result of their ex-
perimentation and observations. Our collaborative decision
here with regard to the term “text conventions” is one
example of adapting collaborative planning to audience and
purpose. A second adaptation is the teacher-writer/ class-
supporter modeling which 1 experimented with in my own
classroom, and which, subsequently, was included in this
unit.
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offers students suggestions for how to gather ideas or
topic information: keeping a journal, additional read-
ing, freewriting, making lists, graphic organizers, etc.
The Make Decisions column of the Plan Chart empha-
sizes the rhetorical decisions upon which collaborative
planning is based—audience, key point/purpose, topic
information important to purpose, strategies. Confer-
ring with a teacher or a friend (CP model) is offered as
a means of planning a piece of writing. Appropriate
organization is also given consideration as part of the
planning stage.

Note, however, that planning does not end when
drafting begins. Asisindicated inthe Drafts Chart, the
writer is encouraged to ask herself questions which
require rethinking, replanning, and, perhaps, further
collaboration. The final Finished Piece Chart asks
students to reflect further on both the product and
processes for producing the final productas a meansof
making both their thinking and their use of process
visible to them. This metacognition is intended to help
students improve their writing,.

An Explanation for the Teacher (Appendix C--
TR?7) on the use of these charts provides information on
their meaning and use and underscores the intention of
the curriculum practitioners to help teachers become
more reflective practitioners while helping students
become better writers.

SU@WARY
This paper demonstrates the textual results of the
collaborative planning process of four curriculum
practitioners attempting to give teachers and students
an understanding of wriling as problem-solving. As
articulated by the Making Thinking Visible Project at
the Center for the Study of Writing, Carnegie-Mellon
University, collaborative planning should be a highly
fluid process, adaptable by students and teachers for
theirown writingand teaching purposes. The Divisions
of Writing and Speaking and Reading and Literature,
Pittsburgh Public Schools, in creating units for the
Syllabus Examination Program in English, recognize
the value of including pedagogies based on current
research in their curricular units, which can be adapted
by the classroom teacher. It is hoped that the materials
explained and included here, besides being of practical
use, will offer teachers the opportunity to reflect on
how writing is learned and taught. It was my work as
a teacher-researcher in the Making Thinking Visible
Project that enabled me to rethink my teaching prac-
ticcs and contribute to the district’s thinking about
writing as well.




COLLABORATIVE PLANNING:

Fro CurricuLar UNiT TO THE CLASSROOM

Priue Fugnn
Ouver HigH Scroot

ADAPTING COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

(I hen 1 learned that I would be able to pilot a SEP (Syllabus Examination Project)
letter writing unit in the Winter of 1991 at Oliver High School,  was happy to volunteer.
First of all, [ wanted to see part of the curriculum writing process from a participatory
point of view. Second, [ knew that the pilot meetings would encourage input fromother
teachers who were piloting the unit,and  knew that the process would demand that we

systematically reflect on the effectiveness of the teaching methods we employed and the
materials we would use.

What I didn’t know, but what I would have been delighted to hear, is that there
were opportunities for using collaborative planning built into the curricular unit. I
noticed in the earlylessons that there were Peer Response Forms and Student Guidelines
for Cooperative Learning segmentsin the SEP notebooks,and that the effects these forms
set out to achieve were very similar to the outcomes sought in collaborative planning
sessions. (I knew about CP from a writing seminar at Pitt where I first met Linda Norris.
From the start I was enthusiastic about using CP sincel had been writing collaboratively,
in a more random way, for years.)

The SeTTiNg

The classes were two ninth grade EWER (English With Emphasis on Reading)

classes at Oliver High School. Bath were small classes with about 12-15 studentsin each

class. Actual attendance on an average day would usually be around 8-10 students (per

class). There were students with behavior problems in both classes, but it was usually
possible to get some measure of work done in both classes.

THe Lessons

Early in the unit the students were being asked to compose letters of introduction

to each other after working as a group on strategies to begin the letter writing process
(whichincluded the assessment of writteninformation supplied by the student to whom
the letter would be written). The plan was then to use a peer response form to elicit
responses from another student (called a “partner”) .The lesson plans suggested that

students respond using the forms after reading their partner’s letter of introduction to
another student.

ADAPTATION 1

I recognized the opportunity for using a standard form of CP in this lesson
immediately. The peer response form could be completed in face-to-face planning
sessions, with one student acting as supporter for the writer. Each collaborative pair
could use standard CP strategies in which the supporter encourages the writer to
develop and elaborate his or her own plan, to extend and clarify a good idea, and to
generally help the planner keep thinking throughout the writing process. The students
could then switch roles. I worked resolutely to get each student prepared with a
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beginning text that we were all meant to understand
would be developed into a more complete, fully elabo-
rated letter that would be the letter of introduction to
another student. When each student had text, I con-
ducted a brief introductory session which outlined the
duties of a supporter and provided a brief written
model of whata good CP session would look like. Iwas
sure we wereready for a successful writing experience.

lew, magse 1 WAS READY...

When CP day came, Linda Norris came to watch.
There wereabouteightstudents present for the session.
Idon‘trecallall the particularsof thatclass session, only
that I was astonished at how utterly and thoroughly
this session bombed.

The pairs didn’t work well together — they did
play nicely, though -- and it was clear that they didn’t
understand the conceptof writer and supporter, atleast
in the context in which we were trying to work it. Each
time I intervened with one unproductive pair, I would
have to stop to address a problem with another pair. It
seemed like a conspiracy to thwart the session alto-
gether. Towards the end of the class session I broke up
the groups and was prepared to accept defeat.

Instead Linda and I tried to figure out what went
wrong after the class. Linda asked me a lot of questions
about what I could do to make the principle of collabo-
ration work with this particular group. Eventually we
decided it might be worthwhile to try to work a version
of CP that employed a group working together on a
single text at a time.

ADAPTATION 2
I was sure that CP could work with these guys in
one way or another. It occurred to me that it might be
productive to rearrange the sequence of a few of the
lessons and use the letter from the teacher to the stu-
dents as a model for how to do small group CP. We
started with a draft of the letter and then looked at the
“Planning Out Loud” segment, suggesied in the SEP
unit, which I then composed for these sessions. We
reviewed each part of the plan-aloud, noticing the
instances in which I was addressing concerns of “Pur-
pose”, “Audience”, and “Topic Information”. Slowly,
I was beginning to see that they were understanding
that they did this sort of talking to themselves too when
they composed.

ADAPTATION 3

Finally we were ready to sit down together to

review my letter in detail. Each of the nine students

were supposed to act as my supporters with one stu-

dentassigned to take notes for thesession. We proceeded

systematically through the draft and the suggestions
came one after another:

* “We want to hear more about your daughters!
We're your audience and we want to hear
more about them!”

* “Give us examples of how they drive you
crazy. We want you to explain how they drive
you crazy. What do they DO?”

* “What about your wife? What does she do?”
* “ Where do you live? What's it like there?”

And so on. Each suggestion was a request for
clarification of an unclear point, or for more informa-
tion that would fit my purpose in writing the leiter, or
for information that would re-orient myself to my
audience. They were doing CP and they didi't need a
“lesson” on how to act as a supporter now-- they knew
just what to do once they understood what it was I was
trying to do in my letter.

I took the notes generated in this session and
revised the first draft. The changes that the students
had asked for were reflected in this revision, and we
checked it out to see if it worked any better. There was
general agreement that it was a better letter and that I
had benefitted from the collaboration. They were will-
ing now to try the same process on their own letters.

We worked on their letters in the same way with
excellent results. Clearly, these students were willing
and able to work collaboratively — we just had to
discover the termson which they wereable todoitmost
productively. Collaborative planning had worked,
and worked well, in this small group context with
students who had shown a reluctance to work col-
laboratively in almost every other setting.

90

o
W

O




SLD2(0¥g (1DWISLLT Nt SORDA0DISI()




Froo Peraissive To PrROACTIVE:
HarNnessING Literacy TO Bun

ContexTs FOrR ChaNgE

1JLENORE LONG
Carnegie (Derion UNversiTy

] nlots of different ways this article isall about change. Primarily, it is about the
change a young writer, Rana, hopes to realize through her writing. And itis about
a neighborhood community center that supports Rana and writers like her in their
efforts to instigate change. Furthermore, the story of Rana’s literate awareness is
told against a panorama that illustrates change: the changing faces of literacy.
Comprised of three separate vignettes of people involved in literate practices, the
panorama depicts some of the forms literacy has taken and the uses to which it has
been put at different points in history.

More specifically, these vignettes serve to identify long-term challenges
facing writers like Rana and the directors of such literacy centers as the one she
frequents. Committed to literacy as a tool for real-world change, they must compete
with a social bias thatassociates literacy primarily with reading, anassumption that
equates successful participants in literacy campaigns with consumers of the status
quo rather than as producers of independent thought and social action (Flower, in
preparation). Second, the collection of vignettes underscores that this literacy
center and writers there must operate within an economic and social milieu that
often marks as societal scapegoats those classified as illiferate yet that fails to make
good on its promises to provide employment, as well as health care and other
benefits, to many who do prove themselves on tests ostensibly measuring literate
competency (Hull, in press). Third, the vignettes work to emphasize the challenge
before Rana and others at such centers to approach literacy in ways that make sense
in the contextof their urban settings, sites of diversity, struggle, and hope (Gumperz,
1982; Peck, 1991).

The story, then, begins at the Community Literacy Center, located in the heart
of Pittsburgh. The Center is a community-university collaborative between the
Community House, built in 1916 as a settlement house providing working-class
families with low-cost recreational and educational facilities, and the Center for the
Study of Writing and Literacy at Carnegie Mellon University. The university
research center provides the Literacy Center with a strong theoretical framework in
writingand problem-solving. Along with several other group projects, the Literacy
Center sponsors a WRITE project each semester, involving eight to twelve high
school students who meet twice a week for several months to research and to write
about issues that affect their livas, such as teen pregnancy, street-corner hang-outs
and their alternatives, and problem-solving in the workplace.

Rana, whose reflections I will turn to later in the paper, has participated in two
such projects; both focused on issues of teen pregnancy. In the excerptbelow, Rana
sits with a writing mentor and reflects upon her purpose for writing Tammi’s Story,
one of several narratives compiled in adocument published at the Center. Accord-
ing to Rana, she wrote the story in an effort to change her readers’ attitudes about
teen pregnancy:
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I see a lot of people at school and in my

neighborhood that are teen parents. I see even

more people that say “they’re stupid, they're
dumb.” At the beginning, I thought they [teen
parents] were stupid, too, and I was brushing them

off. But I never got in depth about why they were

pregnant. . . . But after we [the project writers] did

our research, we began to see that it wasn’t like

that. ... What I wanted to do here was to say that

you can't sit there saying they’re stupid because
you don’t know the situation. You don’t know
their situation, you don’t know what they're
relationship with their boyfriend, or whatever,
was about, so you can't say they’re stupid. You've

got to know the person. And if you don't, all you

can do is wish them the best.

Rana’s notion of writing as something that par-
ticipates in and directs social change reflects a basic
premise of the Literacy Center as well. Directorsat the
Center contend that “planning, writing, realing, and
taking action at a community level enable teenagers to
make connections between literacy and community
involvement” (Community, p.2). Literacy and commu-
nity involvement merge, for instance, when teens such
as Rana use writing first to analyze some of the prob-
lems they face as urban youth and then to initiate a
conversation that fosters support from leaders in the
cornmunity regarding those issues. Emphasizing that
purposeful literacy is tied to real-world action, the
Center works to build a context for change, both by
enriching the ways people think of literacy and by
making physical changes in the neighborhood through
literate action, changes such as the addition of a com-
munity garden or the elimination of a porn theater next
to an elementary school.

Within the context of community literacy, col-
laborative planning and reflection are supports which
Rana uses to compose documents. Rana’s reflections, I
will demonstrate, attest to the fact that she sees her use
of written language paralleling the goals of the Center.
Both strive to build contexis for change.

LITERACY IN THREE CONTEXTS
To situate Rana and her literate awareness within
the context of community literacy, I'll first turn to the
three vignettes of literacy. Some readers may be ex-
pecting the chronological arrangement of the vignettes
to serve as a backdrop bearing witness to some blind
faithin historical progress. For others more skeptical in
nature, the mentioning of these vignettes may strike
instead a chord of historicrelativity: literacyindifferent
contexts looks different and functions differently, but
no one scenario is any better—any more moral, more
efficient, more equitable (name a criterion)—-than any
other. However, my goal in re-constructing these sce-
narios deviates from both these expectations.

In part, I use the vignettes to underscore that
literacy is not a monolithic entity. Across time and

acrossregion, literate activity hasbeen embedded within
the web of cultural liie, including religious and other
social values, various economic pressures, and the habits
and practices of individual communities. Recognizing
that the form and function of literacy depends on the
social cortext that supports and sustains it (Heath,
1980), we as educators do well to look to the past in an
effort to understand better the complex interplay of
social dynamics that give rise to diverse assumptions
regardingappropriatelanguage use and, consequently,
to disparate systems and approaches for supporting
language instruction. As students of the past, we are
better equipped to shapecontexts thatcomplementour
aspirations for literacy in today’s world.

The Community Literacy Center may be under-
stood as one manifestation of a current, larger literacy
campaign to enhance how people use language bothin
America and abroad (Graff, 1978; Hull, in press;
Lunsford, Moglen, & Slevin, 1990), a campaign thatis as
diverse as it is immense. What follows is a glimpse at
one of the earliest and, it some ways, most effective
literacy campaigns in Western history, that which fol-
lowed King Charles XI’s decree in 1686 that all Swedish
subjects should learn to read “God'’s . . . Holy Word”
(Johansson, 1981).

LITERACY IN SEVENTEENTH-CENTURY
ALSTAD, SuwiepeN

Historical records provide details of an event
replicated throughout Sweden from the seventeenth
century through the beginning of the nineteenth cen-
tury: the annual reading examinration. As the Protes-
tant Reformation took root in parts of sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century Europe, the iconoclastic perspec-
tive of Cathoiicism gave way to the Protestant word-
based approach to religious representation and expres-
sion (Eisenstein, 1979). In that religious authorities
gave people access to biblical texts translated into their
own vernacular languages, the Reform movement has
a democratic ring to it (Resnick & Resnick, 1977).
Fiowever, individual access to texts is not equivalent to
‘nterpretation of those texts. Rigid annual examinations
tended to make, asScotsman John Pattersoncommented
during his travels through rural Sweden, “a nation of
religious formalists” (qtd. in Johansson, 1981). From
the standpoint of current expectations, the criteria that
constituted a sufficient degree of literacy in the eyes of
Swedish church and state officials appear limited. For
instance, the writing ability of common folk was not
encouraged. Furthermore, subjects were not expected
to apply the knowledge they acquired through reading
to new situations; digressions from the religious texts
were simply not tolerated (Resnick & Resnick, 1977).

However, the scenario of seventeenth-century
Swedish literacy isinteresting to consider because here
we see that akind of universal literacy was achieved in
anagrarian, pre-industrial society without the support
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of a formal educational system, whereby running con-
trary to modern opinion about literacy development. I
have reconstructed the vignette below from church
registers fromthe parish of Tuna in the villageof Alstad
for the year 1688, as well as from diaries and corre-
spondence from the area:

A girl, here named Britta Jacobsdotter, age
sixteen, sits with her family in the large room of a
neighboring peasant’s house. Brittaismorethana
bit anxious. It has only been two years since
Charles XImandated that everyone, including farm-
hands, servants, and children, should “learn to
read and see with their own eyes what God bids
and commands in His Holy Word” (gtd. in
Johansson, 1981, p. 157). Britta knows her mother
cannotread; Brittaand her siblings have only begun
reading on their own. Yet people from all over the
village have gathered for what Charles XI has
made an annual event: the examination of
parishioners. The vicar of Tuna, expecting all his
parishioners to have a printed copy of Luther's
Catechism and prayer books in their homes and to
have had discussed these materials at catechetical
meetings during the previous year, is prepared to
reprimand strictly anyone who doesn’t perform
well. Inhis register, hemakes noteof each member’s
performance.

Soon it is Britta’s turn. First she is asked to read
a passage from the Psalm-book, a compilation of
texts including psalms, biblical texts for the
ecclesiastical yearand Luther’s commentary onthe
Catechism. The vicar chooses one of David’s seven
Penitential Psalms, and Britta reads haltingly,
unsure of herself, but trying to make the most of
what she’s learned under her father’s instruction
during the past two years. In the register, the vicar
records the word “begynt,” the Swedish term for
“begun,” under the column designated for reading
ability. During nextyear’s exam, the vicartells ner,
she’ll need to do much better. Faced with the
recitation exercises, B-itta performs well, for she
was confirmed beforethe reading campaignbegun;
that religious instruction required her tocommit to
memory the Five Articles of Faith and Luther’s
explanation of each; she is able to recite answers to
the vicar's questions with ease. The vicar enters a
firm “kan” in the register under the columns for
catechetical recitation and movesontoexam Britta’s
younger brother, then on to the next family, until
everyone has been tested and grace is said for the
examination feast that waits ahead.

Britta’s anxiety is historical fiction; artifacts de-
scribing Swedish culture at this time disclose the kinds
of factors that would have attributed not only to a
young person’s anxiety regarding the annual examina-
tion but also to her permissive response regarding the
decree requiring a reading public. Most obviously,
Swedish villages and townships preserved an old form
of popular self-government; citizens would want to
avoid both the stigma of public exhortation and the
monetary fine frequently resulting froma poor perfor-

mance. More significantly, after the Church Law was
instated, illiterates were not granted legal status. Ilit-
eracy kept one from communion and, consequently,
confirmation and marriage (Johansson, 1981).

Despite the intense communal pressure resulting
from King Charles’ “initiative from above,” Egil
Johansson (1981) stresses that not “everything was a
matter of compulsion in the Swedish reading cam-
paign” (p. 164). The Swedish world-view firmly estab-
lished religious commitment as that which secured an
individual’s sense of peace and the community’s sense
of order. Furthermore, Johansson contends that “family
prayers and village readings led many people to feel a
need for religion”—and, thus, to feel a need to read (p.
164). With literacy defined as the ability to decode
familiar religious texts, the result of The Church Law
was a drastic increase in literacy rates. For example,
Britta and her siblings, by the next exam received
higher marksindicating that theyallcould read familiar
texts, not merely “ndgorlunda”--or acceptably-but
proficiently. The registers from Britta’s parish indicate
a 30% increase in reading rates from40% in 1660 to 70%
in1690. After 1870theilliteracy rate throughoutSweden,
for men and women alike, has been constantly lower
than 2% (Johansson).

Anunderstanding of the literacy exams of seven-
teenth-century Sweden requires placing Charles XI’s
reading campaign within its larger context. Within
such a framework the successful campaign virtually
assured ongoing s« i3l stability. Stressing the author-
ity of theman of the .. ase, thebishop of the church,and
the king of the Sta\ : the campaign cemented relations
at the economic le~..2|, between the head of the family
and household meimt: ors; at the spiritual level, between
teacher and listene>" ind at the political level, between
Sovereignand subjects (Johansson, 1981). This vignette
from Sweden demonstrates the degree to which lit-
eracy operates within a specific cultural milieu and is
sustained by the values of that milieu.

Unlike the literacy campaigns in seventeenth-
century Sweden, reading familiar texts is not the point
of emphasis at the Community Literacy Center; using
reading—as well as collaborative planning, personal
experience, hands-on research, taped interviews, and
reflection~to inform and refine writing is. However, as
evidenced in recent news coverage of the Community
Literacy Center, thetendencytoassociate literacy centers
with adult reading projects is deeply entrenched in
contemporary culture as well (Bartholomae, 1990).
Having interviewed the staff at the Center, a journa'ist
for one of Pittsburgh’s daily newspapers wrote an
article specifying that “[t]he center’s focus isn’t read-
ing, but writing” and quoted the executive director as
saying, “The center wants to use writing and literacy to
connect kids back into the community. . . . We see
writing as commur:ity action” (Hoover, 1991, p. 19).
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However, the editor in charge of writing headlines for
the newspaper’s articles apparently spent little time
considering the information in the articleand assumed,
as indicated in the headline he or she posted, that the
article-and the Center—was all about "ENSURING
THE RIGHT TO READ,” a conception of literacy that
the staff at the Center is working to move beyond. This
incidentis recounted not tocriticize a single newspaper
butrathertoillustrate justhow readily literacy is equated
with reading. Directors of the Center contend, I and
concur, that only when literacy is expanded to include
writing can a more proactive sense of agency be em-
braced for both the individual and the larger commu-
nity.
LaTerRACY N CIGHTEENTH-CENTURY
LancasHire County, ENGLAND
Unlike the situation in seventeenth-century
Sweden, in early industrial England, the school, rather
than the home, was the institution which made provi-
sions for literacy instruction (Stone, 1969). However,
by 1790 few child laborers were permitted to divide the
day between the textile mill and school. The reasons
were numerous. As wages for handloom-weavers
deteriorated, children needed to spend more hours at
the factory to take home the same amount of pay,
whereby leaving less time for schooling. In addition,
the steam-powered mule largely reduced the requisite
for physical strength and called, instead, for workers
who had smooth, agile fingers for splicing broken
spinning threads and small, flexible bodies for moving
among the machinery and for scavenging and cleaning
the cotton. Children fit the bill. The minimum age
requirc ment for workers was lowered from twelve to
eight. “Day schooling,” writes social historian Michael
Sanderson (1972), “was therefore either foregone or
confined to an even younger age when its content was
likely to be less serious and its effects much less per-
manent” (p. 79).

As the number of endowed schools for the poor
dwindled and grammar schools and private schools
hil:ed their fees. Sunday Schools provided the only
formal education many young laborersof the era would
receive. Established under the direction of a wealthy
Evangelical layman named Robert Raiker, such Sunday
Schools--while unable to prevent the decline of literacy
during the era of industrial growth--are said to have
“played an important part in saving it [literacy] from
collapsing altogether for a large section of the working
class” (Sanderson, 1972, p.82). Thoughoften overlooked
in history books, Sunday Schools recently have been
considered as important to understanding the eigh-
teenth-century England as the stearn engine and the
steam-powered mule (Deiners & Moyles, 1982;
Sanderson).

Accounts of early Sunday Schools indicate that
classes typically ranfrom8a.m. to 6 p.m.. Outof respect

for the Sabbath, instruction in writing and arithmetic
was prohibited. The buildings ware stuffy, rote in-
struction is said to have made learning incidental;
restless children were reprimanded with severe physi-
cal punishment (Stone, 1969, p. 114). Seated on hard
church pews, students completed lessons in reading
and spelling from mass produced chapbooks and
primers. It would not have been uncommon to hear
pupils reciting or reading the following, an excerpt
froma popular prose hymn written by poetand teacher,
Anna Laetitia Barbauld-a hymn expressing in bucolic
metaphor the conviction that, as industrialism sent
farmers to the city and children to the factory, all,
nonetheles<. “was for the best in the best of all possible
worlds” (Demers & Moyles, 1982, p. 188). Imagine
several dozen children reading in unison:

"...Manykingdom, and countries full of people,
and islands, and large continents, and different
climates makeup this wholeworld—God governeth
it. The people swarm upon the face of it like ants
upon a hillock: some are black with the hot sun;
some cover themselves with furs against the sharp
cold; some drink of the fruit of the vine; some the
pl=asant milk of the cocoanut; and others quench
their thirst with the running stream.

All are God’s family; he knoweth every one of
them, as a shepherd knoweth his flock; they pray to
him in different languages, but he understandeth
them all; he heareth them all; he taketh care of the
all; none are so great, that he cannot punish them;
none are so mean, that he will not protect them....
(Demers & Moyles, 1982, pp. 188-189).

