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andCritique
Summary
RichardFulkerson

attheTurn
oftheTwenty-First
Composition
Century
I argue that examining two collections of essays designed for the preparationof new
writing teachers and published twenty years apart provides some important clues to
what has occurred to composition studies in the interval. Buildingon the frameworkI
established in two previous CCCarticles, I argue that composition studies has become
a less unified and more contentious discipline earlyin the twenty-firstcentury than it
had appearedto be around 1990. The present article specifically addresses the rise of
what I call critical/cultural studies, the quiet expansion of expressive approaches to
teachingwriting,and the split of rhetoricalapproachesinto three:argumentation,genre
analysis, and preparationfor "the"academic discourse community.

A

bout every ten years,frustrationdrives me to try to make personal sense
of composition studies, a discipline for which I was not trained but into which
I have been inexorablydrawn.1As I revise this manuscript, I direct a doctoral
program that prepares about half of the students to become writing professors, and for the first time in over a decade, I am (Acting) Directorof First-Year
Composition. Selecting texts and devising a syllabus for our teaching assistants to use in multiple sections raised again those large questions of who we
are,what we wish to achieve with students, and how we ought to go about it.
CCC56:4 / JUNE 2005
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In 1990, when I attempted to survey the composition landscape ("Composition in the Eighties"),I wrote with some optimism and sense of progress
that as a field we had achieved a consensus about our goals:we agreedthat we
were to help students improve their writing and that "goodwriting" meant
writing that was rhetoricallyeffective for audience and situation. But we still
disagreedoverwhat sort of pedagogywould best reachthe goal-over whether
to assign topics, how to assign topics, and what type of topics to assign; over
the role of readingsand textbooks;overpeer-responsegroups;over how teachers should gradeand/or respond to writing. I called this situation "axiological"
consensus and "pedagogicaldiversity."Invoking the Cheshire Cat'sadvice to
Alice, I said we agreed, in other words, on where we were trying to go but not
on the best route to it: on ends but not means.

Forecast
In what follows, I intend to revisitthe metatheory I suggested in "Composition
in the Eighties:"using it to interpret and critique what I see as the terrain of
composition around the turn of the twenty-first century.My central claim is
that we have diverged again. Within the scholhavethreealternative
arship, we currently have three alternative Wecurrently
ofvalue):
the
of
the
newest
(theories
one,
axiologies
axiologies (theories value):
"thesocial"or "social-construction"
view,which newest
social"
or"socialone,"the
values critical cultural analysis; an expressive construction"view
...an expressive
one;
one; and a multifaceted rhetoricalone. I main- andamultifaceted
rhetorical
one.
tain that the three axiologies drive the three
major approaches to the teaching of composition. I will treat them with the
followingdesignations and in this order:(1) critical/culturalstudies [CCS],(2)
expressivism,and (3) proceduralrhetoric.2
SpecificallyI shall argue that the "socialturn"in composition, the importation of culturalstudies from the social sciences and literarytheory,has made
a writing teacher'srole deeply problematic.I will argue that expressivism,despite numerous poundings by the cannons of postmodernism and resulting
eulogies, is, in fact, quietly expanding its region of command. Finally,I'llargue
that the rhetoricalapproachhas now divided itself in three.3

Mapping Comp-landia:Now and Then
We can get a suggestivepicture of large-scalechanges in the discipline by looking at two volumes published twenty years apart, each designed to introduce
novices to alternateways to teach college writing. In 1980 the National Coun655
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cil of Teachers of English published EightApproaches to TeachingComposition, edited by Tim Donovan and Ben McClelland.To it we can compare the
recent (2001) collection of bibliographical essays A Guide to Composition
Pedagogies,edited by GaryTate, Amy Rupiper,and KurtSchick. As composition has become more diverse,the eight "approaches"
from 1980haveincreased
to twelve "pedagogies"in the 2001 collection. The following table gives a chapter outline, with authors, for each collection.
In their introduction,Donovanand McClellandstress the shift fromproduct to process, still a relativelynew idea in 1980. Citing both RichardYoung
and Janet Emig, they endorse the metaphor that a Kuhnian"paradigmshift"
has occurred in composition. Significantly,they point out that approaches 2
to 5 (that is, the models approach, the experiential, the rhetorical, and the