The overriding assumption with regard to lit-
eracy instruction in the Sunday School classroom was
that the ability to read was a provision for social and
spiritual salvation, a perspective which did not encom-
pass developing the potential of individuals or pro-
viding them with useful technical skill.

Despite the tenacious efforts of the Sunday School
Moralists, it was not until the mid-nineteenth century’
that elementary education was the rule, rather than the
exception, and literacy could be construed to include
basic writing, as well as basic reading, ability. But
between 1790 and the Educational Acts of 1870, landed
farmers and gentry typically resented efforts of edu-
cational reform, contending that education led to a
restless character among laborers (Stone, 1969). Chil-
dren were openly hostile to the domestic missionaries
(MacLeod, 1966) and often worked to avoid the intol-
erablemorallectures that wereinterwoven into Sunday
School instruction (Sanderson, 1972). Parents ques-
tioned the value of schooling since, in and of itself, the
ability to read wasunlikely to secure good job prospects.
In Manchester, for example, far more men were trained
as clerks--a profession requiring the ability to keep
records, read letters, and write correspondence—than
could find clerical work. At the time, the jobs created in
greatest number were those that didn’t demand even
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the most basic of literate capabilities (Sanderson, 1972).
The questionable value of literacy is pcrhaps best rep-
resented in the following lyric that was popular at the
time:

Butis it sure that study will repay

The more attentive and forebearing? Nay!

The farm, the ship, the humble shop have each

Gains which severest study seldom reach. (qtd. in

Sanderson, p. 116)

For many who were literate—and “literary”--the
ability to read was embraced as a sign of God’s grace;
for those who could not, such an attitude was fre-
quently considered self-righteous, and Sunday School,
with its didactic approach to literacy instruction, was
often looked upon with a high degree of suspicion and
resentment.

Historical literacy studies, such as those above
regarding eighteenth-century England, frequently
identify forcesthatinfluenceliteracy rates. Someforces,
suchasthe Church of £ngland’s Sunday School Society,
push people to become literate. Other forces pull a
person or group to become literate in order to secure
apparent benefits (Cressy, 1980; Johansson, 1981). The
literacy campaign of the Sunday School Moralists in-
dicates what can be consicered a general rule: when
literacy, howeverdefined, isnot securely tied to tangible
benefits, outside pressure to foster literacy canonly be,
atbest, only partially successful. Juxtaposing sixteenth-
century Sweden and eighteenth-century England, we
see that in the case of the former, King Charles’ efforts
to push his subjects toward literacy worked in con-
junction with their belief that they couldn’t afford but to
become literate. In contrast, as England’s industrial
revolution got underway, literacy could not be readily
attached to tangible benefit for great portions of the
population. At this point in time, literacy rates in
Lancashire County markedly decreased (Sanderson,
1972).

While approaches to literacy have changed since
industrial England, dynamics persist that make the
comparison between eighteenth-century Manchester
and twentieth-century urban Pittsburgh appropriate to
our study cfliteracy. AsinLancashireCounty, economic
pressures situate literacy in a precarious position in
Pittsburgh’s urban areas. According to standard
measures used in schools, reading and writing abilities
are low here. The area is economically depressed and
volatile. The “underground” drug economy provides’
an often more accessible and immediate route, other
than participating in mainstream literate practices, to
the acquisition of the monetary rewards and social
status. Furthermore, therecession, racial discrimination
in the city, and differences in cultural values can make
investing in standard literacy a risky, difficult enter-
prise.

LITERACY N LATE TWENTIETH-CENTURY
TrackTON, USA
Trackton, South Carolina, is a working-class, all-
Black community whereadults typically work atone of
several textile mills in the area. As in the case of
children in seventeenth-century Sweden and eigh-
teenth-century England, children of Trackton grow up
learning specific “ways with words” (Heath, 1983). But
unlike Britta Jacobsdotter or the Sunday School stu-
dents of Lancashire County who read with extreme
literal precision, people of Trackton have a more flex-
ible and dynamic relationship with the written word.
Reading here is valued as a social activity; reading
privately is openly discouraged as anti-social. Shirley
Brice Heath’s ethnographic study of this community
shows thatcommunal readinginvites jokes, side-track-
ing, and active negotiation of what a given text might
mean. While people of Trackton are less likely to
produce written texts than read the documents written
by others, it may be said that even in their reading they
are writers of sorts, reshaping and rewording written
information so that it never stands alone or stands still.
The joint act of reading is central to such activities as
putting together a toy or discussing tax regulations.
The following vignette portrays the dynamic, social
interaction that constitutesanactof readingin Trackton:
Several neighbors were sittingon porches, working
on cars nearby, or sweeping in front yards when a
young mother of four children came out of her
porch with a letter she had received that day.
Lillie Mae: You hear this, it says Lem {her two-year-
old son] might can get into Ridgeway [a local
neighborhood center day care program]}, but I hafta
have the papers ready and apply by rext Friday.
First female neighbor (mother of three children who
arealreadyin school): Youever been to Kent to get
his birth certificate?
Second female neighbor (with preschool children):
But what hours that program gonnabe? You may
not can get him there.
Lillie Mae: They want the birth certificate? I got his
vaccination papers.
Third female neighbor: Sometimes they take that,

‘cause they can ‘bout teli the age from those early
shots.

First female neighbor: But you better get it, ‘cause

you gotta have it when he go to school anyway.

Lillie Mae: But it says here they don’t know the

hours yet. Howam I gonna get over to Kent? How

much does it cost? Lemme see if the program costs
anything {she reads aloud part of the letter].

(Excerpted from Heath, 1988, p 355.)

Heath indicates that the discussion of the letter
spanned almost an hour. From their various locations
in the neighborhood, people considered the points at
issue with regards to the letter and contributed what
they knew. In this way, the pros and cons of the
program were addressed and strategies for getting to
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the county seat were devised; teachers at the day care

‘were discussed, as well as the health benefits that

accompanied attendance there. During such an act of
communal reading, the written text is sometimes cen-
tral to and at other times tangential to the immediate
discussion.

Heatl('s claims regarding her ethnographic study

- of literacy in Trackton are suggestive of some of the
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, most contemporary assumptions about literacy. She

contends that within their own community, people
select, practice, and establish rules for interacting with
written material. Literacy events--those in which “a
piece of writing is integral to the nature of pardcipants’
interactions and their interpretative processes” (Heath,
1988, p. 350)--in one community reinforce different

" values, accomplish different goals, and follow a differ-

ent dynamic than those called for in the context of
another community. Consequently, adapting one’s
accustomed way with words to a different context--in
the case of Trackton residents, to exercises in the
classroom and interviews at the bank~is considered a

- precarious business indeed, involving more than some
- fixed ability to read and write. In addition, the ethno-

graphic work speaks to theissue of literacy campaigns.
‘Heath (1988) writes that because of the values engen-

dering and organizing life ir. Trackton “no amount of

books suddenly poured into the community, or pubic
service programs teaching parents how to help their
childrenlearntoread, would havemadeanappreciable
difference” regarding Tracktonchildren’s performances
on school-based literacy tasks (pp. 365-66). For Hzath
and other educators, issues of different cultural values,
of diverse literate practices, and of power relations
enter into concerns regarding literacy and literacy in-
struction (Lunsford, Moglen, & Slevin, 1990; Spindler,
1982).

As Heath’s study of Trackton underscores, the
literate practices developed and reinforced athome are
often very different from those required at school. The
Community Literacy Center in Pittsburgh works to
provide youngsters ir its neighborhood with ways to
bridge similar discrepancies they may encounter.
WRITE programs at the Center provide after-school
activities for teams of high schoolers. Consider thata
writer’s reasons for attending school, reporting toa job,
and participatingina WRITE project may differ widely.
While WRITE project members receive a nominal sti-
pend for their participation, directors of the Center
work to stress additional reasons that might motivate
involvement, such as seeing one’s name in print, the
satisfaction of community participation, and the chal-
lenge of confronting community problem-solving. In
addition, through reflection, writers are asked to con-
sider ways in which the writing they do at the Center
calls upon what they’ve learned at school. A typical
response is that the writing is similar but at the Center

the writing more often has the clear, tangible purpose
of some real world effect. As a sixteen-year-old at the
Center commented, writing in such a context is “taking
thinking one step further” (Community, 1991, p. 2).

Comounity LITERACY

The vigneiies above emphasize that literacy ex-

ists inside the context that shapes and sustains it. His-
tories and ethnographies may be especially attractive
to those interested in issues of literacy because they
create coherentscenarios and suggest which forces--for
example, reiigious pressure in seventeenth-century
Sweden or economic pressure in eighteenth-century
England-most powerfully affected the form literacy
took at a given time. Histories and ethnographies
freeze social events and invite inierpretations of them.

However, those of us teaching and studyinginthe
here-and-now of our own culture may often sense far
more conflict and contradiction than coherence in the
world around us. It is often extremely difficult to
identify those forces that, for instance, permit or moti-
vate some students to make meaningful connections
between what they do at home and what they do at
school. And even if we can identify those forces, it is
often even more difficult to pinpoint which of the forces
are the most powerful--thus, at least theoretically, the
most important for us to foster—and which simply co-
vary with the causal factors. In the face of such com-
plexity, a question many of us, as teachers and students
of literacy, ask is, where do I start to make a difference?

Rather than isolating one causal link in some
specific equation for promoting literacy, the strategy of
the Center has been to integrate itself into the web of
interactions that form the community. Positioned there,
its works to be a force for action and change within that
set of relations. Integrating into that web of relation-
ships has required understanding of the “hidden” lit-
erate practices thatoccur in the neighborhood. A study
of community advocacy (Peck, 1991)inurban Pittsburgh
unearthed several incidents of commurity literacy,
incidents where “urban residents use literate means to
ake action upon dilemmas which arise within the
everyday life of their community” (p. 1). One such text
involved Bob whose home had been destroyed several
years before by fire. After the fire, Bob refused to move
toahomelessshelter. The City of Pittsburghcondemned
his home, but Bob stood in the way of the city’s dump
trucks when they came to remove the “refuse” which
Bob called “home.” Bob was arrested. After spending
a night in jail, Bob “talked with his neighbors, [and]
recorded both histhoughts and hisfeelingsand those of
his neighbors who identified with Bob and were angry
about what had happened to him” (Peck, 1991, p. 13).
From these notes, and with the assistance of a church
secretary who typed up the ongoing drafts, Bob wrote
an appeal to the Housing Authority of the City of
Pittsburgh. An excerpt of that appeal appears below:
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I have lived in here 32 years in that house.

No one wants it to be beautifully restored more
thanIdo....

The real battle is economic. To force me to pay
for a legal defense is to force me to lose—even if I
would win the legal battle. Why make it a battle—-
playing games is not the bottom line answer—we
all want the same thing--the betterment of
Pittsburghand citizens that trustthe mayorand the
administration sufficiently that they do not flee
from the suburbs by try to live harmoniously and
in peace here in the city.

Task for two things:

1) Aninvestigation to clarify theissuesand clear
my name;

2) Reappointment of Ms. Matthews, of the
housing clinic, to assist me; she was very valuable
and helpful to meinthe pastand knows thesituation
and knows that the situation does not lie in merely
increasing the pressure and temperature but in
getting SOLUTIONS to problems.

As Peck (1991) explains, Bob’s document is in-
dicative of community literacy. As an instance of
literate action, the text served asa catalyst for neighbor-
hood supportand real-world action. Specifically, atthe
hearing where the court listened to Bob’s case, the
document provided a platform “where others could
come and stand with him... and have a say about what
they perceived was happening in the neighborhood”
(p. 15).2

Another window intocommunity literacy involves
Althea, a volunteer who drafts proposals for neigh-
borhood educational programs. As a writer, Althea’s
position is clear: “‘I want to speak for my neighborson
theblockand make sure that our Black kids get their fair
share of the money available for education and recre-
ation in the city’” (Peck, 1991, p. 16). Althea and 11
others are part of a racially mixed group of writers who
recently sent funding proposals to a national founda-
tion. At a particular meeting, the group met with the
foundation’s evaluators. The evaluators were invited
in an effort to find out why none of the latest round of
proposals was accepted and to hear suggestions for
subsequent documents. Peck (1991) describes an inci-
dent at this meeting:

When the evaluators have seated themselves at
the table, Althea takes the lead by voicing her
disappointment and her concern that in “her”
perception the process was neither straight forward
nor fair to the writers. She protests. her finger
rhythmically stabbing a piece of paper on which is
written the foundation’s guidelines for funding
applications. . . . Althea is supported in her
comments not only by her fellow writers but by the
foundation evaluators who agree that this type of
writing about neighborhood problems and
programs is an xtremely difficult collaborative
process where writers and readers have much to
learn from each other. The evaluators take pains to
point out that the proposals were not judged

according to the “quality” of the prose. They were

judged instead in terms of the presence of a

“workable problem statement” linked to a feasible

program that would addressand solve the problem.

Unconvinced and still shaking her head, Althea

gets up and leaves. (p. 17)

This incident portrays the intensity that is oftena
component of community literacy. Behind community
documents there is often a great deal at stake, in this
instance, the educational opportunities of the area’s
youth. Tension is often unavoidable as groups with
differing perspectives meettogether toaddress common
problems. Com:munity literacy embraces a diversity
of cultural as well as literate traditions and practices.
“On the whole,” Peck (1991) concludes, “community
texts are referred to and used, not venerated” (p. 10).
That is to say, community texts are practical.

The QIRITE ProjecTs:
“Teen Stories” AND “Issues & INFO.

The Community Literacy Center has attempted
to ground its sense of literacy in the practices that Bob’s
and Althea’s writing demonstrate. Emphasizing the
purposeful, collaborative, dynamic nature of commu-
nity literacy, the Center provides a context for change,
including not only changesin how literacy is construed
but also concrete changes in the community. Project
leadersatthe Center teachyoung writers to use collabo-
rative planning, awriting technique developed by Linda
Flower at Carnegie Mellon University that provides
support and structure through which the writer
elaborates his or her plans for a text-in-progress. Each
writer learns to work asa supporter and to take the floor
and develop his or her ideas when it’s time to work as
writer/planner. Sometimes two high school students
work together in a collaborative-planning pair. At
other times a writer will work with a mentor or group
leader. Through much of the collaborative planning,
writers investigate options for developing the content
of their texts in ways that suit their audiences and fulfill
their goals as writers. Reflection, a simple term for
more complex activities such as “elaborating and re-
formulating goals and plans for achieving goals, criti-
cally examining pastdecisions, anticipating difficulties,
reconciling competing ideas” is a second feature that
runs throughout the WRITE programs (Bereiter &
Scardamalia, 1987, p. 300; cf. Flower & Hayes, 1980;
1981). In group discussions as well as during private
interviews, project members are prompted to reflecton
the strategies they use for thinking through a problem,
whether that problem is how to make use of ideas for
constructingan interesting introduction, how to get the
best possible return on a survey distributed to other
area teens, or how to format a final group document.
Together, collaborative planning and reflectionareused
not solely to promote text production but also to foster
awareness about oneself as a thinker and writer.
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As mentioned above, Rana participated in two
WRITE projects, both of which concerned the issue of
teen pregnancy. In Allegheny County, the county in
which the Center for Community Literacy is located
and in which Rana resides, the rate of teen pregnancy
reaches one of the highest in the nation. Statistics from
the Family Health Council of Allegheny County(1987)
reveal that incidents of infant mortality are highest
among infants born to teen mothers. Statistically, it is
rare for teen mothers to finish college; it iscommon, on
the other hand, for teen mothers to remain dependent
upon public support. All this to say, teen pregnancy is
prevalent in the area, and many of the effects of such a
high rate of teen pregnancy are highly problematic.

The first project for which Rana wrote entailed
interviewing teen parents and writing up their stories.
(At the Center and in Rana’s interview, the project is
referred to as WRITE II. To avoid confusion over
numbers, below I'll be referring to the projectas “Teen
Stories” and substituting thattitle in passages of Rana’s
transcript.) For the second project, the team of writers
used interviews to identify the questionsand problems
of teen parents; after researching issues of child devel-
opment, nutrition, and parenting skills, the writers
published an informational booklet addressed to these
young parents—-a resource pamphlet for teens by teens.
(Instead of WRITE III, this projected will be referred to
here as “Issues & Info.”)

What follows is a discussion of Rana’s reflection
on the writing and thinking she did as a project member
in Teen Stories and Issues & Info. The session for
reflection took the form of a discourse-based interview,
often characterized by prompts requesting the writer to
read segments of his or her textand to discuss the goals,
options, and obstacles that he or she considers to be
connected with that piece of writing (Odell, Goswami
& Herrington, 1983). Her reflection permits us to see is
Rana’s literate awareness at work. We get her story of
how she constructed textual cues designed to bring
about change, specifically, changes in her readers’ at-
titudes and actions.

A QUESTION OF GODLINESS: TRANSFORQDING
TEXTUAL INFORCOATION IN AN CFFORT TO CHANGE

THE RCADCR'S COIND

Rana’s story as a member of Teen Stories begins
when she heard her own disregard for teen parents
voiced even more strongly by amember of her commu-
nity. As we heard earlier, Rana’s own view of teen
parents was initially something less than compassion-
ate: )

At the beginning, I thought they were stupid and [

was brushing them off. But I never got indepthas

to why they were pregnant. I just thought they

were stupid.

Through a survey distributed to the congregation
of a nearby church, members of Teen Stories investi-

gated how many neighborhood residents viewed the
issue. Of all the responses to the surveys, the response
of a woman named Nan rose to the top for being the
most opinionated. Rana describes Nan'’s response to
the survey:

Sheturned it [the surveylinand everything onhers
was negative. Everything was bad. Nan just
dogged them [teen mothers]. She said they were
stupid. She just went on and on. Everything was
negative. And | was like . . .1 thought the same
thing, but 1 didn’t think it could be that bad.

Nan’s extreme stance made Rana question her
ownposition. Asa result, she began to defend the teen
mothers whom Nan had condemned outright. Rana
explained in the interview that after doing research,
which involved interviewing teen mothers from the
neighborhood, her own views and those of other mem-
bers on the Teen Stories project began to change:

We did our research, and we began to see that it

wasn't like that. It was no where near to what Nan

said.

Through the confrontation with Nan'’s views on
teen pregnancy, an exigency emerged for the Teen
Stories document. The general purpose of the docu-
ment, Rana explained during the interview, was "to...
tell the stories of teen mothers to people who thought it
wasall bad.” So, as Rana commented, the audience for
the document included more than Nan. Rather, Nan’s
response to the survey worked to represent a larger,
more general audience. And, as that conception of
audience was stretched, itbecame morediversifiedand
less concrete. In Rana’s words, the document was
directed at “"people who didn’t think anything could
come out of it [teen pregnancy].”

Rana described her role in the WRITE project as
encompassing, on a larger scale, her role as a member
of her community; likewise, her conception of the au-
dience stemmed from her conceptions of the commu-
nity, as well:

- .. in this community, there are old people, well,
hate to say old people, there are people who think,
every time they see a pregnant teen walk by their
house and they say, oh, she’s bad. And like 1
wanted them to think, “Well, maybe she’s not so
bad.”

For Rana, public disregard for teen mothersis an
injustice. She articulated the end she hoped to achieve
through her text:

Tostopit[the publicdisregard]. Becausethey{teen

mothers) aren’t all bad people. It's a stereotype.

They get thought of in that way just because. It's

wrong.

As Rana’s comments make clear, the rativnale
behind the purpose for her Teen Stories text was inti-
mately tied to her conceptions of her audience. For her
as a writer, the purpose and audience formed the
context in which she began to compose her text.
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For the text Rana wrote for the project, the topic
information she had to work with while composing
was the information that a teenmother, referred to here
as Tammi, had given Rana during previousinterviews.
These sessions were taped and transcribed to make the
information easily accessible to Rana as she planned
and wrote her text. An initial comment concerning her
role in telling Tamumi'’s story suggested that Rana’s job
was rather minimal:

I put it [the story] down on paper. She told methe

storyand it went through meonto the paper....Oh,

Torganized it. Like I asked questions. They really

didn’t even haveto bein theorder. But Icould put

it together and add a little like emphasis.

However, as we discussed particular sections of
her text, it became clear that Rana’s job was far more
involved. Information from the interviews needed to
be transformed in ways that would best confront the
readers with the possibility that their views on teen
pregnancy were insufficient, if not altogether wrong.

During the session for reflection, Rana pointed to
three places in the text where she found herself talking
toNan (and those that Nan represented) most directly.
The first passage she identified described Tammi as a
particular kind of high school student. (The text is
italicized to indicate Rana’s written prose):

... Tammi Thomas . . . was very popular and on almost

every committee, club, and team possible, both in school

and at the church she attended every Sunday. She was

a model for Gimbels Department Store, had a B+ grade

average in school, her first real boyfriend, and a family

that loved and supported her. . . .

Shethenexplained her rationale for beginning the
story with, essentially, a list of Tammi’s “credentials”:

When I said she was popular, on every committee

and team. All that stuff. Nice family. Some people

think that only people who get pregnant are those
thatdidn’thaveanythingelsetodo. And that were
dumb and, you know, weren’t going anywhere.

But she was smart and she had a nice family.

Asked to state the argument framing this part of
Tammi's Story, Rana responded:

It could happen to anybody. Not just dumb people

or people they consider to be dumb, so to help

people understand better. Not just say, “OK. Oh,

she’s dumb,” or something like that.

Rana pointed to a second passage. The rationale
was similar. In the text, Rana had gone on to tell of
Tammi’s life after her baby was born:

... Tammi is now a supervisor for dataentryand just last

year, was chosen to perform (sing) in the Civic Light

Opera. She studies Spanish and speaks it fluently.

Tammi also loves aerobics. . . .

Rana explained the prevalent attitude that this
passage was designed to counter: “People think that
after you have a child, you can’t do any thing after that.
You'll be nothing.” Then she went on to profess her
own philosophy, one which she hoped her version of

Tammi's Story would work to make more convincing to
those who were as skeptical as she had been not long
ago:

People who aren’t pregnant when they’re teens,

they just go through life normally. But the people

who like get pregnant, they go off a little. And they
learn how to deal with little stuff. Actually teens
who are successful later in life probably had to do
deal with more than other peovle that just had
everything. They’re actually not stupid. They
might be smarter in the long run.... And youcan’t

sit there saying they’re stupid because you don't

know the situation. . . . You've got to know the

person. And if you don't, all you can do is wish
them the best.

For Rana, information regarding Tammi’s life
before and after she had her child provided much more
than a way of describing Tammi. Information from the
interviews also provided rich ways of prompting her
readers to build a new context for thinking about the
biases they may havebeenholdingagainst teenmothers.
For Rar.4, as a writer, getting her audience to build that
new context and to begin changing their stereotypic
images of teen mothers went hand in hand.

Rana cited a third place in her text where she had
focused her prose to respond to the people whom Nan
had come to represent. The passage works perhaps
more subtly than the two sections she first identified.
The text she identified (in bold below) is embedded
within a larger paragraph:

She got pregnant. Yes, pregnant, and ske didn’t know

what to do. She had never talked with her parents about

sex or anything that had to do with sex. What had

happened? She didn’t know, one thing that she knew,

however, was that she wasn't going to give the baby up;

nor was she going to let it ruin her life. She figured that

since it had happened it must must have been

something Godwanted, something that was meant

to be. God was the head of her life and she thought,

who was she to rebel?

During Rana’s reflection, she explained that this
passage regarding Tammi’s religious perspectivelinked
back to the first paragraph. She mentioned that in this
earlier passage she made sure to include the fact that
Tammi was notonly a member of a church, butalso that
she attended every Sunday. For Rana, this information
regarding Tammi served a rhetorically powerful pur-
pose. Rana explained:

Tammi said it was something God wanted. She
wasn’t going to doanything [likehavean abortion].
.. .. And the lady [Nan], she goes to church, and
she’s suppose to be godly or whatever, and she's
thinking, “Well, you wouldn’t do that if you were
godly,” but Tammi was. . . . She went to church. |
wasn't going to leave this part out. It would mean
a lot to people in the church.

It appears from Rana’s above commentary that
the juxtaposition of Nan’s survey and Tammi’s inter-
views prompted Rana to speculate on Nan’s position
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on God, sex, and teen pregnancy. That is, Rana specu-
lated that the stance Nan voiced in her survey-response
extended to include the position that young women
“wouldn’t do that if {they] were godly.” In selecting
parts of Tammi’s interview that challenged this stance,
Rana’s strategy was apparently to spur her readers to
confront the falsity of those premises which they per-
haps had held to be most true.

Asked to read Tarimi’s Story from Nan'’s per-
spective, Rana identified what she saw as Nan’s most
likely response:

She might say, “This is just her.” Everyone else.

This might just be an exception. . . . Not everyone

else is like this.

Rana realized the limits of Tammi’s Story in at-
tempting to persuade her audience to change its views
regarding teen pregnancy. Indeed, the limitation Rana
cited runs directly parallel to the drawback often cited
within academic communities when a researcher at-
tempts to generalize froma case-study. Butso does her
response to counter the criticism. The numerous stories
within the Teen Stories document work to portray the
lives of many teen parents. No one story is the same.
Indeed, Tammi’s story is much happier and more in-
spiring than one condensed from a troubling interview
with an apparently confused and lonely 15-year-old
mother. Collected together, however, individual de-
scriptions become especially significant. In the case of
the Teen Stories document, they challenge the notion
thatoneblanketresponseis adequate torespond toand
to understand the situations of teen mothers in Rana
and Nan’s community. Getting her audience to rec-
ognizethisinadequacyiswhatRana’s version of Tammi’s
Story is all about.

COPLOYING TEXT CONVENTIONS:
COTIVATING ACTION

Inboth the group documents published at theend
of Teen Stories and the Issues & Info projects, Rana’s
sections stand out as particularly unique. On a purely
typographic level, Rana’s texts differ from those of the
other writers in that Rana makes more extensive use of
bold text, italicized words, ellipses,and question marks.
At one point in Tammi’s Story she asks, “This sounds
like the perfect teen, doesn’t it?” In another piece, she
describesan agency for teen parents and thenurges her
readers to “give them a call.” Directed specifically to
her audience, these text conventions, especially rhe-
torical questions, make Rana’s proseread interactively.
For, as Rana explained during the interview, these
conventions work to endow her texts with features
typically associated with oral discourse. Rana ex-
plained:

I think about talking . .. out loud . .. because . ..

when you talk, you useyour voice more than when

you write. There’s more that you can do with your

voice than with a pencil. So when I write I have to

put on little things to make it have more, . . . you

know, voice. That’s how comel put in little things.

So when it’s going through their heads, they’re

making it sound this certain way.

Clearly, Rana succeeded insupplying her readers
with textual cues to bring her texts to life. What her
reflection made clear, however, is that she had addi-
tional expectations for the text conventions she em-
ployed, expectations that related directly to her sense of
the audience and purpose for each text. During the
interview, the discussion first focused on her use of
rhetorical questions.

Rana explained that in writing Tammi’s Story she
used rhetorical questions to make readers confront
their “built-in” expectations about teen parents. Rhe-
iorical questions (in bold below) are crafted into two
passag®s of the story. One passage is embedded in the
paragraph describing Tammi’s credentials as a “to-
gether teen”:

...She wasamodel . .. had B+ average in school, her

firstrealboyfriend, and afamily that loved and supported

her.. .. This sounds like the perfect teen, doesn’t it?

The other passage is in the paragraph that an-
nounces Tammi’s pregnancy and her decision to keep
the baby:

...Shegotpregnant.... Whathappened? Shedidn't
know. . ..

During the interview, Rana articulated the ratio-
nale behind these questions:

I asked them questions to get them interested

because they might have had their own little thing

about what happened. And I gave an answer that
was probably totally different from what they

thought [emphasis added].

These questions, then, model on a small scale
what the entire story works toachieve ona larger scale.
Both the questions and Tammi’s Story itself works to
provoke readers to acknowledge and question their
preconceived biases regarding teen pregnancy.

Regarding the texts Rana wrote for Issues & Info,
rhetorical questions not only make these pieces more
oral-like and interactive, but, according to Rana, they
serveanother functionaswell. The differencein function
has to do with the difference in audience and purpose.
In the interview, Rana described the audiences for the
two texts. For Teen Stories, she explained, the writers
“were talking to the grown ups that thought it was
bad.” But in the Issues & Info document, the writers
“talked to the actual teens.” Rana continued to describe
the purpose behind this document addressed to teen
parents:

... to help pregnant teens get back on their feet.

They had fallen, or whatever, and we're helping to

getthemback on their feet, so later on they can help

themselves. So that they could be more .ike what

we saw in {Issues & Info,] more like the [positive]

stories we gave. And mazke their lives better.

Discoveries and Dialogues
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Ostensibly, the Issues & Info document simply
provides readers with the information they had indi-
cated an interest in. However, as Rana explained
during the interview, to her “helpling] pregnant teens
getback on their feet” required more than simply being
some middle-man in an information-transaction. It
required building a context that would encourage the
audience to make use of the information provided.
Because of the added freedom-—and responsibility—to
build that context, Rana contended that she became
more personally involved in the texts she wrote for the
Issues & Info document than in Tammi’s Story:

I liked writing the information better, because I

could put more of myself into it. Ijust had to tell

Tammi’s story, that’s all I could do. .. . But I could

put myself more into the other one.

Of the texts that Rana wrote for the teen mothers,
one was entitled Housing, the other, Education and
Employment. Thetitles themselves may suggestrather
dry or dull prose; however, one of the primary ways
that Rana “put herself into” these texts and, conse-
quently, placed the informationina context that she felt
would spur the audience to take action, was through
the text conventions she employed. “Encouragement,”
Rana explained, “I think they [teen mothers] can useall
the encouragement they can get.”

As in Tammi’s Story, Rana used rhetorical ques-
tions in both the Housing text and in the Education and
Employment text. The passage below is one example of
how Rana prompted a response from her audience.
(The rhetorical question is in bold.):

The Neighborhood Tenants Reorganization is an

organization that encourages home ownership. It is not

specifically designed for teen parents, but it is original,
creative, and worth checking out. In order to qualify for

this program you must be at least 18 years old, if not 18

than at least 16 and emancipated or "on your own,”

Jinancially independent (from parents or guardians),

low income, and you must have a child. Got it?

Rana explained her rationale behind using the
question:

Usually you just get information. That’s all you

see. You just read, and read, and read. And it’s up

toyouto getitall. Thislet’sthem [readers]stopand
gives them a rest, and asks if they “got it.”

From Rana’s perspective, adding the question,
"Got it?” was a way of encouraging her audience to
make sense of--and to use--the material she was pre-
senting. Asked to anticipate her audience’sresponse to
the question, Rana continued:

Iwould probably think, “Wow, she wants meto get

it.” Shecares. I mean [laughter] she caresif I get it

or not.

Rana explained that the response she anticipated
from her audience was connect to her own experience
as a reader working to make sense of the prose:

That little “eighteen if not eighteen, sixteen and
emancipated.” That was a lot, too. That's really
why. Because it was like. That whole concept was
confusing to me-who was writing it down. . . .
When I was checking over it and I read “got it,” 1
stopped to check that I “had it.” [laugher] It wasa

lot.

As a teen herself, Rana indicated more of ten-
dency when reflecting on the Issues & Info texts to
merge her own experiences as a reader with those
responses she expected from her own audience.

Rana provided similar interjections throughout
the section she wrote entitled Education and Employ-
ment. In this text, she provides her audience with
information concerning colleges in the area, special
educational programs for young, low income mothers,
and a summary of vocations that are especially high in
demand. While she composed, Rana periodically con-
cluded paragraphs by urging her audience to take
action, as in the passage below: (Note the final clausein
bold.)

The Nursing Coalition is sponsored by Mercy Hospital.

Give them a call at (412) 232-8111. I believe that this

program is really something special. They believe that

low-income doesn’t necessarily mean low-intelligence,

and if you agree, give them a call.

During the interview with her, Rana explained
why, from her perspective as a writer, it would have
been insufficient simply to have listed the relevant
material: ‘

I think if I would have given all information, it

would have been boring. They would have said,

“Ck, whatever,” and just put it aside. But if  give

encourage to “call now” or stuff like that, maybe

they’ll say, “Maybe I will.”

AsRana described them, rhetorical questionsand
other interjections directed to the audience work as
textual cues urging readers to take the provided in-
formation and to put it to use.

Rana contended during the interview that, when
she writes, she doesn’t consciously decide where to
place questions or other comments directed to her
audience; rather, “it just comes out that way.” How-
ever, she explained where she got acquainted with the
technique of speaking to her readers in the implied
second person:

That’s a technique they use in Sassy magazine

because it's for teens. And it's not the kind of

magazine for dumb, oh,-how-does-my-hair-look
girls. It's for intelligent, you know, teens, who care
about what’s going on. . . . I like when I see them

[passages employing these techniques].

Whatbecomes clear from Rana’s reflection is that
the textconventionsamagazine subscriptionintroduced
her to provided her withan approach forcommunicating
especially directly withher audience. ForRana, getting
her readers to decode her text was notenough. Through
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her use of text conventions she worked to motivate teen
parents to take action--to make the phone calls, to take
the steps, to put the information from her texts to use.

CONCLUSION

Within her texts, Rana constructs contexts for
change, contexts which aim to change the reader’s view
of the issue or the reader’s sense of herself as an active,
assertive problem-solver. For Rana, this literate activ-
ity has required her to integrate what she knows from
writing at school, the text conventions she has noticed
while reading at home, and strategies, such as col-
laborative planning and reflection, that she has learned
to use at the Center.

We see from the vignette of eighteenth-century
England that literacy is resisted when people can’t
associate it with a larger social context that values and
supports it, giving literacy its very shape and meaning.
In Trackton, a social structure as seemingly simple as
neighbors gathered on a front porch, provides people
with a context for using literacy to negotiate everyday
constraints. The success of the Community Literacy
Center in Rana’s case stems from its ability to foster a
context in which Rana could explore her own literacy,
a literacy that permits a qualitatively different sort of
participation than that which Britta Jacobsdotter’s must
have known. Britta’s literacy required a permissive
stance. Legalistic, it held the power to grant her citi-
zenship, the privilege to partake in communion, and
the right to marry. Rana’s literacy, on the other hand,
is proactive, directed not only toward participating in
what her community has to offer but also toward
changing dynamics in that community which she finds
less than constructive, namely attitudes that stereotype
teen parents and actions that stifle the healthy growth
of young mothers and their children.

However, for all the power evident in Rana’s
portrayal of herself as a writer, there is an issue that
mustbeaddressed before closing, anissue thatascenario
from America’s recent history may illuminate. In the
1970s, two speeches were delivered at public occasions
that caught the attention of well-known social linguist,
John Gumperz. One oratior: was a sermon; the other a
political speech. Composed and delivered by African-
Americans, the two rhetorical texts demonstrated the
same rhetorical strategies, signaling throughout “an
artful interplay of rhythm, vocal style, and content”
(1982, p.189). Butas Gumperz reports, the reception of
the two speeches could not have been more different.
The sermon was delivered in church where members
whom the speaker knew responded with warm enthu-
siasm. The second speech was delivered at a political
rally where whitemembers of theaudience werelargely
unfamiliar with the African-American speaker’s dis-
course strategiesand traditions. Suspiciousof hisstyle,
theselistenersinterpreted the speechas a threatagainst
the President Nixon’s life.

Gumperz contends that the reception of these
speeches points “to two levels of social phenomenon”
in discourse: “First, the interactive reliance on social
presuppositions to achieve particular communicative
ends. . . ; second, appeals to social rules, or laws to
reward or punish, reinforce or sanction verbal behav-
ior” (p.203). Although Gumperz contends that “[bloth
types of factors need to be studied” (p. 203), his own
focus is exclusively on the former: the study of the
presumptions which members of communities rely on
in order to communicate successfully.

For us, the juxtaposition of these two oratorical
events brings to the fore a disturbing question regard-
ing Rana’s prose style. What Rana’s reflections provide
is an articulation of the presumptions that she has
made--and hopes her readers to make—while interpret-
ing what shehas written. Rana’s reflection at this point,
however, considers only hypothetical readers, products
of her ownimagination. Neither Rana nor l’know how
the actual readers whom she intended to reach would
actually interpret her texts. I do know, however, thatat
leasta couple of readers, albeit older and from different
backgrounds than Rana’s targeted audience for the
Issues & Info. document, responded negatively to the
comment, “Gotit!” thatappearsinbold in the following
passage:

The Neighborhood Tenants Reorganization is an

organization that encourages home ownership. It is not

specifically designed for teen parents, but it is original,
creative, and worth checking out. In order to qualify for

this program you must be at least 18 years old, if not 18

than at least 16 and emancipated or “on your own,”

financially independent (from parents or guardians),

low income, and you must have a child. Got it?

These readers considered the comment to be
condescending, to set up an artifice between Rana and
her readers. If additional readers, especially those
whom Rana thought she would affect, would find the
comument offensive and off-putting, Rana, especially as
a writer striving for change, might be in for real trouble.
In instances such as the textual cue isolated here, she
may be creating an effect running contrary to the one
she intended.

What we do get from Rana is confirmation that
she sees her writing as a tool for making changes. This
may bea firstand critical stepin developing anempow-
ering relationship with written language. Further-
more, such a perspective may sustain her as she works
toward another step: that of learning to negotiate
meaning with real—-not just hypothetical--readers. Yet
ifthe Centeristo fosterliterate actioneffectively directed
at real-world changge, then it may need to do more. It
may need to extend provisions to include a context in
which Rana can experience and explore the presump-
tions real-world readers do, in fact, bring to her text.
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While Gumperz (1982), as a scholarly analyst of
language can distinguish between “two levels of social
phenomenon” operating in discourse and can focus
almost exclusively on the first, Rana and the Center
may be better off notadopting a single focus. For Rana,
exploring how various readers respond and use her
text will most assuredly take her on a journey that
confronts “the social rules, or laws .. . [that] reward or
punish, reinforce or sanction verbal behavior,” as well
(p.203). Sucha study, in the long-run, may provideher
with a perspective and a sense of options that other
writers, such as Althea in Peck’s (1991) study, look for
and need to control in order to write texts that instigate
real changes in their communities. An explorationlike
thisis will mostassuredly involve anintense struggle to
make some sense of the political and social factors that
operate in communities of discourse. Thus, perhaps it
is during such an exploration that Rana would most
benefit from the kinds of support the Community Lit-
eracy Center has to offer.

€noNOoTES

In a sense, these sixty years constitute four “generations”
since the average age of death of mechanics, laborers, and

their families in Manchester was seventeen years old
(Sanderson, 1972).

Ina postscript, Peck(1991) writes “Bob’s case recently came
before the city housing board. A judgement of $1,000 was
rendered in Bob’s favor. City housing officials areappealing
the ruling. A new hearing date has been set” (p. 16).
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LiTeraTe PrRACTICE AND AcCTION: HELP—The Housing

CorPowIeRMENT LITERACY PROGRA AT

PirTseurgh's Coommunity Literacy Center

Priue FLynn
Cowaunty Lircracy CenTer

A\ t the conclusion of the project-ending celebration at the Perry South Senior
Center, acommunity conversation that included Pittsburgh Mayor Sophie Masloff
as wellas other city and school district officials, one patron of the Senior Center, Fay,
remarked to me, “I didn’t think teenagers couid be like this anymore.”

Fay had good reason to be surprised, for she was witness to the culmination
of a remarkable community project executed by urban teenagers over eight weeks
in the Summer of 1991. In the course of those eight weeks, seven teenagers had
planned and builta landscaped courtyard at the Senior Center, complete with steps
and railings, an attractive walkway, trellises and a new bench, and eight new full-
size trees. What's more, these same teenagers had written an impressive eight-page
document that they published and distributed at the meeting, and they had planned
and conducted the meeting of over 100 people as well. One thing is clear—there was
a whole lot of literacy going on in those eight waeks.

It will be difficult to assess all of the literate practices that were engaged in the
course of this eight week project, but we can try to evaluate some of them. It may
be helpful to use a post-action reflection as a means of discerning some of the
literacies that were being practiced in the Summer HELP (Housing Empowerment
Literacy Project) project at the Community Literacy Center (CLC). I propose to
assess the Summer HELP project in a way that breaks the project into four basic
components: Work, Writing, Interaction, and Staff Interaction.

ork

This turned out to be a problem. Not only did we overextend ourselves as far

as taking on a task that required sophisticated carpentry skills, we picked asite that
was miserable in just about every way. Simple tasks like digging a hole for a tree
became monumental work projects that required three or four people using pry
bars, a mattock, a pick, and two kinds of shovels. It took one of our four-person
crews three hours to dig one of these holes. We were truly fortunate to get the help
we did from the New Futures kids who joined us in the fifth week of the project -
- they dug a lot of holes and put in a lot of time and labor on this part of the project.

The HELP kids couldn’tdo all of the carpentry tasks that the project required,
and so a carpenter-mentor and our Construction Coordinator did a lot of things for
them. The kids didn’t mind that they were getting help, but we have to remember
that the adults don’t need the practice, and our budget won’t stand the strain of
paying for the hours that the carpenter-mentor put in on the project. We thought it
was important that this first HELP project be successful in every way, so this time
we could justify spending the extra money and putting in the extra time. It would
be foolish to do this in the future, so we need to keep this experience in mind when
we plan future HELP projects.
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WRiming

This turned out to be the most interesting part of

the project for me. I watched the attitudes of the kids

toward writing evolve over the eight weeks from a

basic tolerance of writing at first, to a general reluctance

to write, and then to a final spirited flurry of revision
with the adult mentors toward the end.

Now that the project is finished, we have a docu-
ment that we all can evaluate, and it has been fascinat-
ing to hear the reactions of the participants as they show
other people the HELP document. All of them seem to
be proud of helping to produce such an attractive and
impressive piece of writing. Linda Flower talks about
the “power” of writing, which most of us can appreci-
ate. But most teenagershaven’t had the opportunity to
experience that power first-hand. Maybe some of them
can, now that they have a writing product that they
produced themseives, which can serve them as the
document s passed around to family members, friends,
teachers, school officials, etc. Most of the people they
know won't be able to see the work they’ve done at the
Senior Center this summer, but they will be able to see
their work through their writingand their document. It
is a fairly “powerful” document if it's read carefully.
These teenagers are starting to get some bona fide
recognitionasaresult of the writing they did during the
Summer HELP project-I think this helps them under-
stand what we're talking about when we talkabout the
power of writing.

We have a lot of resources we can tap at the CLC
as far as writing goes, and we used some of them in this
project. We took ad vantage of the fact that the research
associates from the Center for the Study of Writing at
CMU and the Making Thinking Visible Project bring an
abundance of writing experience with them to the CLC
as did instructors from Community College of Allegh-
eny County. All of the writers thrived with the con-
siderable support and attention their planning and
writing could get as a result of the one to one collabora-
tions we employed. Even with the attendance prob-
lems that we managed to ride out in the middle of the
writing activities, we were able to work quickly and
effectively since each writing pair had at least one
supporter for each writing session.

Using adult mentors in our projects appeals tome
for a number of reasons. First, it allows us to invite
interested writing professionalsinto the Center to share
in our work. Second, our writers benefit frgm a lot of
closeattention thatis difficult to duplicate in most other
settings. Third, it enables us to efficiently use collabora-
tive planning in our writing projects with teachers who
have already successfully used collaborative planning
in classrooms. We can refine this process to work even
moreeffectively forusand the writersin future projects.

INTERACTION
Teenagers who worked on the HELP project inter-
acted with all sorts of people they wouldn’t normally
interact with, and in ways in which they would normally
have no occasion to interact. Some of them related to me
asthey mighttheir English teachers (maybebecause some
of them knew me as an English teacher at their high
school). Butthisarrangement changed gradually over the
eight weeks of the project as we planned the design, dug
holes and pounded boards, lugged around heavy trees,
and did many more non-school like tasks together. Soon
they were acting asif I were a normal human being (and
not an English teacher).

Very early in the project the HELP team members
had to figure out a way to adapt to HELP Construction
Coordinator Kevin McCartan’s blindness. They did this
quickly as they learned to joke about Hondo, Kevin's
seeing-eye dog, and Kevin put them at ease by laughing
with them. It was clear as the weeks went by that the
teenagers respected Kevin’s uncanny ability to “see”
details related to building and design, and they began to
rely on his expertise whenever problems with building
would arise. Kevin could explain what measures needed
to be taken in exhaustive detail and the team members
never hesitated to consuli Kevin. (Evenon “writingdays”
when Kevin would be at the site preparing for the next
day’s work, they wanted to know where he was.) Kevin
led the HELP team through an especiaily productive and
instructive session when they priced out materials using
the plans we had worked up in consultation with an
architect. They worked up a lot of enthusiasm in this
session, and they managed to estimate costs of materiais
within twenty dollars of the amount we actually would
spend on the project. It was during this session that [ heard
one teenager remark to another, “Wow, I never thought
I'd have to use geometryafter the tenth grade!” We would
hear comments similar to this often at the building site.

Working with thearchitect wasanother novel inter-
active experience. It helped that onr architect (Diane
LaBelle) characterized her job as “90% planning” since
thisassertion impressed the HELP kids with the essential
nature of planning in a working professional’s context. It
was interesting to watct as HELP team members got
comfortable with the architect’s drawings very quickly.
They were eager to make revisions of the original set of
drawings on their copies, and many of them added
features we hadn’t thought of. Clearly, they enjoyed
working with two separate sets of plans, and their copies
of them seemed to take on the character of a sort of
chalkboard they could draw on. Diane was patient in
explaining why she planned the way she did, and she was
glad to agree to all of the changes that the HELP team
prescribed. But everything changed when we took them
to see the site for the first time. This was the first critical
point of instruction for all of us.
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This wasan occasion for writing to flexits muscles
for most of the team members. All of them did a good
job reflecting through writing after we visited the site;
we had what might have been our best session of the
eight weeks on this occasion. This was one of those
wonderful occasions when discord led to insight. The
disjunction cameabout because prior to visiting the site
we had been working exclusively on a set of architect’s
drawings -- drawings done in rich colors and sharp
precision - in contrast with the downright cruddy
reality of the actual space. The actual site was much
smaller than they had imagined, and the rubble and
weeds that dominated the space were not represented
on Diane’s site plans. When we reflected on the reasons
for this disparity in perceptions, we began to realize
that Diane wasn’t “on drugs” (as some of the teenagers
had exclaimed upon first seeing the site), but that her
plans were drawn to scale (1/4 inch = 1 foot). We
needed to learn how to “read” this scale, and the
skeptics got the architect’s rule out and checked (we
found a few small discrepancies), but we all learned a
valuable lesson — site drawings only approximate the
real thing (what you see is not what you get).

It helped for everyone to register their reactionsto
thisexperience through writing. We shared our written
work with the group and the discussion that accompa-
nied the writing helped all of us understand the work
thatlayahead of us, and to reaffirm our commitment to
successfully complete the project. But we needed to
become conscious of our doubts and reservations, and
this writing occasion provided that opportunity. (In
this instance, writing made talking about the problem
easier; talking and writing served to complement each
other in a fruitful way.)

We were fortunate to have the services of a tree
expert, Fred Galvez of Parklets for Pittsburgh, who
showed ustherightway to plantnew treesand explained
the kinds of things we needed to do to insure that the
trees would grow and last over time. The HELP team
learned that we needed a plan for choosing the location
and properly planting the trees we placed at the site.
Again, the essential nature of planning was empha-
sized, and the HELP team was beginning to believe that
anything worth doing was worth planning carefully.