Two
Views
oftheComposition
Landscape
andKurt
TimothyDonovanandBenMcClelland, GaryTate,AmyRupiper,
to Teaching
eds.EightApproaches
Schick,eds.A Guideto Composition
NewYork:Oxford,2001.
Urbana,IL:NCTE,1980.
Composition.
Pegagogies.
1. "Writing
as Process:'DonMurray
1. "ProcessPedagogy,'
LadTobin
2. "TheProseModelsApproach:"
Paul
2. "Expressive
Christopher
Pedagogy"'
Burnham
Eschholz
William
3. "Rhetorical
3. "TheExperiential
Approach:"
Pedagogy'"
Covino
StephenJudy
4. "TheRhetoricalApproach:"Janice 4. "Collaborative
Rebecca
Pedagogy"
MooreHoward
Lauer
StudiesandComposition,'
5. "TheEpistemicApproach"
Kenneth 5. "Cultural
Dowst
DianaGeorgeandJohnTrimbur
AnnGeorge
6. "BasicWriting:'HarveyWiener
6. "Critical
Pedagogy:'
7. "Feminist
Thomas
7. "TheWritingConference:'
Pedagogy'SusanJarratt
Carnicelli
8. "Community-Service
Pedagogy:'
8. "Writing
in the TotalCurriculum:'
LauraJulier
RobertWeiss
9. "ThePedagogyof WritingAcrossthe
SusanMcLeod
Curriculum,"
Eric
CenterPedagogy:'
10."Writing
Hobson
11."Onthe AcademicMargins:Basic
DeborahMutnick
WritingPedagogy:'
andthe Teachingof
12."Technology
CharlesMoran
Writing,:'
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epistemic) all "accommodatethe process approach"(xiii),one version of which
Don Murraypresents as the volume'sfirst and context-setting chapter.
Although both collections open with a chapter on writing as process
(aboutwhich more later),the "prosemodels"approach,taken seriouslyin 1980,
is missing from the new volume. StephenJudy'sexperientialapproachmore or
less matches up with expressive pedagogy as Chris Burnhamdefines it. Both
volumes have a chapter on the rhetoricalapproach.
The majordifferenceshows up in chapters 5 to 8 of the new volume. They
have no parallelsin the older one. These four chapters representvariations of
the majornew areaof scholarlyinterest in composition as we begin the twentyfirst century, critical/cultural studies (CCS), showing the impact of
postmodernism, feminism, and British cultural studies.4
In addition, the rhetoricalaims and techniques of the contributors have
of the field.InEightApproaches,
changed,representinga growing"scholarizing"
practitioner-expertsexplain how to use the approacheach favors.The editors
describe the chapters as "casestudies which record the authors' attempts to
put it all together-at least for themselves and their students" (xiii). Murray
includes charts to help the aspiringprocess teacher;Paul Eschholz lists thirty
authorswho haveinterestedhis students as models.JaniceLauertraces a single
student paper through its growth and reprints the final copy. Citations to related works are minimal (rangingfrom seven for Murrayand for Wiener up to
twenty-six for Lauer,with an averageof sixteen). In contrast, the chapters in
the newercollection areheavy,scholarlybibliographicalsurveys.SusanJarratt's
article on feminism cites well over a hundredsources, as does WilliamCovino's
on rhetoric,with an averageof seventy citations per essay for the whole. Despite the editors'claims to have produced the volume for students just coming
into the field (vi), it frequentlymakes daunting reading even for old hands.