STAFF INTERACTION

As a newcomer to the Community Literacy Cen-
ter it’s difficult for me assess how well we worked
together on this project as opposed to other pilot CLC
projects. I also have to acknowledge thatI didn’t think
a lot about how I would like to see the staff interact in
theSummer HELP projectbeforehand.I know now that
this will always be a crucial consideration in planning
any future CLC projectsince the successful interactions
that took place during HELP demonstrates the extraor-
dinary merit in working together effectively.

Undoubtedly, our greatest and most abundant
rescurce is us — the people who work and volunteer on
CLC projects. Ilike to think of our situation as advan-
tageous in that we are able to call a lot of people “staff,”
and that we have such a hard time figuring out what to
call each other (the tyranny of titles), and explaining
who does what at the CLC. To me, this only means that
more people can do more things.

What's even more impressive is the generous
spirit that our people bring to the work of the Center.
I'm happy to report that throughout the course of the
Summer HELP project no one turned down a request
for their time or expertise—a rare state of affairs in
projects of any size at any level. Here are some ex-
amples of the unsparing sort of work that went on
during HELP:

¢ CLC Youth Coordinator Joyce Baskins made
herself available to “handle” just about any
unforeseen crisis all the way through the
project. Joyce helped get discussions started,
made shy kids feel at home at the Center, and
worked with me till 2:00 AM on one occasion
when we laid out the HELT document. None
of these things fit her “job description” (she
doesn’t have one, purposely I think); Joyce
was simply unconditionally available (and
indispensable).

* Volunteer adult writing mentors like Lorraine
Higgins and Linda Norris from Carnegie
Melion University and Jean Aston and Pam
Turley from Community College of Allegheny
College came to the Center weekly to work
with writers on their sectionsof the document.

¢ Linda Flower and Ellie Long from: Carnegie
Mellon University spent a lot of time
“conceptualizing” with me and helped to load
up the project with some substantial learning
opportunities for both kids and adults.

Other people did other things during HELP, but
the point is that this is the way we work best, when we
use our best tools—-our people (and the people our
people bring in.)
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A teacher’s implied roleis to prepare students for real life experiences, Dewey’sidea
of learning by doing. Intoday’s classrooms that role is usually an unspoken role for the
teacher. Too often teachers become so involved in teaching content area information,
that they temporarily lose sight of this other unspoken role. To some, this role does not
seem to be a primary role, but I propose that for a teacher, this role is key in preparing
students for the future as productive members of society. According to Roger Taylor,
who is an expert in education for gifted children, and who recently spoke ata workshop
at the Vista Hotel Pittsburgh, "It is better for a teacher to become the guide on the side
than the sage on the stage.” Teachers should consider the use of the collaborative
planning model in their classrooms as a rehearsal for the decisions students will be
compelled to make throughout their lives. “Two heads are better than one,” “Many
hands make light work,” and “None of us is as smart as all of us,” seem to support the
ideals of this instructional model.

For three years, the Making Thinking Visible Project of the Center for the Study of
Writing at Carnegie Mellon University has been guiding the research of some thirty
individuals on the use of the collaborative planning model in grade schools, high
schools, colleges and community milieus. Asa member of this project,  have read case
books and numerous discovery memos, lisened to presentations by my colleagues and
participated in several local and national workshop presentations for educators. Forall
of my experience with this project, I have never thought of its value to my students
farther down the road of experience until I decided to interview successful adults and
tried to understand their use of the collaborative planning process in their own real life
experiences. Is the ability to question others, to write cohesive notes and to formulate
a collaborative solution something inherent to a successful work ethic? Where do these
experienced individualsiearn theseskills? Does continual practice hone these skills? Do
students, on the other hand, continue to use the aspects of the collaborative planning
process instinctively in future problem solving situations? These questions prompted
interviews that I conducted with two professionals and an analysis of responses to
collaborative planning from my students and as evidenced in this paper.

Success is defined by Webster's New World Dictionaryof the American Languageas, "A
favorable or satisfactory outcome or result.” Successful professionals have had many
satisfactory results. Most of these professionals agree that collaboration hasa significant
role in success. Why is collaboration something that comes so naturally to successful
adults, and yet, to students, the idea of collaboration in problem solving seems almost
taboo? Once the high school students have become familiar with the collaborative
planning process, the procedure is a most natural one for them. When high school and
college students are assigned a writing topic, it seems natural, after practice, to discuss
their writing strategies with a peer before they begin to tackle the writing assignment.
The student’s counterpart in the process, the supporter, is charged with offering the
writer new or alternative strategies for approaching the writing topic. The writer may
come to the collaborative planning session having already decided upon a strategy, or
he may be open to the supporter’scomments and suggestions. Then he may be prepared
to combine the supporter’s comments with some of his own ideas for a possible writing
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strategy choice. The latter choices represent an open-
ness to the collaborative planning process. Linda Flower,
co-director of the Center for the Study for Writing at
Carnegie Mellon University, stated, “Perhapsa second
distinctive feature (of the CSW project) is that unlike
most teacher research which, as Dixie Goswami has
said, focuses on the teacher’s effectiveness or on testing
classroom techniques, we are more interested in close
observation of how our students are thinking their way
through problems and what they are doing when they write.
Observation and reflection are key steps in the collaborative
planning process itself, and many of us use journals and
tapes of collaborative sessions to help students observe
their own thinking. Because we try to build in signifi-
cant class time for students to reflect on their own
observations, students are also engaged in the research
process, not just to teach us something, but to learn
about themselves.” (Meier 5) These comments moti-
vated me to pursue the issue of analyzing the problem
solving strategies of successful adults and to see where

they acquired these techniques; how they used these

strategies in their daily work places, and also how they
valued these problem solving abilities. For two of the
adults, I used a taped interview, and for the third
participant, I synthesized remarks froma speech given
at a local college (Carlow) with comments given in
recent newspaper and raagazine articles. These com-
ments and remarks will then be paralleled with re-
marks from my ninth grade (Scholars) English students
and my twelfth grade (Mainstream) English students
from last semester at Taylor Allderdice High School in
Pittsburgh, PA to show that the value of learning col-
laborative problem solving strategies early on in one’s
educational experience is a useful life skill.

The two professionals who wereinterviewed (See
Appendix)both seemed to be self confident profession-
als. They agreed that collaborative planning is an
important strategy to use for the good of the patient/
client. This good of the patient/client was paramount
to both professionals. If collaboration with another
physician/attorney is needed and necessary, both indi-
vidualsdoit. Aninterestingaspectoftheinterviewsfor
me was the fact that both professionals do not initiate
the collaborative planning process as often as they are
called upon to be a supporter to another colleague.
They do participate more as a supporter than a writer.
Their participation so often as supporters to others
leads to four challenging thoughts. What motivates
successful, confident adults to seek the support of an
expert? What benefits are derived from discussing a
problem with another person in the same field? Why
are the experts a bit reluctant to admit that they may
need the support of another person when placed in a
problem solving situation? When did these individu-
als feel confident enough to use the help and advice of
a supporter?

Confidence is not a problem for Cherokee Indian
chief, Wilma Mankiller. Wilma is the first female chief
of the 108,000 Cherokee nation. She says, “I've runinto
more discrimination as a woman than as an Indian.”
“She has likened her job to ‘running a small country, a
medium-size corporation, and being a social worker.’
With an annual budget of $52 million, the Oklahoma-
based tribe operates industries, health clinics and cul-
tural programs employing about 1,700 people.” (Cole
49) Speakingabout her role in the tribe, Mankiller sees
her mainpurpose as helping her people become self-
sufficient, and she wants others to ‘see the tremendous
strength and beauty and creativity that [she] seels] in
Indian people in this country, and the tremendous
potential for people to solve their own problems, given
half a chance.””” (Current Biography 31) “Using her skills
in social work, Wilma Mankiller set out to instill in the
Cherokee the precept that self-help is a source of self-
esteem. 'My goal has always been for Indians to solve
their own economic problems,’ she once said, as quoted
in Fortune magazine (October 12, 1987). To achieve
ultimate independence from reliance on the federal
government, Wilma Mankilier emphasizes the ‘em-
powerment of the people on alocal level,’ encouraging
members of her tribe to become more self-reliant in
their outlook. ‘One of the biggest problems is that we
need to really trust our own selves and our own think-
ing, and not allow others to convince us that our
thoughts, ideas and plans and visions aren’t valid,’
Wilma Mankiller explained to Catherine C. Robbins
for the New York Times (May 28, 1987).”

Valid thoughts are what seemed to propel
Mankiller from her position in 1983 as deputy principal
chief to principal chief in December of 1985. In1987 she
ran for a full four-year term and won. On June 15,1991
she won a second four-year term with eighty-three
percent of the vote. “So in 1687 women enjoyed a
prominent role, but in 1987 we found people question-
ing whether women should be in leadership positions
anywhere in the tribe. So my election was a step
forward and astepbackward atthe sametime.” (Current
Biography 32) We now must question her previous
statement, “I've run into more discrimination as a
woman than asan Indian.” (Cole 49) She answered my
question in her October, 1990 visit to Pittsburgh for the
Carlow College’s Focus Lecture Series. Once she was
accepted by the members of he tribe, the state ¢f Okla-
homa and the Federal Government, she had no prob-
lem ad vancing the new economic and social programs
she proposed. Her advancements as chief came about
because of her constantextra effort on every task. If she
does not know an answer to a question, she is most
willing to seek the advice of an expert. She believes in
working collaboratively to solve problems for the good
of the group. Group decision making, collaboratively,
is the method that chief Mankiller uses to solve the
pressing issues that face her people in today’s world.
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By involving so many members of the group in the
decision-making process, she has elevated the people’s
self esteem. She wants to be remembered as, “...the
person who helped us restore faith in ourselves.”
(Current Biography 33)

This issue of self-esteem seems to be a continually
recurring theme in these conversations with the profes-
sionals. All of these individuals have acquired theskills
necessary to become successful professionals. Several
examples of these skills are: using problem solving
strategies, continuing life-long learning skills in their
chosen fields, developing questioning skills, under-
standing group interaction techniques, respecting the
diverse opinions of others, and tappingintoa variety of
support systems when necessary. One of the unspoken
jos of a teacher is to instill these life skills into the
students. How does a teacher do this? When so much
emphasis in the Pittsburgh Public Schools is placed on
content information, S.E.P. Deadlines, and M.A.P.
Testing, a teacher does not concentrate on life skills per
se. Collaborative planning provides a way for content
area information tobe reviewed whileat the same time,
usually unbeknown to the teacher, self-esteem is being
buoyed by working with a peer. Here are some com-
ments from ninth grade (Scholars) and twelfth grade
(Mainstream) English students at Taylor Allderdice
High School who have participated in this learning
strategy. Theyallanswered theq estion, “Whataspect
of participating in the collaborative planning writing
project did you most enjoy?” The asterisk is used to
designate students who have begun to use problem
solving skills as well as other life skills during the

collaborative planning process used in my English
classroom.

*Rachel: I had alot of fun asking the questions and
surprising my pariner.

*Karen: 1 enjoyed thinking about what I was going to
write about. It gave me more of an idea of what
I'm going to write. It gave me a chance to
communicate with someone.

*Kurt: I enjoyed talking with another student and
knowing how they felt about my topic.

*Steve: I liked getting my ideas out. It helped me
organize my thoughts.

*Jennifer:  Ienjoyed hearing what my partner had to say
about his paper,and I think it helped me to talk
about my paper.

*Missy: 1 enjoyed thinking about what I was going to
write and then talking to someone about it.

Aaron: I enjoyed taping the conversation be-
tween Mitch and myself.

*Josh: It helped to think about the essay.

*Jamie: I enjoyed being able to express my feelings
about my paper.

Jenna: I enjoyed the socializing and the whole
idea of appearing on tape.

*Kim: I enjoyed asking the questions a lot more than
1 did answering them.

Chris: I enjoyed the fact that I could express my

feelings on tape.

The process made most of the students feel com-
fortable discussing the plan that they had formulated
witha peer. Several of the studentsrealized thatthe act
of stating their ideas and hearing them stated was
motivational. For others, the approval of a supporter
was motivational. Since these comments were made
after the first collaborative planning process, I was able
to see these same skills being used as well as additional
skills being developed by both the planner and the
supporter in future sessions. Some of these additional
skills were: being a more careful reader, becoming
more sensitive to the opinions of another, incorporat-
ing the ideas and suggestions of another person into
one’s own writing strategies, questioning another stu-
dent more specifically about a writing assignment or
anassigned reading, developing alternative writing
support systems, e.g. asking an expert or doing re-
search on the topic in a library, improving problem
solving strategies, and finally, enriching group inter-
action skills. These life skills are slowly strengthened
by practice and constant use. Perhaps the next time
these students are faced with the problem of writing an
essay, or the next time they are faced with any problem
for that matter, they will evoke the problem solving
strategies they tangentially used and enjoyed during
the collaborative planning process.

Successful adults use these strategies almost au-
tomatically in their daily lives. These successful adults
do not remember where they learned these strategics;

Cules: It was too good. I enjoyed discuss my
paper with my classmate.

*Rochelle: I heard ideas that others had.

*Chris: 1liked the idea of doing it in a group not alone.

David: The session gave mie new ideas to write
about.

*Mike: 1 got a chance to see how creative ] was.

*Judy: I enjoyed hearing what my supporter had to
say about the topic and finding out her opin-
ions.

Dan: I enjoyed being interviewed about what
I knew about the story.

*Chandler: ... The chance to exchange thoughts.

*Latisha:  Really knowing that someone was interested
in my paper but was really willing to help me.

Chris: I enjoyed hearing myself on tape.

*Mitch: I liked talking about the story and thinking
about the questions that Aaron gave me.

*Jacob: I enjoyed the ability to speak freely about my
writing. It was helpful to think about some of
the questions that my partner asked me.
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they just use them. Students are never too young to
begin developing successful life skills. Itis tempting to
speculate that these problem solving strategies need to
be engendered and perpetuated throughout the four
years of high school in all areas of the curriculum. If
students are nurtured all along in the developmentand
use of these problem solving strategies, then the stu-
dents’ self-esteem, problem solving skills and other life
skills will be enhanced. This enhancement might lead
to more successful adult behavior in the real world.
Teachers need the time to analyze what is really being
taught and learned in the classroom during any given
lesson. So oftenin today’s transient world, thisanalysis
(introspection)is sometimes forgottenas teachers hurry
to meet other deadlines. Thedefinition of these student
outcomes, both affective and cognitive, and the ability
to intervene or alter these processes are major educa-
tional challenges. What is overlooked or neglected by
the teacher might be the most valuable lesson of all.
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APPENDIX
Survey INTervieuwss

Doctor: George N. Schultz

634 Crystal Drive

Pittsburgh, PA 15228

Lawyer: Donald S. Mazzotta, Esquire
One Mellon Bank Center

26th Floor

500 Grant Street

Pittsburgh, PA 15219

COLLABORATIVE PLANNING QUESTIONS

FOR THE PROFESSIONALS

1. WHEN DO YOUDISCUSS A (MEDICAL/LEGAL) PROBLEM WITH
A COLLEAGUE

Doctor: Are you speaking professionally or some-
thing else?
PROFESSIONALLY.

Doctor: When I practiced, 1 studied the case and
made a diagnosis after physical examina-
tionand laboratory findings. If I could not
make a diagnosis and I needed help, I
would send the patient to another doctor
for further study. Then the two of us made
a decision. 1got a report from him, and if
thefindings weredefinite, I discussed them
with the patient.

Lawyer: There are three times when I discuss a

legal problem with others:

#1. If 1 would like another opinion to see
if my thoughts on the problem are on
target.

#2. If I do not handle this type of case on
a regular basis, and 1 want to talk to an
attorney with more experience who does.

#3. Ifthe caseisacriminal case,Idonotdo
criminal work, I seek a co~counselor to call
the client and accept the case.

WHAT SORT OF COLLABORATION WAS DISCUSSING THE FIND-
INGS WITH THE PATIENT/CLIENT?

Doctor: Of course it's collaboration. One must be
perfectly honest with the patient, and if
youthink thereferral to another physician
isnecessary, youdiscussit with the patient.
Thepatient mustabsolutely haveinformed

consent.
Lawyer: I do not collaborate with the client if 1 do
not accept the case. Ilet the otherattorney

call the client.
2. WHY DO YOU DISCUSS THESE PROBLEMS WITH OTHERS?

Doctor: Because] couldn'tgeta diagnosis.....That’s
the main reason.

ARE THERE OTHER REASONS?
Doctor: Not that I know of.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Lawyer: #1. to get an independent opinion from

others

#2. because the area in questionis not my
area of expertise

#3. because the topic of concern is a
"Hot”"[POPULAR] Issue... Each state has
a different way of dealing with certain
issues, and I may not be clear on the laws
of that particular state.

3. WHATDO YOU DO WITH THE SUGGESTIONS OF OTHERS? Do
YOU COMBINE THEM WITH YOUR OWN IDEAS, Oii DO YOU MAKE
YOUR OWN DECISION FIRST, AND THEN LISTEN TO THE OTHER

PERSON’S VIEWS AND NOT COMBINE THESE NEW IDEAS WITH
YOUR OWN?

Doctor: Well, Iincorporate his findings with mine,
and if the diagnosis is definite, I discuss it
with the patient. If the diagnosis is not
definite, I would further study the patient.

Lawyer: Well, I do both of the above suggestions. |

may take my colleague’s advice, orI may
choose to reject it. If there is a gray area
whichIhaven’tthoughtagreatdeal about,
and [ think that his ideas would add alot to
the case,  mean that his comments would
add some value to the argument, then, |
combine the other attorney’s ideas with
my own.

4. Do YOU FEEL MORE COMFORTABLE IN DECISION MAKING BY
DISCUSSING A (MEDICAL/LEGAL) 1SSUE WITH A COLLEAGUE?
Doctor:

Lawyer:

Not necessarily.

99.9% of the decisions are made on my
own withoutothers. I feel verycomfortable
doingthat if |am confident about the legal
area. If I am not comfortable, I certainly
seek the help of an expert. 1 have no
problem doing that.

5. WHERE DID YOU FIRST LEARN TO DO THIs?

Doctor: Medical school. By discussing medical di-
agnoses with professors. The medical
school professorsemphasized thetotal care
of the patient, and no one doctor can be
proficient in all disciplines, so if a diagno-
sis is made which is in a discipline of
another doctor, you must, with the
patient’s consent, send the patient to that
doctor, who is an expert in that particular
field. This was emphasized in medical
school for what constituted total care for
the patient.

Lawyer: Very early in my practice, I learned that it
was more time efficient to call another
attorney for help than to spend hours of
time in the law library and maybe take
days tolocate the solution I was seeking. It

was more financially practical,also.

WHY DO YOU THINK YOU SOUGHT ADDITIONAL HELP IN PROB~
LEM SOLVING?

Doctor: Well, the best interest of the patient is

paramount, and if I'm unable to make a
diagnosis, I send the patient to somebody
who can, whom I think can.

The client’s needs are most important to
me. I may have sought additional help for
input, to get other thoughts on the topic,
for more insight into the problem, or if I
sce added value for the case in doing so.

Lawyer:

D0 YOU THINK THAT USING THIS PROCESS IS CHEATING?
Doctor: No.
Lawyer: No, absolutely not.

6. WHAT VALUES DO YOU SEE IN DISCUSSING A (MEDICAL/
LEGAL) PROBLEM WITH OTHERS?

Doctor: Well, his knowledgeand expertise may be
greater than mine in his particular field,
and he might come up with definite evi-
dence which would make a diagnosis. He
may haveuseda different laboratory which
gave better results than the one I used.

I improve in my own area each time by

learning from others, and I learn 90% of
the time by learning about other fields
from other attorneys.

Lawyer:

7. How OFTEN DO YOU THINK YOU USE COLLABORATIVE
PLANNING IN YOUR WORK PLACE?

Doctor: Not often.
Not OFTEN?

Doctor: No. Well I was a specialist and very pro-
ficient in my field, and most patients that
came to me had a problem which I could
handle, and should I discover something
elsethat was out of my discipline, Iwould,
with the patient’s consent, send them to a
suitable physician.

Lawyer: Almost never inmyownarea of expertise,
but in other fields, all of the time.

WERE YOU EVER CALLED UPON BY OTHER PHYSICIANs/LAw-
YERS TO COLLABORATE?

Doctor: Yes. Many physicians would send pa-
tients to me with particular problems were
in my discipline and which I was capable
to handle. This happened often in my

work place.

Lawyer: Yes, all of the time in my area of expertise.

WHAT LEVEL DID IT HAVE TO GET TO BEFORE YOU USED IT?

Doctor: Well, if I find I needed a diagnosis in a
certain area that I didn’t treat, I would
send the patient to someone that treated
the patient in that area.

Lawyer: Right at the start if I did not handle that

area of the law.

WAS THAT SORT OF GETTING RID OF THE PROBLEM OR COL-
LABORATING?

Doctor: No, that is seeking the best interest of the

patient.
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Lawyer: It is collaborating. Absolutely. It is so
because we have rules, regulations and
ethics. We must always act in the best
interest of t}.2 client.

8. Do YOU TAKE NOTES WHILE YOU ARE DISCUSSING THE
PROBLEM WITH OTHERS?

Doctor: Notnecessarily. Ikept fileson the patient’s.
The other doctor would send me a report
which I would place in the patient’s file. 1
would write myobservations and findings
in long hand in the pa:ient’s file. When I
was the supporter, I would use my notes
to make reports for other doctors.

Lawyer: Yes, generally lots of my own hand writ-
ten notes. [ always refer these notes later.
It's good to know that they are in the
client’s folder.

9. DG YOU GIVE CREDIT TO YOUR COLLABORATORS, OR DO YOU
USE THEIR IDEAS AS YOUR OWN?

Doctor: I give credit to the collaborator.

Lawyer: If the information is in my own area, Ido
not. If theinput is out of my area, [ do give
credit to the attorney for the information.

10. Is COLLABORATIVE PLANNING A VALUABLE LIFE SKILL?

Doctor: It’s a very real and necessary method of
reaching a correct diagnosis and correct
treatment for the patient. It’s indispens-
able.

Lawyer: Yes, for a professional, but for the general
public it is probably a waste of most
peoples’ time.
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CoLLABORATIVE PLANNING IN A TechNnicaL Center

Jean ASTON
CoowuniTy CouLege oF ALLeGheNy COUNTY

1 n the fall 0£ 1991, I was contacted by a director of training at a technical center
of a large corporation who had heard about collaborative planning and had been
told that I was part of a Carnegie Mellon group working with this concept. She was
interested in exploring the application of collaborative planning to science workers
whose positions demanded a great deal of professional and technical writing but
who were not by training technical writers. Collaborative planning as she under-
stood it held the promise of not only helping workers improve writing, but also of
being a cost-saving productivity measure, an important element in a for-profit
setting.

Although the company had on staff technical writers, the large volume of
writing produced by workers could not be edited by this limited number of
technical writers. The company expected the workers to have the skills required by
the work-related writing tasks. But, the skills of some workers did not meet the
standards expected by supervisors. To address the writing needs of these workers,
the company had, in the past, hired tutors working one on one at a cost of one
hundred dollars an hour. One consequence of this system was that some workers
had become increasingly dependent on the tutors which increased the overall cost
to the company. In a recessionary economy ina corporation facing cut-backs, the
use of one-on-one tutors had become an unaffordable luxury.

Collaborative planning held the promise of being a cost-saving productivity
measurebecause workers, trained in groups in the planner-supporter model, could
teach the model to other workers in a corporate milieu that was already stressing
collaboration as part of a total quality management program. Thus, unlike the
expensiveone-on-oneapproach, collaborative planning taught in workshops would
hopefully have the potential of affecting many more writers than would attend the
workshops. Witha smaller investment, the yield would be greater than the tutoring
program delivered. These were the company expectations for collaborative plan-
ning, expectations that the initial workshop series showed could be fulfilled.

The remainder of this paper describes how I adapted collaborative planning
to fit the needs of the workshop participants, examines both the general collabora-
tive planning experiences of workshop participants and the more specific interac-
tions of three pairs of writer/supports. The conclusion discusses the differences
between working with collaborative planning in a classroom and in a work place
setting and how the two environments might be bridged.

INITIAL LEARNING

Before the technical center was ready to contract for the workshops, the

trainers and I had to see if collaborative planning would be useful for their purposes

and I had to learn more about the problems that prompted theirinterest. Toaddress

our mutual learning needs, I met with two training managers and two project
directors who were senior research scientists.
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I had informed the trainers before the meeting of
my background, that I did not have training as a tech-
nical writer and, although I had limited experience
teaching professional writing, I had never taught tech-
nical writing. My knowledge was vicarious, based
solely on reading books and articles on technical writ-
ing. To the trainers, this limitation did not matter
because, as they reiterated, they wanted to investigate
a process that would foster collaborationbetween their
workers in addressing writing problems.

The problems were defined initially for me by the
two project directors and by samples of papers col-
lected by the trainers. A general complaint by both
directors is that they were spending too much of their
time revising and correcting “poor English” in their
workers’ writing. What the directors meant by “poor
English” was not whatclassroom teachers usually mean-
--grammatical problems. Rather, the phrase embraced
anumber of meanings ranging from poororganization,
confusion over audience and purpose, to turgid syntax.
The consequence of these writing practices was writer
based prose. All too often workers asked to report on
their projects would lapseinto a well practiced schema,
a lab report detailing all of the intricate steps of their
investigation. The difficulty with the schema was that
it obscured the information needed by the financial
staff who often read the reports—the potential cost
benefits of the project. Asone director complained, the
science workers had not been trained to do the kind of
varied writingdemanded ina technical center. Thetwo
writing samples confirmed the directors’ analysis: both
texts described in intricate detail the steps in the inves-
tigation, but neither seemed to define the purpose for
conveying the information.

Theoriginalideaof thetrainers wasto involve the
project managers and their teams. But, ironically, ina
corporate setting where collaboration and team build-
ing were partof the corporate ethos, a discussion of the
role of the supporter revealed that hierarchy and au-
thority were still viable. As the directorslistened to the
description of collaborative planning, one concurred
that he would have no difficulty working with the
model: the second, however, said that he would work
with his writers as a supporter. In an ensuing discus-
sion, it became apparent that he equated supporter
with boss, with the answer giver, with a model of
expertise and authority. When both the trainer and 1
reiterated the importance of assuming both roles of
writer and supporter, he remained steadfast in his
belief that he would function solely in the supporter
role. Because the trainer understood that his position
would defeat the purpose of collaborative planning,
she decided to open the workshop simply to those who
were interested, no matter whether their work area was
homogeneous.

Her decision raised two unknowns: would work-
ers from various technical areas be able to understand
the work of a person outside their area enough to be of
help and would workers be able to use collaborative
planning if no one else from their area was in the
workshop? The workshop experience to be discussed
in the following sections gives partial answers to these
unknowns,

Repesigned CDATERIAL

The discussion with the project directors and the
sample papers prompted me to redesign the collabora-
tive planning material to fit this non-classroom envi-
ronment. A key difference was the complexity of
audience and purposeconfronting the science workers.
Inmost classroomsettings, students write to theteacher,
no matter whether the teacher specifies audiencein the
assignment. And even if the assignments define peers
as an audience, the writers still tend to write to the
teacher, a proximate, known audience. Two examples
from the technical center workshop will illustrate the
problems confronting the science workers that contrast
with the known variables of the classroom setting. A
maintenance manual being written by one participant
would have a variety of users ranging from those who
might need to understand only oneconcept to thosewho
would actually have to do some task described in the
manual, like taking the machine apart. The writer had
to create a document for multiple audiences with mul-
tiple purposes. Another typical example wasa project
report which would be written initially to the project
director but which would be sent through the corporate
hierarchy to other cities where the document would be
in the hands of non-scientists and where time would
lapse between the writing and the reading of the
document.

Given the audience demands of these workers, I
reconceptualized the blackboard planner not as a flat
plan, but as a threedimensionalboard with two compo-
nents, audience analysis and purpose foregrounded. If
the workers did not begin with careful analysis of these
components, then the default schema wasthelabreports
whether or not it was appropriate. To prompt and cue
thiskind of analysis, ladded material to thecollaborative
planning packet on audience and purpose analysis
taken from technical writing textbooks and articles. In
the woi.kshop sessions, workers describing the
movement of documents through the corporate hier-
archy amplified the packet material and helped all of us
to better understand the need for better audience and
purpose analysis.

Whereas a classroom permits more time to teach
and practice with collaborative planning, I was con-
tracted for only three two hour sessions. The first
introduced the concept of collaborative planning. In
the second, after I modeled collaborative planning with
one of the participants, the group broke into pairs for
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their first collaborative planning session. The final
meeting included a discussion of the first experience, a
second session of collaborative planning and a final
reflection on the interaction.

If time was limited, the corporate setting also
placed constraints on thekind of research I could do on
collaborative planning. The documents themselves
were the property of the corporation so, unlike in a
school where only the writer’s permission is needed to
use a paper, any use of the writing from the workshop
would necessitate releases from the company. Tape
recorders were not a viable option because all but two
of the participants were uncomfortable with taping and
those who did record found the quality of the tape to be
poor. My data consisted of notes taken during the
sessions as [ observed pairs working and as I listened to
group discussions. I also asked participants to fill out
one questionnaire on their writing process and three
reflection surveys. These writings proved to be key
elements in helping me to understand the worlds of
these writers as I tried to build bridges between my
classroom experience with collaborative planning and
their work environments.

IRITING PROFILES OF PARTICIPANTS

An initial questionnaire provided a profile of the
workshop participants. The group was comprised of
one woman and eight men working in the following
technical areas:

Numser AREs
4 Process, Design, Mechanics
2 Chemical Systems
1 Applied Math
1 Process Equipment Development
1 Fabricating Technology

Seven listed titles that included the following:
engineer (3), seniortechnologist (2), senior computer
scientist (1), staff technician (1).

Included in the first questionnaire wasa survey of
their writing tasks, practices or processes and prob-
lems. Allhad to producea variety of documents as part
of their routine work. The range is listed below with
asterisks indicating those documents often written in
collaboration with peers:

a.Instructions: for database software on running
a test process computer software manual
equipment operating and maintenance
manuals

b. letter reports (about three pages with tables
and graphics)

c. letters

d. memos*

e. process specifications and costs*

f. project plans*

g. project reports* (monthly) project status and
communications

h. reportsconcerning changesto current database
software

i. summaries (monthly)

}- technical papers for publication *

k. technical reports* (internal and external) ten
pages for divisionreports; technical reportson
current computer systems; technologies and
trends*

1. vendor/customer communications

In their descriptions of writing processes, only
two of the nine described planning in terms of audience
considerations. Six described planning as outlining
withemphasis given to whatin theblackboard planner
is text information. In this regard, the workshop par-
ticipants were not unlike many students. One used a
model: “ I find a report similar to the one I am writing
and try to follow the same outline.” Again, in this
strategy, the emphasis is on topic information. When
the group discussed the strategies after they received
the survey results, several noted that audience and
purpose were not explicit components of their pro-
cesses.

There was a consensus on the time required to
write: as one participant said, “Time is related to docu-
ment complexity.” Some estimated time in the follow-
ing way: memosand letters required the least time, two
to four hours;letter reports, eight to twenty-four hours;
division technical reports, forty hours.

For all of the participants, economy of time and
high productivity were major concerns. Writing, an
integral part of their daily work, had to be integrated
with the research that produced the content of the
writing. For several, writing came hard and it was easy
to procrastinate and put off the task until the demand
of a deadline forced productivity with little or no time
left for revision, a consequence that often produced the
kind of writing that demanded of a supervisor, a fur-
ther time investment to polish the document for others
to read. This was a consequence that supervisors
disliked and placed workers in a bad light since poorly
written documents demanded attention that supervi-
sors did niot always have the time to give, but pride in
the quality of the work from their divisions motivated
them to address the writing problems.

Participants’ comments on writing problems fell
into three categories:

What and how much detail to include 5
Time and motivation to write 3
Wording and organization 2

Writers described their problems with detail ina
variety of ways:
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a.My problems are primarily with technical writing.
I tend to want to be veryprecise and say everything
at once. Even when I start with an outline, the
results tend to be disorganized.

b.I find that whenI plan, | have the most difficulty.

When I plan, | use an outline listing major topics I

want to cover and the details for each (too much

detail)....When I don’t plan, I leave out important
details but the flow is better.

The goal conflicts over detail, too much or too
little, also characterized the problems with time and
motivation. Torn between research and writing time,
writers also had to “switch from one project to an-
other,” a shift that caused writers “to lost thought
processes. Asanother writer said, the cifficulty was to
get motivated to write, to “allocatealargeenoughblock
of time to maintain a consistent train of thought needed
to organize a document. Several described writer’s
block as a consequence and agreed with the pa:t:cipant
whe wrote the following:

Itry first to getasmuch downasl can, not caring
about spelling or grammar. When [ begin to
“wordsmith,” I lose my train of thought. I frequently
run into writer’s block and have to take frequent
breaks. Writing is very difficult for me; therefore, I
use any distraction that will take me away from
having to do it. I’d much rather present orally.

But as participants concurred, oral presentation
was not a choice, and the dilemma created by writer’s
block was that if it persisted, it created a vicious circle
of increasing tension as the number of unwritten docu-
ments only increased and deadlines converged.

Participants had some strategies todeal with their
self-diagnosed problems. Four took time off from
writing and did things like work on something else,
pace, or just not think about the document for a day or
two. Three spoke of consulting someone else for sug-
gestions, usually a co-worker or scmetimes a supervi-
sor. Onerelied on finding a model. Only one spoke of
features comprising the blackboard planner: “Prepare
an outline of expectations of intended audience for
document and systematically answer question of
whether a piece of information would be useful to
them. The stra‘egies showed that some of the partici-
pants were using inan unstructured way collaboration,
but they did not have the framework of the blackboard
planner or the defined roles of the writer/supporter
model.

The primary goal the participants wanted to at-
tain from the workshop dealt directly with the de-
mands of their work environment: they wanted to be
more efficient, producing more and better writing in
less time. Those who experienced difficulty withdetail,
wanted to be able to discriminate the essential from the
non-essential more easily while those who found writ-
ing to be painful, wanted to have writing become either
“less painful” or in the words of a more optimistic
participant, “a pleasurable experience.”

PARTICIPANTS GENERAL REFLECTIONS ON
CouasOorATIVE PLANNING

The work that the participants brought to the
second meeting, the first actual collaborative planning
session, represented the range of material they had
listed in the writing survey. Bob broughtplans for an
operating maintenancemanual whilehis partner, Andy,
brought what he called “a long delayed letter report.”
Reid in Applied Math wanted to work on partof a white
paper addressed to a general technical center audience
explaining changes in the data base system. Four
worked on technicai reports, two of which were inter-
nal documents while two would be given at national
technical conferences. One of the writers ofa technical
reportshared the difficulties he was having with his co-
authored document since one of the three writers was
on the West coast while the other was in Europe with
the writing going on through electronic systems. His
difficulty was that his idea of productivity differed
dramatically from his co-writers who were impeding
his progress.

What made the worker’s sessions different from
those I had observed in classrooms was the level of
motivation and participation. All wanted to under-
stand the process, all had come prepared as writers
with goals that they wanted to attain in the session, and
all took seriously the role of supporter paying careful
attention to the components of the blackboard planner,
particularly the need for analysis of audience and pur-
pose, thecomponents we had discussed atlengthin the
first session.

Given the emphasis on audience and purpose
analysis, it was not surprising that three of the seven
responses made in reflection surveys at the end of the
first session in response to a query about what they had
learned about planning and writing dealt with these
two components. As the following refectionsillustrate,
theanalysisof thetwo componentslinked the writersto
other parts of the blackboard planner like text conven-
tions:

a.Idid not provide a clear purpose. I found thatin

focusing on the audience, different parts of the

report are really directed towards different
audiences. I think that idea may be a big help in
organizing the report.

b. We considered if the document should be

segmented to address the interests of different

audience groups.

One of the participants saw how to use collabora-
tive planning with colleagues not in the workshop:

Since I am writing a collaborative report with
two others, I will consider them my audience and
write a draft. We will try to have a collaborative

planning session together and address thebroader
issues.
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This writer did what the trainers hoped would
happen. He did teach his non-workshop colleagues the
model and engaged theminrcollaborative planning ses-
sions that changed his document when he brought it to
the third session.

As the writing surveys revealed strategies fo-
cused on text information, the participants in their
reflections conveyed the difficulty of moving away
from that component of the blackboard planner to
thetorical planning;

a.l havetrouble stepping back after getting the key

information down to put it back in the context of

audience and purpose.

b.Itis difficuit for me to focus on the audience and

purpose as a supporter just as I tend to go right to

content in my own writing.

Textinformation seemed to be thedefault compo-
nent of the blackboard planner just as it is for many
writers in classrooms.

If participants had to struggle against tendencies
to focus solely on text information, they also found that
text information, in some cases, was a barrier in helping
a writer. (This was one of the concerns the trainer and
T'had when the workshops were to be opened to people
from any division anc was a question raised by one of
the workshop pariicipants in the first session.) Two
participants in commenting on their role of supporter
felt that they had given only limited help to their
writers because they had to struggle to understand the
topic in papers intended for technical conferences. But
even with this limitation, the supporters were able to
understand enough to help the writers clarify purposes
in theirdocuments since both writers had focused on
the chronology and details of the technical procedures
to the exclusion of any statement of purpose. The
supporters were also able tc suggest where graphs and
charts could clarify explanations.

Two general themes emerged in the written re-
flections of the participants and in the discussions: the
first was the value of planning and the second was the
learning that came through the role of the supporter.
Following are comments that embody these themes:

a. Being a supporter, you can view the writer's

problem from a clear, realistic position, and learn

the thought process of planning and writing.

b. Time can be wasted on initial attempts to be

perfect in your writing. Planning appears to bean

on-going process.

c. This helps me to understand the common

problems happening to the writer.

Collaborative planning also provided reassur-
ance to several participants about the quality of their
own thinking;:

Some of my thought processes are not as bad as

I made them out to be.

The latter when discussed in the group led the
participants to comment on theisolation of writingand

the value of testing one’s ideas by either talking them
out to a peer or of asking a peer to respond to a text.

Sketches oF Turee COLLABORATIVE

PLANNING Sessions
The pairing of participants for collaborative plan-
ning sessions was a function of where peoplesataround
a conference table: people tended to pair with the
person sitting next to him or her. This randomness
resulted in only one pair that shared a common techni-
cal area, computer science. For the others, this meant
dealing with plans and papers with subjects that sup-
porters did not always understand. As the sketches
will illustrate, there were both benefits and costs in
having a supporter who did not share one’s technical
expertise. After two collaborative planning sessions,
mostin the group concurred with a colleague who said,
“I think I will use two supporters, ore with knowledge
in the area (a primary audience) and one who is less
familiar with the topic (secondary audience.) The
group felt that the supporter with subject knowledge
could help one clarify concepts and procedures but the
limitation came from shared knowledge. He or she
might not sense where concepts would be confusing to
an audience lacking the subject expertise and might
tend to focus on text information. The supporter with-
out the common technical base appearerl to focus more
onaudienceand purpose. The first two sketches show
pairs who did not share a common subject base work-
ing together.
Bos anp ANDy
Andy, a staff engineer, was from Process, Design
and Mechanics while Bob, a senior technologist, was
from Process Equipment Development. Although they
shared abasicscientific vocabulary and an understand-
ing of general scientific concepts, their expertise dif-
ferad. Yet they understood enough about each other’s
work to help each other redesign their documents
through discussions of audience and purpose.

Both brought the same document to the two col-
laborative planning sessions although in the second
session they worked only on Bob’s text. Andy worked
on a letter report while Bob worked on a maintenance
manual. Andy’s goal in working with his very rough
draft was to see “how focusing on audience would
affect the work.” Bob’s questions, Andy felt, helped
him to see that he lacked a statement of purpose which
he needed for those readers whom he termed”casual,”
who would notbe reading for the technical description,
but to gauge the progress and value of the work. From
Bob's suggestions, Andy constructed a purpose state-
ment in his paper and concluded, “I found that in
focusing on the audience, different parts of the report
are really directed towards different audiences.” This
insight, he felt would “be a big help in organizing the
report.”
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Because Andy was engaged in a total revision of
his text, he did not want to work on it in the second
session and chose instead to spend the time as Bob’s
supporter because, as he said, “I learn a lot as a sup-
porter.” To the first collaborative planning session, Bob
brought a rough draft of an operating maintenance
manual. Through Andy’s questions about audience,
Bob began to list the needs of his multiple readers and
saw that his focus on text information ignored the
multiple uses readers would have to consult his manual.
At the end of the first session, he concluded that “the
document should besegmented to address theinterests
of different audience groups.”

This segmentation dominated the work of the
second collaborative planning session. The two worked
onan introduction to Bob’s manual that would provide
an overview or what they called a road map to Bob’s
document so that readers could find easily and quickly
the information they needed. Between the firstand the
second session, they expanded three scontences of his
text to three paragraphs, an elaboration needed to
clarify two complex functions that Bobhad compressed
before Andy’s questions about multiple audiences
showed him that a more detailed explanation was
needed. Bob also decided to restructure the whole
document to move to the beginning the information
that his division and program managers would need
rather than have themgo throughlengthy explanations
of procedures. As Andy said, the document’s design
had “real world implications.” A question they
struggled with was “when do you call it quits?” Both
saw that they could continue to improve Bob’s docu-
ment, but the reality of deadlines imposed pragmatic
constraints.

The pair worked well together making major
improvementsin Bob’s document. Partof the effective-
ness came from Andy’s hard work as a supporter, arole
he valued because of what he said taught him about
being a writer. He recognized that in dealing with
Bob’s work that i e was dealing with one of his own
problems of “trying to say everything at once.” In his
reflections, he wrote that both sessions had reinforced
“the value of a good supporter, the process, and the
need to write to an audience.” His major difficulty,
however, as a supporter was that he had "to be careful
to try to suggest, not dictate.”

JoHN anD Joe

Like Bob and Andy, John and Joe did not sharea
common technical expertise, yet they were able to
improve each other’s texts. Both were from Process
Design and Mechanics. To the first collaborative plan-
ning session, John brought the draft of a journal article
while Joe brought a draft of a manual for testing and
analysis. Both recognized that each was using writing
as a way of learning about their subjects so each had
produced writer based documents. John, for example,

wasusing hisdraftto figure outconcepts of his technical
problem. Both recognized the power of using writing
this way, but saw the need to revise the document for
readers.

John's goal in the first session was to reorganize
his document. Joe helped in pointing out how “details
were left out or mixed up.” Joe struggled to do this
because of the technical level of John’s paper and be-
cause of the short time he hadto read it. A major
contribution Joe made was in helping John clarify the
purpose of a model he had developed in the paper.
Although the purpose was implied, Joe helped him to
see the need to make the application explicit.

From his interaction with Joe, John concluded
that “effective writing doesn’t just happen. It needs to
be crafted.” He also felt that the insights he gained as
asupporter would help him to address whathe felt was
a major problem in his work “of stepping back after
getting the key information down to put [the text] back
in the context of audience and purpose.” For John, this
was another way of describing the movement from
writer to reader based prose.

Joe, in discussing his writing process, tended to
use models which is what he did with the draft of the
manual he worked on for the two sessions. What Johin
helped him to do was similar to Andy’s work with Bob;
he helped him to clarify the purposes of different parts
of the manual. Joe, from this experience, concluded
that it would be a good technique to test parts of his
manual by having potential users read relevant sec-
tions, something he had never done before. Although
Joe felt that he had gained insight into his own writing
from being a supporter, he worried about his ability to
help Johnbecause of the technical nature of John’s text.

Rew anp Sue

Reid, a senior computer scientistin Applied Math,

and Sue, a senior technician in Process Design and

Mechanics shared a common subject expertise about

computer systems and software. Consequently, they

did not have the text information difficulties others
had.

In the first session, the pair worked on Reid’s text
because Sue could not stay for the whole session. Reid
had a draft of a white paper that he was writing in
collaboration with others, a status report on computer
technology and the changes the technical center was
about tomake. Sue’sknowledgeof theareaand herrole
as a user of the technology made her a valuable sup-
porter for Reid because she was able to ask both techni-
cal and rhetorical questions. The latter were based on
concerns she had heard people discussing. She recog-
nized that Reid had in the beginning of his draft tangled
an argument with a description of the changes and
urged him to separate the two to give the argument
more prominence. She also reinforced the need for
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clarity in the purpose of the document and for making
terminology as simple and as clear as possible.

In his reflection on this session, Reid spoke of the
gains he made by having to explain his ideas to Sue. As
he said, both in using the blackboard to write his paper
andin usinga good supporter, he was able to gainmore
focus and structure in his work.

He reported in the second session that he had
gone back to his co-writers and had taught them the
concepts of the blackboard planner and had modeled
the roles of writer and supporter. He felt it was impor-
tant for his group to interact with oneanotherasheand
Suehad done because of the complexity of thedocument
they were working on. He concluded, however, that it
was not always possible because of the time pressures
to use supporters, so he offered procedural guidelines
to the group: he felt that for shorter, simpler docu-
ments, he could use the blackboard planner and the
writer/ supporter questions I had distributed to both
planandrevisehis work, but for “larger, critical writing
assignments” like his white paper, he would seek out
supporters. His pragmaticdistinctions seemed tomake
sense to his colleagues who were struggling with the
pressures ofefficiency and productivity.

In the final session, Reid had the help of two
supporters, Sue and Bob. Together they helped Reid
with a new document, a technical report that was based
on his white paper. AsReid reported in his response to
the final session, the supporters “pointed out that I
jumped right to the topic at hand without first ‘leading
the reader’ to discuss what is to be covered.” He felt
that the two had given him a powerful strategy to use
in his beginning which was to contrast “what the reader
knows about the existing computing environment with
the new environment.”

In her analysis of her writing process, Sue felt that
she was caught in a catch-22. If she did plan, usually
throughan outline, she found herself confused with too
much detail not knowing what to exclude. When she
did not plan, she felt that her writing “flowed” better,
but she worried that she omitted essential details. Her
experience with collaborative planning appeared to
give her a solution to her dilemma.

To the second collaborative planning session, she
broughta document thatdescribed theadvantagesand
disadvantages of a database conversion and a list of
questions for her supporter like “what would my audi-
ence want to know? What details would they be inter-
ested in?” Thesequestions she posed to Reid whoknew
both her audience and the subject matter. In hisrole as
a supporter, he, according to Sue, helped her “to leave
the muck of the actual conversion process and stepback
to see the entire process.” Whereas her original writing
process had her struggling with text information, it was
the interaction with her supporter that help her link the

need for text information to her purpose and the in-
ctrumental needs of her audience. Her planning now
encompassed rhetorical considerations.

Reid valued the collaborative planning model as
a “cookbook” to writing while Sue referred to the
model as a set of “steps.” Yet, what I observed about
both in practice, did not conform to the behavior of
students who used the collaborative planning ques-
tions as algorithms applied rigidly without regard to
the problems posed either in the writing or by a sup-
porter. Rather, Reid’s cookbook and Sue’s steps werein
practicereally heuristics that they employed in response
to their definitions cf problems. Thus in discussing
Sue’s text, they did what many studentsfind difficultto
do, link text to other blackboard components of audi-
enceand purpose. Unlikemany of theclassroom writer
supporter dialogues that I would call presentational
talk, the quizzing of the writer to elicit detail, the talk
between Sue and Reid typified what I heard iy the
workshop, talk that linked components of the black-
board plannerand thus generated text transformations
to make the documents more reader based.