Analytical Scheme
In "Compositionin the Eighties"I postulated that in order to have a philosophy of composition upon which you can explicitly erect a course, you must
answer four questions:
1. The axiological question: in general,what makes writing "good"?
2. The process question: in general,how do written texts come into
existence?
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3. The pedagogical question: in general,how does one teach college
students effectively,especially where proceduralratherthan propositional knowledge is the goal? And
4. The epistemological question: "Howdo you know that?"which underlies answers to all the others.
I will employ these four questions (and others) in order to examine critically
the variant contemporaryapproachesto teaching college writing. Bythe time
I finish, then, I hope to have filled in the boxes in the following grid:
Perspective
on Composition

Evaluative
Theory

Viewof
Process

Viewof
Epistemology
Pedagogy Assumed

Current/Traditional
[C/T]Rhetoric
Expressivism
Studies
Critical/Cultural
[CCS]
Rhetoric
Procedural

Note that, in contrast to the two collections above, I include no "process
Instead,one heading for each perspective is "viewof process."All
perspective:'."
composition perspectives assume some view of the writing process; that is,
any concept of composing and/or teaching composition must presuppose an
answer to "Howare texts produced?"It is widely acknowledgedthat C/T composition truncates "process"as much as possible (outline, write, edit, receive
grade, do exercises). Each of the other approaches is capable of and likely to
encourage students to learn and employ more extensive "processing."'
Here is an important demurrerabout that chart,however.As a tidy fourby-four grid, it seems to imply that there are separate and systematic sets of
characteristicsfor each "perspective"-fourperspectives,fourpedagogies,four
views ofprocess, and four epistemologies. But it isn't that simple. Since I name
the "perspective"for evaluation theory (axiology), those two will necessarily
match. But although the perspective influences the pedagogical and process
views and reflects epistemological assumptions, there is no neat one-to-one
in writing may
pattern.Differentscholarswho primarilyvalue "expressiveness"
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not share either epistemology or pedagogy or view of process. And a dyed-inthe-wool CCSadvocate might sharepedagogical and epistemological assumptions with someone professing essentially rhetoricalvalues.