Brivges
For people like me want to bridge the gap be-
tween classroom writing and the demands of non-
classroom writing situations, I puzzled over the appar-
ent ease with which the workshop participants were
able to move towards rhetorical plarning once they
understood the model and move away from writing
processes thathad focused on textinformaiion. Whereas
I'struggled with students for an entire semester to have
them make the connections, the workshop participants
appeared to demonstrate the connection in two col-
laborative planning sessions.

Obviously, motivation played a key part; the
workshop participants wanted to improve their writ-
ing for many tangible reasons; they would obviously
becomemore efficient and more productive and there
was professional pride in doing both. Quality was also
a motivator. And there was the practical problem of
meeting the expectations of supervisors, especially for
those who had had documents returned to them.

The contrast withtheclassroomisobvious. Whereas
the workshop participants were motivated both intrinsi-
cally and extrinsically and were willing to put the timein
to improving their writing, many students have only the
single extrinsic motivation of the grade and are unwilling
to put the time and work into applying strategies to
improve their work. But motivation seems to beonly part
of the story.

I was struck by the instrumentality of the writing
tasks and the role of audience for the workshop partici-
pants. Each of the documents they were working on was
going to be used by someone in some way whether use
involved the doing ¢f something as in the maintenance
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manuals or the understanding of something as in the
white paper on the shift of computer systems. This
instrumentality was a salient feature that dominated the
discussions between the supportersand writersand lead
to notonly audience analysis in the sessions, but between
sessionslead someof the participantsto test piecesof their
writing on potential readers. The participants had a
discourse community outside of the workshop that made
the concepts of the blackboard planner take on a power
that is difficult to achieve in a classroom.

Yet, teachers can design writing tasks that embody
the instrumental qualities that characterize some of the
tasks engaging the workshop participants. The manuals
the workshop participants designed demanded research
both of procedures and users and lead the writers back to
testing the documents on potential users. I am not argu-
ing thatall classroomassignmentsshould be referential or
instrumental, but students have much to gain from those
that are since they will embody aspects of writing similar
to the demands students will face as wvorker writers.

If1learned about the need to redesign writing tasks
for classrooms from the workshop experience, I also
learned more about collaborative planning in a work
setting. Isaw that it could be viewed as the trainers and
several of the participants saw itas a cost-effective way to
improve communicationand increase productivity. Sev-
eral of the participants did do what the trainer hoped they
would do which was teach the model to co-workers notin
the workshop. In using the blackboard planner as a
heuristic as Sue and Reid were doing, the participants
made a strategic change in their writing processes that
moved them away from planning processes that tended
to focus on text information to rhetorical planning that
had theimportantconsequence of satisfyingreaderneeds,
an especially important consideration given the time that
come supervisor/readers were investing in improving
documents.

What is not answered sufficiently for me yet is the
question of theimportance of the supporter’s knowledge
base particularly in a technical setting. Having watched
Joe struggle with John’s text, | saw a trade-off between the
qualitiesof a good supporter/reader who can analyze the
general rhetorical needs of the documenitand theone who
also brings a technical expertise. The solution, if one
cannot embody both in a supporter, might be the one
referred to earlier in this essay, the use of two supporters,
one with technical knowledge and one who is a general
reader.

Bridges are seldom one way streets and generally
crossings cause one to take things from one side of a
bridge to another. My crossings between the classroom
and the work place involved not only carrying concepts
from one to the other, but the revisioning of concepts
about writing processes and collaborative planning in
different environments.
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INTRODUCTION AND Overview)

al e felt that our inquiries into collaborative planning had touched on several importantissues that we wanted

to recognize and discuss publicly in the last year of this exploratory project. Widening the scope of the project,
we hosted a series of seminars which provided opportunities for dialogues among teachers, students, parents,
administrators,and community activists to engage in conversations about pivotal issues thatimpact teaching and
learning. Project members and those we invited from our academic and community settings participated in five
different dialogues centered on a host of issues related to teaching and learning. The issues and questions
addressed at the dialogues included the following:

COLLABORATIVE PLANNING AND THE CURRICULUD
¢ Whathappens when collaborative planning becomes partof city curriculum? Howdid people who used
collaborative planning in the city schools’ curriculum find that it worked for them? How do we adapt

collaborative planning to analready existing curriculum? And what happens when the technique moves
out from a project to individual pilot teachers?

Cooounty Literacy ProjecTts
¢ What are the links between planning and writing in school and the writing and planning that students
do in community literacy projects? Is there any overlap between the literate practices of school and

specific arguments and projects, such as, arguing for a van to take teenagers to places where they can
learn something important or revitalizing a senior citizens’ center?

TRANING Teachers N A New TecHnQue
* What happens when novice teachers are introduced to collaborative planning? What happens when
expert teachers start to work with a new technique like collaborative planning? Are their experiences
similar or different and in what ways? How does collaborative planning fit in with developing a
repertoire and philosophy for teaching writing?

Sighs oF Success In DirrereNT CONTEXTS
e What constitutes success in teaching collaborative planning with a variety of students in different

contexts? In other words, how did collaborative plann_ag work for different teachers and students in
different situations?

BriDGes Between High School, College, ano tHe Ulork Prace
* What are the bridges between high school and college writing? Can collaborative planning help students
to cross these bridges? How? And how will planning and collaboration prepare students for the work
place?

Teams of project members acted as hosts for these five different dialogues. We offered short presentations
to the groupabout our interests in teaching collaborative planning and discoveries that we made and our students

made over the past year. This section of the casebook contains the written summaries and reflections about what
happened during these dialogues.
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Novemser 12, 1991

CoLLABORATIVE PLANNING AND THE CURRICULUMD
Jane Zachary GARGARO

This dialogue invited guests to learn how various members of the Making Thinking Visible Project had
utilized collaborative planning (CP) for various curriculum purposes and to reflect on the implications that
collaboration has for the restructured classroom and future curriculum development. A common theme of these
teachers, curriculum writers, and administrators from the Pittsburgh Public Schools was the adaptability of
collaborative planning to various classroom and curricular purposes.

Leonard Donaldson, teacher of social science at Peabody High School and member of the Making Thinking
Visible Project, shared his observations on how his use of collaborative planning enabled students to move
beyond topic information and accomplish a major goal of the social science curriculum: teaching students how
to think critically about content. He described two projects in which collaborative planning was used as a means
to help students make their thinking visible. In teaching the Industrial Revolution, Len used CP after first showing
students slides and reading various historical documents. He first assigned students to be a member of a specific
social class during the Industrial Revolution and had themwritea letter to personof a different class, talking about
what their life was like. Then students engaged in collaborative planning in order to revise their letters. Writers
talked to their supporters about their letters, and supporters questioned the writers as to the purpose of their use
of information. In another assignment students used collaborative planning to problem-solve in relation to the
question “What makes an effective leader?” In this assignment students used the strategy of comparison and
contrast to develop their rationale. Working in writer/supporter pairs, students were able to more fully develop
their rationales. Len noted that not only did students using collaborative planning think more critically and
develop their plan more fully, butthey also became more open to discussion with one another. Studentreflections
indicated discovery about themselves as thinkers. CP enhanced both their critical thinking skills in the social
sciences and an awareness of their own thinking processes as well.

Andrea Martine, teacher at Taylor Allderdice High School and member of the Making Thinking Visible
Project, described the role that collaborative planning could play in the Multi-cultural Literature Addendum to
the English curriculum for gifted students, which she had been working on for the Pittsburgh Public Schools.
Following the Purdue Model for Gifted Education, a three-stage model consisting of independent learning,
guided practice,and group exploration, Andrea demonstrated the use of the Planner’s Blackboard to guide group
discussion at stzge
three. At this stage,
students utilize in-
formation for various
audiences and pur-
poses. The language
of the Planner’s
Blackboard could
enable them to focus
their discussion and
demonstrate their
ability to think criti-
cally and organize
presentationsand de-
velop projects for a
wider audience.

Jane Zachary
Gargaro, teacher of
English at Peabody
High School and
Before the first dialogue takes place in November, project director Linda Flower curriculum Practmo-
enthusiastically explains the concept of the dialogues to the rest of the Making ner, described the
Thinking Visible project members. struggle which cur-
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riculum writers for the Syllabus Examination Program in English in the Pittsburgh Public Schools had in finding
a way to talk to both students and teachers about writing. She described how her work in the Making Thinking
Visible Project had allowed her to begin to see writing as problem solving and collaborative planning as a means
of encouraging students to solve problems which writing tasks presented in order to improve text. She related
how her classroom research into collaborative pianning allowed her and her colleagues to develop curriculum
materials that would foster the notion of planning in writing and place it in the context of the entire writing
process.

Phil Flynn, a teacher at Oliver High School, who had piloted the curriculum materials which Jane Gargaro
spoke of, discussed his classroom adaptations of that curriculum and his use of collaborative planning in the unit
Sincerely Yours, which focused on the writing and reading of letters. Having worked with a class of remedial
students in English, Phil
stressed theneed to teach
students how to work in
pairs by having the
teacher work with small
groups of students as an
initial step. He rein-
forced the notion of
teachermodeling, and he
related his own experi-
- ence of helping students

3 to learn to plan by first
looking at a letter which
_ he had written to them

P/ . and then looking at a
T 1537 plan-aloud whichhehad
) l developed forthatletter.

el Students were thus able
T , to see how decisions

which were made ini-

Peabody High School social studies teacher Len Donaldson goes over some notes tially were eventually
with educational coordinator Linda Norris before sharing some of his discoveries reflected in the text pro-
about critical thinking with the group. duced.

JoAnne Eresh, director of Writing and Speaking for Pittsburgh Public Schools, followed these teacher
presentations by reflecting on three implications that strategies like collaborative planning have for the classroom
of the future: they cause us to rethink (1) what is valued of students, (2) what and how we teach, and (3) what
and how we assess. In the past we valued the product. The use of collaborative plenning indicates that we value
not only what students produce but shows that we acknowledge that certain tyfpes of classroom activities, i.e.,
talking and problem solving, are valued becaus= they enable students, to quote James Britton, “to make sense for
oneself out of the randomness of perceptions.” Talk is a way of learning, not simply showing what has been
leammed. The second implication is that curriculum should not simply be a list of texts or objectives. The fact that
collaborative planning has worked its way into the English Curriculum of Pittsburgh Public Schools demon-
strates the belief that curriculum should help to create a healthy and beneficial classroom environment. The third
implication isthat the classroom of the future should be concerned with whatand how weassess. Not only should
mastery of content be assessed but also the ability to use processes and strategies and to reflect on what one is
learning, all of which are reflected in the collaborative planning model.

Gregory Morris, director of Reading and Literature for the Pittsburgh Public Schools, stressed the
importance of utilizing a collaborative model in curriculum development. He reflected on the ability of the
curriculum practitioners in the Syllabus Examination Project to create successful units because they had the time
toutilize the collaborative planning model and to ask each other hard questions as they reflected on their purpose,
audience, text information, and strategies. These teachers, he believed, were successful because they had the
opportunity and time to problem solve around instructional issues, not just decide what should be taught.

From classroom teacher, to curriculum writer, to the program director, this dialogue on collaborative
planning and the curriculum showed the adaptability of the collaborative planning model and how it is being

used in various classroom settings and curricula to give students problem-solving strategies and enable them tomake
their thinking visible.
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Decemser 10, 1991
Coomunity LlTe_RAcg Projects

Puiuie FLUNN

The December dialogue was designed to be an exploration of the nature of community literacies and the possible
relationships between what happens in classrooms and what happens in communities, and therole that collaborative
planning can have in enacting community and school literacies. Participants rotated through three round table

At the grand opening of the Community Literacy Center last October, Oliver High School
student Theresa Hoyle explains the WRITE program along with Executive Director Wayne
Peck while key speakers president Linda Flower, city councilman Jake Milliones, Mayor
Sophie Masloff and vice president and executive dean of the Allegheny campus of Community
College of Allegheny Courty, David Griffin, await their turns to come to the podium.

tionsandanexploration
between students and
teachers to discover
ways to build bridges
between writing in the
two situations.

Roundtable 3,led
by Lorraine Higgins
and Linda Flower, pre-
sented the role of argu-
mentin community life
as adults and teenagers
learn that collaborative
planningcanhelpbuild
persuasive arguments
for residents who are
acting of and for them-
selves in their neigh-
borhoods.

| )
et

discussions that ex-
plored these topics in
detail:

Roundtable 1,
led by Christy John-
son and Philip Flynn,
explored the theoreti-
cal framework for a
pedagogy for com-
munity literacy as
well asan exploration
of ways to build con-
structive collabora-
tions between com-
munity literacy lead-
ers and schools.

Roundtable 2,
led by Joyce Baskins
and Wayne Peck, ex-
amined the differ-
ences students and
teachers have identi-
fied inthe writing stu-
dents do in commu-
nity and school situa-

At the December dialogue at the Community Literacy Center, roundtable leaders

Wayne Peck and Joyce Baskins discuss the WRITE project for at-risk students.
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Januarg 14, 1992

LEARNING TO TeacH, TEACHING TO LEARN
Linpa NORRIS AND Jaces Brozick

Summary
S everal members of the Making Thinking Visible Project had been or are cooperating teachers or supervisors
for pre-service teachers. Jim Brozick, Linda Norris, and Mike Benedict thought it would be a good idea to host
adialogue that addressed teacher training and how we learn to teach. We invited Carol, Phil, Laura, and Peter-
-future teachers from Duquesne University and the University of Pittsburgh~to talk about their teacher training
experiences and how collaborative planning fit with what they were learning. Jim devised a mentorship model
thatincorporated collaborative planning between the future teacherand the cooperating teacher at the school site.
Jim explained his model to the group; this mentorship model applied the concept of collaborative planning to
developing interactions between cooperating teacher and student teacher. Linda talked about how teachers
represent and understand what they are learning via the data she collected from student teachers’ journals and
interviews she had with them while they were student teaching. Linda was interested in how beginning teachers
understand collaborative planningasa technique for teaching writing. Mike wrote hiscasebook paperabouthow
future teachers see themselves as planners and supporters. (See Mike’s paper in Section II of this casebook.)

Some of the important issues that surfaced during this dialogue were how to establish meaningful
communication between student teachers and their mentors, what kinds of methods courses should be offered
tothose who want to become teachers that would be purposeful, appropriate, and practical pedagogies to prepare
them for their own classrooms, and how to make beticr connections between universities and the schools. The
following information was presented to the group for discussion.

UsiNG COLLABORATIVE PLANNING IN CDENTORING

New TEeACHERS OR STUDENT TEACHERS

Jaoes Brozick

A primary issue in teacher training and staff development programsis, How do we teach someone to teach?

In other words, how does one transfer knowledge of teaching to the beginning teacher, orin staff development
programs, How do we help the experienced teacher who needs to learn new methods or to refine skills? Part
of this dialogue on mentorship focuses on the relationship between mentor teacher and student teacher and how

the mentor teacher can
helpthestudent teacher
expand his knowledge
of teachingand become
abetter teacher through
the use of collaborative
planning. Ibelieve that
the use of collaborative
planning is not only
helpful for training
teachers but also help-
fulinstaffdevelopment
programs to help expe-
rienced teachers refine
existing skills.
Normally, the be-
ginning teacher comes
to the teaching experi-
ence with a smattering
of knowledge in teach-
High school English teachers Leslie Evans, Andrea Martine, graduate student ing, limited knowledge
researcher Ellie Long, and student teacher Peter Domencic, listen and take notes of techniques, some
on leacher education at the January dialogue held at the College Club. knowledge of content,
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and little or no knowledge of the student population whom he will teach. Inmethods classes at the university, the

prospective teacher may have learned a variety of techniques that were used to teach fellow classmates,and most
likely had a variety of university courses in English content.

The high school setting is in many ways far removed from the university setting. It is here that the teacher
trains and develops. The new teacher often comes with a bastion of new techniques, eager and ready to change
the world. In some cases he is faced with a cooperating teacher who is unwilling to give him the latitude to test
his wings. In other cases the student teacher is abandoned. He is assigned a class and told to “teach,” and the
cooperating teacher is seen only passing through on his way to the teacher’s lounge. Both scenarios present a
similar difficulty: the student teacher is unable to develop creativity and independence in his teaching through
modification of his teaching, and is unable to getimportant feedback in order to makeadjustmentsin his teaching.
Ideally, a teacher becomes a good teacher through practicing his craft and reflecting upon this craft, particularly
when that help comes from another person who has knowledge of the art of teaching.

Iam proposing a model for teacher training that incorporates the process of collaborative planning because
itappears to fit naturally into the process of learning to teach. Itbegins in step one by modeling. One of the most
frequently asked questions that I have received as a teacher of writing is, What should the end product look like?
Modeling offers some guidelines for the student teacher on what the end product might look like when
accomplished. University methods courses should have as their goal the teaching of various models of teaching
and learning to build the teaching repertoire of the prospective teacher; i.e. to build a battery of teaching styles
from which to draw when the occasion arises. Once the prospective teacher gains knowledge of variousmethods
(it is assumed that the content is also being taught) then he is ready for the next step: practice. Practice is done
in the actual school setting. It is here that the collaborative planning model has the most value. The prospective
teacher writes the draft of the lesson plan; the lesson plan is analogous to a rough draft in writing. It is the
responsibility of the mentor at this point\ to support the student teacher and help to shape the lesson. Shaping
the lesson means to help the student teacher focus the lesson by considering the students who will learn the
concept, exploring the concept that they will learn, exploring the purpose for teaching the lesson, and exploring
the method that will be most conducive to student learning,. It is the responsibility of the mentor to ask questions
and acknowledge the good points of the lesson; but most important, itis the responsibility of the student teacher
to own the lesson. It is only in ownership that the student teacher can take responsibility for hislesson. Afterall,
at some point the student teacher will not have a mentor and will have to develop lessons independently.
Therefore, it behooves us to develop this independence in the new teacher. Following the planning comes the
teaching of the lesson. The student teacher teaches the class and the mentor observes the class. Following the
teaching of the lesson, the student teacher and the teacher confer. The follow up to the lesson is crucial. The
student teacher at this point reflects. Good teachers not only asses their lesson after they teach the lesson butalso

during the actual teaching, They continually ask themselves, “if I could teach this same lesson to the same class,
what would I change?”

By following this model, I expect that the relationship between the mentor and student teacher willimprove

and both will benefit: thestudentteaching by developing competence and independence; the mentor by watching
a student teacher grow into a colleague.

A CouasoraTive PLanning QDentorsHip QDobeL
1. QDopeLNG [LEARNING GOETHODS OF TCACHING N AN DCAL SCTTING]

Inuniversity methods courses or staff development sessions the teacher learns various methods of teaching:
direct instruction, cooperative learning, Socratic, inductive, deductive, etc.

N. Pracmice [IN THE SCHOOL SETTING THE TCACHER/ PLANNER
COLLABORATIVELY PLANS WITH THE COENTOR/ SUPPORTER]
Teacher/planner assesses teaching situation and plans a lesson.

Teacher/planner and mentor /supporter cooperatively shape lesson.
Sample collaborative planning session questions:

AUDIENCE:

Who are your students? What are their ages? Interests?

What do the students expect to learn?

How will the students connect yesterday’s lesson to today’s?
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CONTENT:

What is the idea you want to teach?

Tell me more about your reason for teaching this concept.
What additional information might you include?
PuURPOSE:

Why are you teaching this iesson?

How will you organize the class time?

What examples will you use?

M. Teaching [IoPLEMENTING THE COOPERATIVE PLAN]
The teacher/planner teaches the lesson.

V. ReriecTion [EVALUATING THE RESULTS)
The teacher/planner reflects in journal or talk on the lesson.

The teacher/planner and mentor/supporter conference.
Sample reflections:

How did the lesson go? What were the strengths and weaknesses of the lesson?
If you could teach this same lesson to the same class, what would you change?

FrO@ REPRESENTATION TO PRACTICE
LmNDaNORRIS
How do we learn to teach something? One way is that we develop a representation of what we’re going to
teach. That representation becomes part of our teaching repertoire and philosophy. Representations are made
up of many images, attitudes, reasonings and experiences. One representation of a teaching technique might
include any or all of the following (and even other aspects not mentioned here):
1. Attitude toward technique
2. Personal experiences relative to the technique
3. Reasoning and rationales about the technique
4. Selecting critical features and analyzing the technique
5. Conflicts and/or changes in perception of the technique over time

The following excerpts from Lori’s lesson plan and written reflection on teaching collaborative planning
provide a glimpse of what a representation of collaborative planning looks like from a beginning teacher’s point
of view. (For a more thorough description of this process, see Linda Norris’s casebook paper in Section IL):

Code:

Boldface=personal experience
Plain text=attitude
Italics=reasoning

(Lesson plan, April, 91) There are many times when student writers become frustrated by writing since writing can
be a complex process. Most students don't like to write because it is such an individual and challenging task. Students feel
that if they talk to fellow students about their papers they areeither cheating or helping the other student write his or her paper.
However, ifwriting could beaccepted as a shared experience, then maybe students would find that writing can bean enjoyable
task. I’ve noticed from my own classroom observations that students respond much better to any type of work
when it involves group work. In addition to this the students respond with much more insightful answers.
Therefore, I would like to attempt a session of Collaborative Planning in my classroom with my students.
Collaborative Planning is a process in which students work with each other to help one another plan, write, or revise their
papers. One of the benefits of this process for the students is that they will conference with their fellow students on how they
can improve their papers. This constructive criticism will most likely be accepted moresince the advice will be coming from
afriend instead ofanauthority figure. Inaddition, in this process they need not fear that they are cheating, instead they should
feel as though they are helping each other to become effective writers.
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(Written reflection on teaching, May, 91)...they [students] did make several suggestions to me in case this
process were to be used again....they didn’t feel that they had enough time to truly study and thoroughly read each
other’s papers...Another drawback to the session...was that most of the students were in the final stages of their
papers and they felt that this process was being used much too late to be useful. Therefore, if I were to use this process
again, I would start earlier in the drafting stages of the students’ writing. It seems that this would be more beneficial to them
since it would give them a chance to gain new ideas and to voice through their papers with a partner. In addition to starting
earlier, I would also give at least one day to both the writer and the supporter. This way there would be ample time for the
students to discuss and explore each others papers and ideas.

Throughout this CP session, I learned that if given the proper attention CP could be a useful tool for writers.
My students learned how to really listen—not just hear—but listen to their partners suggestions by listening to the
tapes again. Italso helped them to see whether or not they were giving enough attention and specificsuggestions
to their writing partners. Overall, most of my studentsreally seemed to enjoy this processand want to useitagain.
Since they were so enthusiastic about using it (even though they didn’t have ervugh time), I do hope to use it
again.

Linda Norris collects computer disks and hard copies of discovery memos from
project members that will be used in a book about the projec: as Linda Flower bids
goodbye for this month.
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At a collaborative writing session in February, project members Theresa Marshall
and Marlene Bowen discuss plans for their casebook paper and their upcoming
dialogue meeting.

Casebook editors Jane Zachary Gargaro and Jim Brozick take a break 1o stand and
stretch during a recent writing workshop.
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QDarcH 10, 1992
Success unTh COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

IN DirrereNT CONTEXTS
Linoa Norris anti QDARLeNE Bowien AND THeresA QDARSHALL

The five speakers who hosted this dialogue represented a variety of settings where collaborative planning
took place. Linda Flower began by talking about two students in her classes at CMU. Lois Rubin followed with
a summary of her work with freshmen writers at the Penn State New Kensington campus, and Marlene Bowen
and Theresa Marshall closed the session with a joint presentation that dealt with their ninth-grade remedial
readers and writers. Through all of these talks about student writers was the common issue of defining success
and how doing collaborative planning and conducting classroom inquiry allowed these writing teachers to
redefine what success meant in their classrooms.

Linda discovered through her students that learning is really a complex process her students go through.
Thereflection sessions that studentshad, where they observed their own planning and made reflective statements
aboutit, helped them to become more aware of their own thinking processesand the genuine difficultiesinvolved
in any given writing task. One student noted that “there is something about a human” respondent in a
collaborative planning session that a writer alone cannot achieve; students recognized that they could only
construct so many questions on their own, and that it was challenging and even refreshing to have someone else
provide other questions and perspectives that they alone couldn’t bring to the assignment.

Lois described the students in the two-year college where she teaches composition; they were mostly first
generation working-class students coming toa school withan openadmissions policy. Shelooked at her students’
responses to their collaborative planning sessions at three different points during the semester—right after their
first planning session, after the paper had been written, and at the end of the course. Lois noticed different levels
of reflection at the different times she collected her questionnaires. In general, students were more specificabout
parts of their planning earlier in the semester than they were at the end. But she felt that collecting reflective

responses about collaborative planningat all three points yielded unique and valuable information for her as the
writing teacher.

Theresa and Marlene began their presentation by defining “success” as setting, evaluating, and achieving
goals. They went througha checklistof pointsabout how they thought collaborative planning would bea success
for theirninth-grade
marginal readers
and writersif certain
objectives they setat
the beginning of the
year were met, ob-
jectives like the fol-
lowing: collabora-
tive planning would
be a success if stu-
dents spent more
time on task,
showed more own-
ership for their
work, listened to
classmates’ ideas
more attentively,
etc. Were they ever
surprised withwhat
they were in for.
Well, they weren't

Iroquois High School teachers Theresa Marshall and Marlene Bowen, who travel

that surprised ex- three hours from Erie to Pittsburgh each month for our seminars, discuss their
actly, but what they successes with collaborative planning in their ninth-grade remedial reading class.
L&Y
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discovered was that they learned a lot about themselves as reading and writing teachers as well as their students.
Conductinga classroom inquiry allowed them to question what they were asking students to do and it had them
reexamining their goals and objectives. Their mostexciting discovery was they felt achange in theirownattitudes
toward teaching writing; by observing their students as planners and reflecting on the kinds of demands they
were making, they recognized that, forexample, they as planners didn’talways spend all theirtime on task either.
Or that they didn’t have to measure their students’ “success” by the final product but that the process they went
through and reflected on was just as important. Their year of exploring the collaborations that they and their
students did together led Theresa and Marlene to some very different thinking about how school might be
redesigned for these students; they saw some very real problems with the length and time of their school days
and wondered how they might better accommodate these writers under the constraints they had to deal with.
Marlene and Theresa explained the process they underwent as they redefined success based on observations of
their marginal students. They concluded that collaborative planning can be very successful with this type of
student, but it required extra patience and flexibility. Empowered with a common language and an understood
process, these students were able to take ownership for their learning.

For more specifics about Lois’s and Marlene’s and Theresa’s classes, see their casebook papers in Section II.
One of the biggest successes to come from this dialogue was the notion that one of the most important ways that
this project has been a “success” has been in providing opportunities to think, talk, and share ideas together.

Theresa Marshall gives a big thumbs-up to learning more about her students as
wrilers and herself as a writing teacher while colleague Marlene Bowen
anticipates her turn to share a discovery also.
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ArriL 14, 1992
Bunong Bripgss BeTwieen

High Schoou anp The (ork Puace
€rLenore Long

A t the core of this dialogue, entitled “Building Bridges: Using Collaborative Planning to Make Connections from
High School to College, to the Work Place, and to the Community,” were four project members’ presentations. The
dialogue began with a look at some of the ways in which college students make use of collaborative planning and its
principles. The conversation then turned to two presentations which focused on collaborative planning in the work
place, specifically, some of the collaborative practices of independent and corporate professionals. The final
presentation described two writing projectsdesigned to make rhetorical elements, suchasaudienceand purpose, more
real for high school students. In the writing students did for these projects, we saw evidence of young writers already
using collaborative planning to begin building oridges.

For the first presentation, Elenore Long invited three college juniors from Camegie Mellon University to address
how collaborative planning has figured into their collegiate experiences. Discussing course work in particular, Laura
described some of the collaborative planning she does to work through assignments for her script writing courses.
Next, Suzanne discussed the relevance of collaborative planning to her work as president of the campus’ chapter of
Big Brothers/Big Sisters. Describing some of the differences she sees between “collaboration” most generally and
“collaborative planning” in particular, Suzanne explained how she had introduced the principles of collaborative
planning to membersof the Big Brothers/Big Sistersexecutive board in aneffort to makedraftingbudgetsand revising
the organization’s constitution more participatory and goal-directed. Finally, Tracy contrasted the roles she plays
when collaboratively planning with classmates with the sorts of strategies she has used asa mentor supporting a high
school writer at the Community Literacy Center on Pittsburgh’s urban North Side. Together, these three speakers
underscored for high school teachers the many ways in which collaborative planning is often integral to the work
college students find themselves needing t~ do. In a brief discussion that followed, some teachers remarked that for
any kind of collabora-
tion to work, individu-
alswithincollaborative
groups need to be sure
of theirroles and of the
task at hand.

Thedialoguewas
then extended with
Andrea Martine’s pre-
sentation entitled
“Collaborative Plan-
ning and the Indepen-
dent Professional.”
Andrea has remarked
that today almost ev-
eryone is advocating
collaboration. Overthe
past year, she has
worked to understand
better and to illustrate

thewaysinwhichthree At the April dialogue Allderdice High School teacher Andrea Martine discuss !
successful profession- how professionals like doctors and lawyers use collaborative planning in solving

als—a doctor, a lawyer, some of their daily dilemmas.

and an Indian chief-

have made collaborative pianning a part of their everyday lives. (See Andrea’s paper in Section II of this casebook.)
Asa high school teacher, Andrea has been interested in introducing her students to those life skills that collaborative
planning supports, such as expanding questioning strategies, improving reading skills (comprehension, inference,
and pacing), honing listening skills, developing a spirit of cooperation with a supporter, and enhancing strategies for
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adapting another person’s suggests to one’s own goals. Citing an increase in collaborative efforts among and within
school systems, business, and industry, Andrea conduded that experience with collaborative planning at the high
school level will be a positive influence on the work habits of our young people.

Accompanying Andrea to the dialogue were the doctor and the lawyer whom she had interviewed. After
Andrea’s formal presentation, the lawyer mentioned ways in which collaborative planning has not only figured into
his professional life but also into his work at home. He described incidents of supporting his children in their efforts
to write papers for school assignments.

As Andrea described collaborative efforts of independent professions, Jean Aston described collaborative
planning among corporate professions. Jean's talk, entitled “Collaborative Planning in a Technical Center,” described
an experience of offering three workshop sessions on collaborative planning in a corporate technical center to nine
science works whose daily work demanded agreatdeal of writing. The participants began the workshop with writing
processes that focused on textinformation, butexperience with two collaborative planning sessions helped themlink
concerns with text information to the key elements on the black board planner of audience and purpose. The
consequent revisions made the prose more readerbased. One problem posed by the workshop dealt with the technical
knowledge of a supporter and whether writers benefitted more from supporters who shared their area of expertise.
One conclusion from the experience is that students would benefit from well designed writing tasks that have an
instrumental purpose. (For a more thorough description of this work, see Jean’s paper in Section Il of this casebook.)

The final presenter, Leslie Evans, described two such instrumental writing tasks. Lesliediscussed two classroom
projects that used collaborative planning as part of larger efforts to build bridges between the classroom and the
community. The first project spanned to the older generation while the second spanned to the younger generation.
For the first project, “Under Your Plate,” Leslie received grant money from the Mon Valley Education Consortium to
havestudents write oral histories of family membersand peoplein the community. Thebest were printed on placemats
and sold to area restaurants. Students used collaborative planning to develop interview questions and also
collaborated with the people they interviewed on what would make a good story. Finally, several students worked
with the Steel Valley Communication Project to make the printing plates for the placemats. The second project was
developed fora creative writing class. The students worked togetherinplanning children’s storieswhere thelanguage,
story difficulty, length, and characters would be appropriate for the chosen audience, whether that be a group of
kindergartners of third-graders. Writers in the:course used collaborative planning in preparing both to write and to
pr&seqttheston&s Someworked incomic-bookformats;othersdid computerart that wentalong with thestories. After

aring Leslie’s presentation, many remarked afterwards that the writing projects Leslie described inspired them to

t similar writing tasks—tasks that made concepts of audience and purpose tangible for student writers.

LB}

Leslie Evans shares a variety of writing ideas she developed with her Steel Valley
students such as placemats students designed abous the histories of their town and
their relatives that were actually used in local restaurants. She also shows us
some videotapes of these projects including stories her seniors wrote and read 1o
kindergarten children in neighboring schools.

138 5

D

BESTCOPY AVALABL




DinLogue PARTICIPANTS

The Making Thinking Visible Project would like to acknowledge all those who gave of their time and expertise in

participating in these dialogues:

SuzANNE BARTLETT, junior, Carnegie Mellon
University

Tomixa BENNING, student, Oliver High School

Caror Corrz, MAT student, University of
Pittsburgh

Peter DoMeNarc, junior, Duquesne University

JoANNE EResH, Pittsburgh Public Schools

JANINE FIoRINA, Greenway Middle School

PaT FisHER, Martin Luther King Elementary School

BRENDAN J. FrrzGerArD, Mount Lebanon High School

Tv FLOWER

Apkr Fouenies, Oliver High School

CurisTAL HACKNEY, student, Oliver High School

Tom Hajpuk, Community College of Allegheny
County and doctoral student, Carnegie Mellon
University

LAaurA HarkcowM, junior, Carnegie Mellon
University

TrACY HaYes, junior, Carnegie Mellon University

LorraINE HiceINs, doctoral student, Carnegie
Mellon University

JoHN Jarvis, Robert Morris College

CHrisTY JOHNSON, senior, Carnegie Mellon
University

KaTtHY LAMBERSON, student, Perry Traditional
Academy

Lisa LIGHTNER, public relations, Carnegie Mellon
University

DoNALD S. MAZZOTTA, Esg.

GRrEG MorRis, Pittsburgh Public Schools

LAura NeviLig, Allegheny Intermediate Unit

MARIOLINA SALVATORI, University of Pittshurgh

GEeorcE N. Sciurrz

RoN Soro, Pittsburgh Public Schools

Micuagr SteeLe, Oliver High School

ToNy Summers, Community College of Allegheny
County

Marsta THare, Allderdice High School
Pat TIERNEY, Pittsburgh Public Schools
Davip G. Tompkins, Iroquois High School
Cyn1HIA URBANEK, Oliver High School

1991.92 Making Thinking Visible Projc.- Members:  Fromt row (l.tor.): Linda
Flower, Marlene Bowen, Jane Zachary Gargaro, Theresa Marshall, Linda Norris;
Middle row (1. to r.): Andrea Martine, Jean Aston, Joyce Baskins, Leslie Evans,
Lois Rubin, Elenore Long, Philip Flynn; Back row (1. to r.): Leonard Donaldson,
Wayne Peck, James Brozick. Not pictured: Michael Benedici, Rebecca Burnet,
David Wallace.
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Jean A. ASTON

since 1967 has been a member of the English Department at the
Community College of Allegheny College on the city campus where,
from 1985 to 1991, she chaired the department. She has taught basic and
general writing as well as American and women's literature. Her 1987
dissertation at the University of Pittsburgh focused on basic writers who
showed error comprehension. For the last year, Jean has been out of the
classroom working for the college administration on special projects
ranging from grant writing to coordinating the system's reaccredi:ation
process. Her teaching this year was in the form of giving writing
workshops at a corporate technical center and mentoring teenagers
involved in the reading/writing projects at the Community Literacy
Center on Pittsburgh's North Side.

Joyce Baskins

is Youth Coordinator for the Community Literacy Center where she is
the literacy leader for the WRITE (now titled INFORM) program for at-
risk youth. She also serves as Director of Christian Education for the
First Allegheny Presbyterian Church which houses the newly-formed
literacy center. She has been active in the Central North Side Council
and has been a member of the Board of West Park Court for a high-rise
for senior citizens and the handicapped. She loves to make "soul food"
and is devoted to her family and her church where she serves as an
elder. Last year she was sent on a mission tour to Africaasa
representative for the Pittsburgh Presbytery; there she visited Nairobi,
Mombasa, Kenya, Malawi, and Tanzania. Joyce enjoys family
gatherings and is proud that she has five generations still living.

QDicuaeL A Benenict

has been teaching English at Fox Chapel Area High School for 25 years
and serves as department chair and a peer coach for faculty in cooperative
leamning. He also teaches both the undergraduate and graduate courses in
teaching methods for English at Duquesne University. Currently, he is
acting president of the newly formed Duquesne University School of
Education Alumni Association. In 1989, Mike was named one three
Christa McAuliffe fellows for the \lommonwealth of Pennsylvania. His
project was researching the cooperative leaming environment in a writing
center in order to write a peer tutoring training manual. Mike also writes
teacher resources lessons for The Center for Learning. To date, he has
published resource units for The Red Badge of Courage, The Scarlet
Letter, and A Portrait of the Ariist as a Young Man. In spare time, Mike
works at his Macintosh while littening to jazz.
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arLene W, Bowen

has been a reading specialist with the Iroquois School District in Erie,
Pennsylvania for the past 10 years. She currently team teaches an
English 9 class for basic students as well as a civics and economics 9
class. Marlene is a doctoral student at the University of Pittsburgh
working on her dissertaticn.

Jacoes R Brozick

has been a teacher for 27 years in North Hills High School, and is
currently chair of the English Department. He has taught all grades from
7 through 12 and is currently teaching Advanced Placement English and
basic composition to eleventh grade students. He became a member of
the Making Thinking Visible Project in 1989. Jim is an excellent chef
and a makes a delicious cheesecake.

Resecca C. BurRNETT
is an assistant professor in Rhetoric and Professional Communication in the
Department of English at Iowa State University where she teaches technical

communication and rhetorical analysis. Her primary research involves
examining factors that affect co-authors’ collaborative planning of
documents. She consults in industry, business, and for national education
projects; these projects have included a video-supported applied
communication program for vocational-technical studesis. Her most recent
publications include “Decision-Making During Collaborative Planning” in
The Social Perspective in Professional Communication (Sage, 1992) and
“Conflict and Consensus in Collaborative Decision-Making” in Hearing
Ourselves Think: Cognitive Research in the College Writing Classroom
(Oxford University Press, 1992). When she’s not doing research, teaching,
or consulting, she finds time to photograph interesting people and places,
attend plays and concerts, cross-country ski, read books with no socially.
redeeming value, cook, and converse over wonderful meals with friends.

Q —
E MC Dialogues and Discoveries 15 ' ”

IToxt Provided by ERI




LeoNARD R. DONALDSON

has been teaching social studies at Peabody High School for over 20
years. Len joined the project because collaborative planning
intrigued him as a possible tool for promoting critical thinking skills
in his classes. He received his B.A. at Duquesne University where
he and Mike Benedict were fraternity brothers. He takes pride and
delight in being the only non-English teacher in this project, not
only because of his interest in writing across the curriculum, but
also he believes it gives him a bird’s eye view into the strange world
of English teachers. He also contributes to the project his gift of
storytelling which he says he learned from his wife.

Lesuie Byro €VANS

has taught English at Steel Valley High School in Pittsburgh for over 20
years and is the mother of an active nine-year old, Darren. As a latent
athlete, Leslie also enjoys writing about her other less challenging
activities: mountaineering, rock climbing, fly fishing, skiing, soccer,
softball, running, and triathlons.

Linpa FLower

director of the Making Thinking Visible Project, is Professor of English
and co-director of the Center for the Study of Writing at Camegie Mellon
University. She is also president of the Board of Directors at the
Community Literacy Center where she is currently developing problem-
solving programs for community learning. Linda is working on a new
book about this project called Making Thinking Visible: A Collaborative
Look at Collaborative Planning which is soon to be published by the
National Council of Teachers of English. She enjoys horseback riding,
gardening, and jazz.
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Priuir FLyNN

director of programs at the Community Literacy Center, has developed
and promoted innovative writing projects with urban teenagers like the
HELP project he describes in this casebook. He has served as a
coordinator of sports and community service programs for youth in the
East End and as an English teacher at Oliver High School in Pittsburgh.
He is also currently working on his Ph. D. in Cultural Studies at the
University of Pittsburgh. Phil is married to Denise, 2 nurse manager at
Western Psychiatric Institute and Clinic, and has three daughters,
Gretchen, Molly, and Maureen. Phil has two cats and a dog and enjoys
going to Ireland every chance he gets.

Jane ZACHARY GARGARO

has been teaching English for the Pittsburgh Public Schools for 25 years.
She has served the district as teacher, instructional teacher leader, and
curriculum writer and editor. She is a fellow of the Western Pennsylvania
Writing Project and is currently involved in PROPEL, Pittsburgh’s
portfolio assessment project. Recently, in collaboration with her husband
Ken Gargaro, Jane adapted A Christmas Carol for the stage. She has also
written the study guides for musicals produced by Gargaro Productions,
incorporating writing as a means for student leaming.

CLeNORE LONG

is a graduate student at Camegie Mellon University. This is her first full
year with the Making Thinking Visible Project. For several years Ellie
has participated in writing projects at the Community Literacy Center,
and this semester she coordinated a group of undergraduates who worked
there as collaborative supporters for high school writers.
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Traeresa QDARSHALL

has taught at Iroquois High School in Erie, PA for the past 19 years.
Currently, she is teaching freshman English as well as speech and drama.
In addition to her participation in the Making Thinking Visible Project,
Teri has also served on the Pennsylvania Writing Advisory Committee
since its inception and is a judge for the NCTE Program to Recognize
Excellence in Student Literary Magazines.

ANDREA S. QDARTING

has taught every level of high school English at Allderdice High School
in Pittsburgh for the past 26 years. She has also served as administrative
assistant, English department chairperson, Instructional Teacher Leader
in English, yearbook advisor, and CAS (Gifted) facilitator. She has
written curriculum for the Pittsburgh Scholars Program, the CAS
Program, and the mainstream program. She has won one of five national
Harper Collins Fellowships for a college English 101 curriculum entitled,
“Pittsburgh, Our Classroom,” which has just been published in the 1992
edition of Teaching Writing: Theories and Practice by Josephine Koster
Tarvers. She is a part-time English composition instructor at the
Community College of Allegheny County, and she serves as an
Advanced Placement consultant for the College Board. She was a finalist
in the 1992 Pennsylvania Teacher of the Year contest. Andrea enjoys
travelling, photography, reading, and cross-stitch.

L.inoa Norris

educational coordinator of the Making Thinking Visible Project, has been
a teacher for the last 17 years. She completed her Ph. D. in Education and
her dissertation, Developing a Repertoire for Teaching High School
English: Case Studies of Preservice Teachers, at the University of
Pittsburgh this year. She particularly enjoys working with prospective
teachers and teaching writing classes. Linda is currently co-editing a
book on collaborative planning and classroom inquiry, Making Thinking
Visible: A Collaborative Look at Collaborative Planning, for NCTE with
Linda Flower, David Wallace, and Rebecca Bumett. She likes working in
the city, but she loves living in the country with her husband, Bob, two
daughters, Kelly and Kim, Irish setter, Ginger, and cat, Snowball. Her
pastimes are cooking, aerobics, and travelling.
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| is Executive Director of the Community Literacy Center on Pittsburgh’s
North Side. Wayne, an educational researcher with an interest in the uses
of literacy in community settings, works with at-risk students and in
numerous other community projects that have involved senior citizens
centers and controversial issues of urban life such as housing, racism, and
gay and lesbian rights. His doctoral dissertation at Carnegie Mellon
entitled Composing for Action: Community Literacy examined how
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where the literacy center is housed. His wife Molly is also interested in
education in urban settings and they have two sons, Joshua and Benjamin.
Together they enjoy sailing in Canada.
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has taught English on a variety of levels over the past 27 years: junior
high school, community college, and college. A graduate of Camegie
Mellon University, she received her doctoral degree there 20 years after
completing her bachelor’s degree. Lois is now an assistant professor of
English at Penn State New Kensington campus where she teaches
composition. Her articles on composition research and pedagogy have
been published in a number of English publications such as Teaching
English in the Two-Year College and The Writing Instructor. Having
grown up in a teaching-oriented household, her daughter Beth and her
son Joel are both, interestingly enough, training to be teachers.

Davip L. Uawace

completed his dissertation, From Intention to Text: Paths Not Taken,
and graduated in the Rhetoric program at Camegie Mellon last year.
He is currently assistant professor of rhetoric and composition at Iowa
State University where he teaches courses in writing, rhetorical theory,
and rescarch design. His research interests include student writers’
intentions, patterns of classroom discourse, and helping students to
make better revisions to their texts. When not working on research,
teaching, or writing, Dave spends as much time as possible water-
skiing, playing volleyball, and reading detective novels.
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1. Provide Models:
Introducing Key Elements of
Planning

Lesson 7: Planning a Letter of
Introduction and Writing a
First Draft
ePlanning Considerations
ePlan-Aloud Options
eModeling the Use of
Planning Sheets
sReflection on Teacher's

Lesson 17: Planning a Letter to
a Character

1. Plan-Aloud Model: Letter to
My Students (TR8)

2. Plan Aloud Template (TR9)
3. Sample Notes on Writer's
Plan (TR 10)
4. Sample Planning Sheet:
Letter to My Students (TR11)

5. Planning Sheet Template:
Letter to My Students (TR12)

1. Plan-Aloud Model: Letter to
a Character (TR15)

2. Providing Practice in
Planning: Developing Student
Understanding of Planning
Considerations

Lesson 7: Planning a Letter of
Introduction and Writing a
rirst Draft
eCompleting a planning
sheet: Letter of Introduction
to My Teacher
¢Collaborative Planning
Option
Lesson 17: Planning a Letter to
a Character
eCompleting a planning
sheet: Letter to a Character
eCollaborative Planning
Option
Lesson 28: Letter Story-
Planning a Sequel and Draft #1
ePlanning Sheet: Letter Story
¢Collaborative Planning
Option

1. Planning Sheet: Letter to My
Teacher (NB #15)

1. Planning Sheet: Letter to a
Character (NB #34)

1. Planning Sheet: Letter Story
(NB #48)

3. The Role of Planning in the
Writing Process

Before Lesson 7
¢ A Note to the Teacher: On
the Writing in This Unit

eWriting Process Overview
Chart and Accompanying
Decision Making Charts -- An
Explanation for the Teacher
(TR?)

e Writing Process Chart
(Making Decisions) (NB #17a)
ePlan Draft (NB #17b)
eDrafts Chart (NB #18a)
*Finished Piece Chart (NB
#18b)




ANOTE TO THE TEACHER: ON THE WRITING IN THIS UNIT

Lesson 3 begins with an immersion in a variety of letters, the purpose of which is to
familiarize students with decisions that writers make. The writing lessons in this unit
ask students to make decisions as they utilize the writing process to compose a letter to
their teacher, a letter to a character, and a letter story.

The following rhetorical decisions, or writing considerations, should be emphasized
in this unit:

purpose

audience

appropriate topic information ( information suited to audience and purpose)
appropriate writing strategies ( strategies suited to audience, purpose, and
discourse mode (e.g., a narrative, an expository essay, an argumentative essay,
a letter, etc.)

The teacher should stress these writing considerations as the students read and
discuss letters composed by others in the letter immersion lesson and as the students
themselves plan and compose their own letters.

The teacher should also enable students o improve their written text by utilizing the
strategies for good letter writing specified below:

* language appropriate to audience and purpose;

e variety of detail (i.e., details which reflect the writer's ideas, feelings, and
experiences and create a sense of who the writer is, i.e., voice);
appropriate use of anecdote;

specific and concrete detail;

sensory detail (sight, sound, touch, taste, smell);

letter form appropriate to audience and purpose.

As students utilize the writing process, the teacher should assist the students in
improving written text by encouraging students to make decisions (see Writing Process
Overview Chart and accompanying Writing Decision Making Charts); utilize the letter
writing strategies; and improve the grammatical usage, mechanics, and structure of
their writing.

The writing sections of this unit lead the students through the writing process
stages in order to complete their letters. Because students move sequentially through
various stages of the writing process, without the teacher's explanation of the recursive
nature of the writing process, students may erroneously perceive these stages as linear.
The teacher should make students aware of the recursive nature of these processes
through explanation and modeling. While the nature of the class will determine the
facility with which the students move through the various stages of the process, none of
the stages should be skipped in order to save time.

«10-~




A Writing Process Overview Chart has been provided for both teachers and
students. The structure of the Writing Process Overview Chart and accompanying
Writing Decision Making Charts attempt to capture the recursive, as opposed to linear,
nature of the writing process. Decision Making Charts for three process/product stages
(i.e., planning, drafting, creating a finished piece) contain questions for students to
consider as they plan, revise, proofread and edit their papers. (More explanation of these
charts and their use can be found in TR7.

Final read-arounds, reflections on the read-arounds, and portfolio-like reflections
(included on the cover sheets) enable students to acknowledge the written texts of others
and to begin reflection on their own writang and learning.
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LESSON7: PLANNING A LETTER OF INTRODUCTION AND WRITING A FIRST
DRAFT

MATERIALS PREPARATION ALERT: Be sure to complete the first draft of your letter

to the class, make a transparency of it, or otherwise duplicate it for the class. You
will need this material for the next lesson. :

RATIONALE: Through letter writing, this unit begins to provide students with the
opportunity to consider decisions (i.e., topic information, purpose, audience, strategies)
which experienced writers make. Students are encouraged to take these considerations
into account in their initial planning as well as throughout the writing process. In order
for students to understand how one consideration impacts another and to gain facility in
planning, teacher modeling is essential. Here the teacher models his/her own planning
of a letter to the class, focuses on considerations of purpose, audience, and topic
information, and begins to consider appropriate strategics. Students then plan their own
lettars to their teacher.

(Note: For a more complete understanding of the w.iting in this unit, read the Note to the
Teacher which precedes Lesson 3. An assignment sheet for the Letter to My English
Teacher is included in Notebook #16. This is provided for the benefit of students who are
absent from class for any or part of the writing process lessons for this letter.)

LEARNING OBJEC" IVES GQE
The students will be able to: ANALYTICAL THINKING
ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES
¢ define their writing task. COMMUNICATION SKILLS
SELF-ESTEEM
e manipulate topic information to suit UNDERSTANDING OTHERS

audience and purpose.

¢ develop a plan for writing to their
teacher.

17%
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MATERIALS AND RESOURCES

Notebook: #15 - Planning Sheet: Letter to My English Teacher
#16 - Assignment Sheet: Letter to My English Teacher
#17a - Writing Process Overview Chart '
#17b - Plan Chart
#18a - Draft Chart
#18b - Finished Piece Chart

Teacher's Resource: TR7 - Explanation of Writing Process Overview Chart
TRS - Plan-Aloud Model
TRY - Plan-Aloud Template
TR10 - Sample Notes on Writer's Plan
TR11 - Sample Planning Sheet: Letter tc My Students
12 - Planning Sheet Template: Letter to My :Students

Transparencies: Planning Sheet Template (teacher-made)
(T-4) - Plan Chart

If you choose to use the Plan-Aloud Option, you will also need:
Plan-Aloud Model (teacher-made)
Planning Notes (teacher-made)

LEARNING ACTIVITIES

1. Explain to the stud®nts that they will now begin their second letter writing
assignment-a letter of introduction to you (their English teacher). Explain that they
will be writing this letter of introduction for two reasons: (1) so that you and they can
get to know each other, and, therefore, better work together throughout the year, and
(2) so that they can begin to consider decisions which experienced writers make in
order to improve their thinking and writing abilities.

2. Tell the students that while they are drafting a letter to you, you will also be drafting a
letter to them for the same purposes. Tell them that you will begin, as you would any
writing assignment, by thinking about what and how you will write; in other words,
you will begin by planning your letter. List on the board the considerations that are
important for you to make in planning a letter to them:

17.
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PURPOSE/ TOPIC

KEY POINT AUDIENCE INFORMATION STRATEGIES

(Why am I (To whom or for (Considering my (How will I write

writing this? whom am I audience and this?

writing this?) purpose, what

What is my information What strategies

purpose?) should I include?) will help me
reach my
audience and
accomplish my
purpose?)

(Note: Be sure to distinguish between "assignment' and "purpose.” For example, your
assignment r.xight be - write a letter of introduction to my students. Your purpose might
be something like - wrive a letter of introduction so my students know me better as a
Dperson and as a teacher.

These planning considerations may be new to students. Therefore, you may want to take
additional time at this point to familiarize students with them. One suggested means of
promoting student comprehension is the Plan-Aloud Option activities which follow. If
you feel students would benefit from these activities, implement them before moving to
Activity 3.)




PLAN-ALOUD OPTION

(A.) Give the students a written transcription of a plan-aloud which you have
developed and read it to the students. (Note: A Plan-Aloud Model, TRS, is
available in the Teacher's Resource section. A Plan-Aloud Template,
TR, and Sample Notes on Writer’s Plan, TR 10, are available for your vse
also.) Explain to the students that ordinarily you would simply be
thinking these thoughts and taking notes, but for instructional purposes
you are providing them with a transcription of your mental plan.

(B.) After your first reading, ask the students to reread your plan and take
notes in the right-hand column or what considerations they observe you
making. For example, if they note that in a few sentences of the
transcription you are considering your audience, they should underline or
otherwise highlight these sentences and place the label "audience” in the
column to the right of the transcription. Refer the students to your initial
list of writing considerations on the board. Thus, they will label purpose,
audience, topic information, and strategy; they will also indicate
connections between these writing considerations.

(Note: You may have to walk students through this procedure until they get the
idea. Making a transparency of your plan-aloud transcription may be helpful
to the modeling of this process.)

(C.) When students are finished rereading and labeling your plan-aloud
transcription, have them compare their notes with a partner.

(D.) Follow this paired activity with a whole class discussion on the
considerations which you made in planning your letter to the class.

(E.) Demonstrate your notetaking procedure. One such example is provided for
you in TR10, Sample Notes on Writer's Plan.

3. Show students a transparency of your planning sheet. Utilize TR12, Planning Sheet
Template for this purpose. (Note: Use TR11, Sample Planning Sheet: Letter to My
Students as a model for your own plan.) Point out the reiationship between your
individual considerations of audience, purpose, tcpic information, and writing
strategies and your consolidated plan (in center section of your planning sheet).

4. Follow this activity with a whole-class discussion on the considerations which you
made in planning your letter:

¢ What decisions did I make?
e How, specifically, did I consider my audience?
e How did consideration of my audience affect my purpose?

e How did knowing my purpose help me focus on what topic information to
include?

17




¢ Did I think about how I could present this information to make it interesting?

¢ How is my consolidated plan different from my individual considerations of
audience, purpose, topic information, and strategies?

5. Have the students take notes on their plan on Notebook #15, Planning Sheet: Letter to
My Teacher.

6. Refer the students to Notebook #17a, Writing Process Overview Chart. Very briefly
review the chart with the students and explain its relevance to their writing process.
(Note: You will find Explanation of the Writing Process Overview Chart and
accompanying Decision Making Charts in TR7)

7. Have the students turn to Notebook #17b, Plan Chart, and explain that in doing their
planning sheet for the letter to the teacher, they have already utilized the questions in
the Make-Decisions Column of Notebook #17b, Plan Chart. Explain‘to the students
that this Plan Chart can be of help to them in planning any writing assignment.

NN

OPTION: Teachers who are familiar with the methodology of collaborative planning

in writexrYsupporter pairs may wish to have students engage in collaborative planning
at this time.

8. Have students utilize their planning sheet to complete their first draft of a letter to you.

(Note: 1. Write c first draft of your letter to the class; prepare a transparency, or
otherwise duplicate it for the next lesson. 2. Assignment Sheet: Letter to My English
Teacher is available for students in Notebook #16.)

HOMEWORK

Students may complete their plan and notetaking for homework. Depending on the class,
they may also utilize their planning sheet to complete draft #1 for homework.

S08

ANALYTICAL THINKING
ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES
COMMUNICATION SKILLS
SELF-ESTEEM
UNDERSTANDING OTHERS
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LESSON 17: PLANNIN" A LETTER TO A CHARACTER

RATIONALE: In this lesson students are asked to plan a letter to one of the writers of a
previously read letter. This activity not only provides students with an opportunity to
pralclzt:ice their writing skills, but it also allows them to use their imaginations creatively as
well.

LEARNING OBJECTIVES GOE
The student will be able to : ANALYTICAL THINKING
_ ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES
¢ develop a plan for writing to one COMMUNICATION SKILLS
of the letter writers. SELF-ESTEEM
UNDERSTANDING OTHERS

¢ consider purpose and audience.

¢ consider good letter writing strategies
which may enhance letters.

MATERIAL AND RESOURCES
Notebook: #34 - Planning Sheet: Letter to a Character

#35 - Assignment Sheet: Letter to a Character
Teacher's Resources TR15 - Plan Aloud Model: Letter to a Character
LEARNING ACTIVITIES

1. Refer students to Notebook #35, Assignment Sheet: Letter to a Character. Explain
that they will be expected to write a response letter to one of the authors they've read or
one whose works have been used in discussions. Explain that they may choose to
write the letter as themselves or as another character.

2. Provide them with copies of any letters read in class.

3. Give students time to skim the letters so that they can choose a writer to whom they
would like to respond.

4. Review the considerations a writer makes when planning a letter (purpose/key point,
audience, topic information, and strategies).

5. Refer students to Notebook #34, Planning Sheet: Letter to a Character. Show them a
transparency of your planning sheet for a letter to a character. Point out the
relationship between your considerations of your audience, purpose, topic
information, and letter writing strategies and your writing plan in the center of the
sheet.
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6. If you feel that your students need additional practice with the considerations writers
make when planning, you may choose to use the Plan-Aloud Model of a letter written
to Chief Seattle by his son. (See TR15.)

. 7. Students should take notes on their plans in Notebook #34, Planning Sheet: Letter to a
. Character.

OPTION
Teachers who are familiar with the methodology of collaborative

planning in writer/supporter pairs may wish to have students engage in
collaborative planning at this time,

HOMEWORK
Students should complete their plans if they are not completed in class.

S0S

ANALYTICAL THINKING
ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES
COMMUNICATION SKILLS
SELF-ESTEEM
UNDERSTANDING OTHERS
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LESSON 28 LETTER STORY - GROUP BRAINSTORMING, PLANNING A SEQUEL, -
AND DRAFT #1

RATIONALE: In this lesson, students apply prediction and planning activities and skills

from the preceding lesson to the creation of a first draft sequel or resolution to their own
letter stories.

LEARNING OBJECTIVES GOE

- The students will be able to: ANALYTICAL THINKING
ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES
¢ make inferences and predictions COMMUNICATION SKILLS -
about their own stories. SELF-ESTEEM
UNDERSTANDING OTHERS

¢ determine a resolution to their stories.
¢ create a plan for writing Letter #3.

¢ employ strategies for good letter writing to compose a first draft of Letter #3.

MATERIALS AND RESOURCES

Notebook: #45 - Assignment Sheet: Letter Story
#47 - Brainstorming: Letter Story
#48 - Planning Sheet: Letter Story
Transparencies: ((T-13) - Brainstorming: Letter Story
Teacher's Resources: TR6 - Grouping Chart
TR18 - Stationery

LEARNING ACTIVITIES

1. Direct students to Notebook #47, Brainstorming: Letter Story. Each student should:

* summarize his/her story (Letters #1 and #2) on the top of this sheet.
* make a prediction about what might happen to his/her main character one
year later. :

l(leVote: You may choose to model this with information from the sample letters in the last
s80n.)

2. Tell the class that they should consider other 6ptions for their character as they did
with the sample stories in Activity #5 of Lesson #27. (An option here would be to list
some of the suggested endings for one of the sample stories.)

Divide the class into prearranged groups of four and direct them again to Notebook #47.
Review directions for the group prediction activity:
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¢ Each group member should:
- read his/her story summary aloud to the other group members.

- receive and record predictions/story resolution suggestion that each of the
other group members offers during the group's discussion.

* Rotations should continue until each member has received at least three
additional suggestions.

3. After rotations are completed, return to whole class unit.

4. Direct them to Notebook #45, Assignment Sheet: Letter Story and review the
directions:

"You are now going to write the third part of your letter story. In this letter

* You may write as the same or as a different character. )
* You may write to the same or to a different character. (your audience)

* You should tell what happened to your original character one year later.
(your purpose)

5. Tell the class that, as authors, they have writing decisions to make.

1 ¢ First, four options for the resolutions of their stories have been provided.

They should consider each option and either choose to use one of them - gr -
create a different ending.

¢ Secondly, as writers, they have planning decisions to make before they begin
the first draft of Letter #3. Direct students to Notebook #48, Planning Sheet:
Letter Story. Briefly review the writer's considerations on it before you tell
them to begin their plans.

~r e

Note: As an option, and if you are familiar and comfortable with the
Collaborative Planning Model, you may chooee to employ it here.

PO O L VAN

te

6. As students complete their plans, distribute paper for them to start their first draft of
" Letter #3, and tell them that Letter #3 should be based on their plans.

ALER’I? - Predivide the class into response groups of 4 for the next lesson. See Grouping
Chart, TR6 in Teacher’s Resources.

e
-3
1
4
¢
1
1
!
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HOMEWORK

Students should complete their first draft of Letter #3 if not completed in class.

o

-76-

S0S

ANALYTICAL THINKING
ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES
COMMUNICATION SKILLS
SELF-ESTEEM
UNDERSTANDING OTHERS




731

181

SO0UN0SSY ¥OHOVD | |
) YIANDddY |
— H




WRITING PROCESS OVERVIEW CHART
AND
ACCOMPANYING DECISION MAKING CHARTS

AN EXPLANATION FOR THE TEACHER

The three large circles, Plan, Drafts, and Finished Piece, on the Writing
Process Overview Chart, Notebook#17a, refer to a writer's production stages
during the creation process of any given work. The rectangular boxes highlight
processes which may be helpful to the writer at any of these production stages.
For example, during the Plan stage, writers may collect ideag, prewrite, and/or
make decisions. =

The direction of arrows indicates the recursive, as opposed to linear,
nature of these processes. Writers, for example, may think through an initial
plan which may be changed as they write. Revision incorporates rethinking and
replanning. An idea that occurs to a writer during the production of any given
work may become the basis of another work to be taken up at a different time.
Prewriting may help a writer to formulate an initial plan, but may or may not be
of actual use in producing a draft. Conferring with a friend or teacher may be
helpful in replanning or in revising specific areas of text. Reflection during any
stage of the writing process may lead to replanning, revising, or textual editing.
A final accessment or evaluation of a written work may indicate direction for
future work, may provide a basis for the revision of this particular work at a later
date, and/or may lead to an improved student writing process over time.

The accompanying Decision Making Charts ( Plan, Drafts, and Finished
Piece, Notebook #17b, 18a, and 18b) for each production stage provide students
with questions that focus them more specifically on the processes associated with
eacli[production stage and help them to make decisions as they produce a given
work.

This chart is a resource for teachers and for students. It is intended to help
teachers become more reflective writing teachers and to help students to become
better writers. However, it must be noted, that it is only the teachers' modeling of
these processes as they write with students and the students' engaging in actual
decision making as they plan, revise, proofread and edit text that will enable
students to improve their writing.




TR8a

Note: This model is intended to help you develop your own plan-aloud. A template, on which to
develop your own plan-aloud, is provided in TR9.)

PLAN-ALOUD MODEL
TEACHER LETTER TO STUDENTS

Writer's Thoughts

Well, let's see. I want to write a
letter so that my students can get to
know me better. But why do I want
them fo get to know me better? So
we can work together better I guess.
Okay, ninth graders. I'm their
teacher. What kinds of things

! important thing about me. I think
] they would like to know about my
i family though. Do I have kids—
what my husband does. My
§ daughter is nineteen. They might
| like to know that I have recently
{ been living with a real live teen-
§ ager. If they know how old my
i daughter is, they can probably guess
| my age. I think they'd like to know

 does—theater is interesting. Should
I include more information about

music and then talk about the
{ different kinds of music you could
hear if you came into my house.

ERIC
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§ more about what my husband ;

Student's Notes
purpose
purpose

topic information/audience

| would they like to know about me? audience
{ Family things, my age? Students
§ always like to guess the age of their
i teachers. But that's not the most audience

topic information

topic information/audience

topic information/audience

| my daughter? I think I should tell purpose
{ them about my feelings about
teaching--that's their relatioaship purpose/audience
[ to me--I'm their teacher. Okay,
family, my feelings about teaching,
| what else? What did they tell me audience
8 about themselves in the survey?
They all like music even though audience
| they like different kinds of music.
t My rappers--would they like to
know how I feel about rap? Maybe strategy/audience
I could tie into their interests and (music)

1R4




Writer's Thoughts (cont.)

Name some groups, styles. Maybe I
could give them an idea of my
family by showing them the
different tastes in music we have-
yeah-I think that would be more
interesting than a bunch of facts
like what my husband does for a
living, how many kids I have. I do
want to talk about my job though—
that's how the kids see me. The
trick is making my view of
teaching interesting to ninth
graders. Maybe I could paint a
picture of how I see them-like a
patchwork quilt or something.
That's a thought. Okay, let me see
what I have so far. I'm going to
write a letter to my students so they
can get to know me better. I think
that first I'll tell them about what
they might expect to hear if they
walked through the different
rooms in my house--Peter Gabriel,
Vivaldi, Cream, Quincy Jones. I
could give them a picture of my
family that way. And then I'll tell
give them my view of ninth
graders and share my feelings about
being their teacher. I think I have
enough of a plan to begin. I'd better
take some notes so I don't forget
what I'm thinking. First draft
coming up!

TRSb

Student's Notes {cont.)
strategy--name specific music groups

strategy /topic information/purpose

strategy

audience/purpose
purpose/audience/strategy

strategy—use a comparison

audience/purpose
strategy/topic information
strategy—specific detail, sensory
detail connected to purpose

strategy/topic information
connected to purpose
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TR8¢
PLANNING OUT LOUD — Sample #2

Not let's see. . . what am I trying to do here? That's right, I'm trying to let
my ninth graders know what I'm about. . . Sort of like what they did when they
wrote their letters to me. I think I want them to know what I'm like when I'm
not being a teacher (which is most of the time).

Let's see . . . what would they be interested in knowing about me? Probably
that I have three daughters very close to their age. And also that I go to school,
too. Maybe they won't care that I go to school. I'll tell them anyhow.

I'll start out telling about my family and how my daughters drive me crazy
sometimes. And then I can tell how I have to study, and write, and think — just
like they do. I'll tell them that's one thing I've learned — you never stop

learning, no matter how old you get.

I'll try to write in a way that will be exciting — maybe I'll start with a true
story of life in my house. Il tell about any Friday or Saturday night when
everyore's busy getting ready to go out. Talk about pandemonium! Hair-dryers,
radios blasting, phones ringing, cars beeping — what a madhouse! That will get
their attention.

Yeah, that will work. This way they will know I'm a person, too, just like
the adults they know in their own lives. A letter like this might work to let my
students know stuff about me that they wouldn't normally know. Now let's see,
what else can I tell them . . . yeah, I'll tell them about the time I climbed Mount
Everest, and the time I swam the English Channel, and the time . . .
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Sample #3
PLAN ALOUD MODEL: TEACHER'S LETTER TO STUDENTS

Writer's Thought

Well, let's see. I've asked the students to
write a letter so that I get to know them a
little better, t» carry the letter of
introduction forward a little . . . I guess I
should do the same. What should I
include? What is it they might want to
know? I really don't think they would be
interested in knowing much about my
family life, but you know what? . . . they
think the same thing, and it's not true . .
. I do enjoy finding out more about them
. . . They already know I have a wife
and two kids . . . they probably wonder if
I'm mean at home with my kids ... I
don't think I am . . . fertunately both my
kids are bright and do well in school . . .
my daughter Connie is a senior at
Woodland Hills High School and is
number one in her class . . . my son
doesn't do as well, but that's because he
doesn't try really hard right now . . . he's
in seventh grade . . . well, maybe I'll tell
them more about that . . . I wonder if
they are interested at all in my having
been in Vietnam. . . they never asked
any questions . . . and they didn't seem
interested in my having studied to be a
priest . . . or didn't I tell them about that

. of course, having been in Vietnam
has some significance now with what's
going on in the Guif. . . maybe I could
tell them a story or two just for the fun of
it; although not much of Vietnam was
fun — maybe I could tell them the story
about the night all the medics in my unit
covered the entire camp with shaving
cream, and the trouble the doctor and I
got into for that—or maybe I could tell
them about the first soldier that died in
my arms.

. . . I'm not sure I want to talk much
about the class, but it is what we have in
common.. , . I'd like them to know that
they are important to me . . . that I {eel

1=7%
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Writer's Though

responsible for helping them to prepare
for a future they don't seem tco
concerned about . . . I'd like them to
know that while I am syrapathetic to
their other interests (gossip, friends,
music, sports, sex, food, etc.), it is
important that we be about the business
of learning . . . learning has always been
pretty enjoyable to me, even when it =3
just hard work, and I'd like it to be the
same for them . . . I think I shouid let
them know how much I like and enjoy
the class, but know I still feel they are
not really working hard . . . and I would
like to talk a little about how their
immature attitudes towards one another
are really hurting the class . . . I
deﬁmtely want to get to the heart of all
this "us against them" stuff . . . maybe
IT talk about how we need to really
cooperate more if this letter writing and
the dialogue writing coming up are to
succeed. . . and that I actually believe
that the working together is more
important than what we work at . . . they
should already know that I'm a real
task-oriented person . . . I like to get
things done efficiently and productively,
but that I believe working together as
friends is what makes getting things
done a little fun...

Weli, that seems to be three things...
a little more about my family . . . some
stories of Vietnam . . . and then a lot
about what we need to do in class . . .
that ought to bore them to death . . .
maybe not, if { can find a unique way to
write . . . First draft coming up!
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PLAN-ALOUD
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SAMPLE NOTES ON WRITER'S PLAN

If you came to my house--

music in different rooms like Cream, Quincy Jones, Vivaldi, Peter Gabriel

Connect music to family members--fill out picture of family--what they do--maybe
some more interests--

Move from school to work

Describe ninth graders--try to get more specific when I write this

Tell why I like teaching them and how I feel about teaching
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Notebook #17a

WRITING PROCESS CHART

Making Decisions

Make Decisions

Prewrite

[FIRST DRAF'Q

Revise "o
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PLANNING SHEET: LETTER STORY

AUDIENCE: To whom will I When I write my letter, I PLAN to:
write this letter? What do- I
know about this person? Why
would my character write to
him/her?

PURPOSE: Why am I (my
character) writing to this
person? What is my reason for
sending this letter?

TOPIC INFORMATION:
What information do I need to
include for my audience and
purpose? What does my
audience need t> know?

WRITING STRATEGIES:
What letter writing strategies
can | use to make my letter
more effective and interesting?
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