Social Theories, Critical/CulturalStudies Approaches
Judgingfromthe published scholarshipof the last thirteen years,culturalstudies has been the majormovement in composition studies, no surpriseto readers of our leading journals. A sort of foundational publication was Cultural
Studies in the English Classroom,edited by Jim Berlin and Michael Vivion in
1992. It included articles about entire English programs that had shifted to
culturalstudies (such as CarnegieMellon,Pitt, and the SUNY-Albanydoctoral
program)as well as accounts of individual courses at other schools. In 1995
came LeftMargins:CulturalStudiesand CompositionPedagogy,by KarenFitts
and Alan France. In addition to hundreds of theoretical articles, there are a
good many ethnographicaccounts of courses using culturalstudies, including
Russel Durst'sCollisionCourseand Douglas Hunt'sMisunderstandingthe Assignment,as well as MarkHurlbertand Michael Blitz'scollection Composition
and Resistance.
More to the point are the extensive bibliographicalessays in the Tate,
Rupiper,and Schick volume. The one explicitly on topic is "CulturalStudies
and Composition,"byJohnTrimburand Diana George,which cites 111 sources,
and says, "culturalstudies has insinuated itself into the mainstreamofcomposition" (71). Whether cultural studies is as
cultural
studies
isaswidespread
in
widespreadin composition classrooms as in Whether
our journals is actually an open question. composition
classrooms
asinourjournals
is
anopenquestion.
Answering it would require survey data we actually
simply do not have. Closely related is "Critical Pedagogy:'by Ann George.Formy purposes, feminist composition (treated
byJarratt)is similarto these two. All three focus on havingstudents readabout
systemic cultural injustices inflicted by dominant societal groups and dominant discourses on those with less power,and upon the empoweringpossibilities of rhetoricif students areeducated to "read"carefullyand "resist"the social
texts that help keep some groups subordinated.Andrea Greenbaumhas recently arguedthat culturalstudies approaches,criticalapproaches,many feminist approaches,and even postcolonial approaches can all be seen as similar
"emancipatorymovements in composition."
I acknowledgethat treatingthe threepedagogiesas bibliographicallyseparate makes sense. Trimburand Georgenote that the originatingtrinity of cul659
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tural studies are RichardHoggart (The Uses ofLiteracy,1957), RaymondWilliams (Culture and Society, 1958, and The Long Revolution, 1961), and E. P.
Thompson (The Making of the English WorkingClass, 1963) (73), but the "big
three"of critical pedagogy,according to Ann George,are Paulo Freire,Henry
Giroux,and IraShor (93). Feminist theory cannot be so cleanly anchored,but
no one would nominate any of the six just-named authors.
It'simportant to emphasize that in CCSthe course aim is not "improved
writing"but "liberation"from dominant discourse. Here is how Ann George
puts it:"[C]riticalpedagogy engages students in analyses of the unequalpower
relations that produce and are produced by culturalpractices and institutions
[...], and it aims to help students develop the tools that will enable them to
challengethis inequality"(92).And here aresome satiricbut revealingthoughts
ofa new graduateteaching assistant, priorto entering her first-yearCCSclassroom: "[Students]will be astonished as I, layer by layer,unveil their ideology.
They will gawkwhen I expose the simulacra.Theywill not be able to stop their
pens when questioning their role in the university,the cultural formation of
gender roles and expectations, racial stereotypes, and the ethical practices of
the titans of industry"(Heimer 17).James Berlin,surelythe most famous CCS
advocate, defined the goal of the social composition course saying,"Ourlarger
purpose is to encourage our students to resist and to negotiate [. . .] hegemonic discourses-in order to bring about more personally humane and socially equitable economic and political arrangements"("Composition"50).
Certainlyit's misleading to talk of a single "culturalstudies"or "critical"
or "feminist"pedagogy. A tremendous variety of courses fit the CCSrubric.
Buthere,as I understandit, arethe essentialfeaturesthatwouldjustifycategorizing a writing course, including feminist courses, under the CCSheading.
1. The central activity of the course is interpretation.The interpretation
may be of readings,either about cultural theory or the experiences of a
cultural group or individual (RichardRodriguez,Victor Villanueva,
Paulo Freire,GloriaAnzaldfia,and other authors are popular).Alternatively,students may interpret cultural artifacts-ads, TV shows,
minority language use, popular songs, etc. Most often, both sorts of
"texts"are used.
2. Frequently,multiple texts reflect one theme: the course or a major
chunk of it might be about family,the Vietnam War,education, the
sixties. (For real examples, see Georgeand Trimbur'santhology Reading
Culture.)
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3. The interpretivemoves assume the artifact/text reveals certain deep
structural truths about power in American society, specificallyways in
which the dominant culture dominates, in terms of race, class, gender,
sexual orientation, etc.
4. Students write papers interpreting social artifacts, usually selected in
connection with the course theme(s). Some courses involve a fairly
elaborate enactment of writing as an extended, recursive,complex
process.
5. The course goal, as framedby Berlin and others, is to empower or
liberate students by giving them new insights into the injustices of
American and transnational capitalism, politics, and complicit mass
media.
In fact, some writers remarkthat their courses would not necessarily need to
be in English departments. Patricia Bizzell and Bruce Herzberg'sCCS textbook, NegotiatingDifference,features documents focusing on six moments of
culturalconflict in U.S.history.It would be a superbfoundation for a course in
history.Othercourses could equallywell exist in a sociology department or an
anthropologydepartment, or even in an environmentalscience department.
What can be learned by interrogating critical/cultural studies courses
using my fourfeaturesof a philosophyof composition?First,althoughthe pedagogy as outlined above is pretty flexible, one principle is clear.It would be inappropriatein a course about culturalheItwould
beinappropriate
inacourse
about
gemony for the teacher to be an oppresfortheteacher
tobean
hegemony
sor, so most discussions of such courses cultural
so
most
discussions
of
such
courses
oppressor,
invokea democratic,often Freirean,classademocratic,
oftenFreirean,
classroom.
room,based on readingassigned texts and invoke
then having problem-posing discussions. Second, there is no agreed-on view
of writing as a process. There may be heuristic questions about the artifacts;
teachers may respond to multiple drafts, and often drafts are shared in peerresponse groups to encourage revision.A portfolio with a reflective entry may
well be used. But neither extended processing nor the portfolio is inherently
related to the approach. And descriptions of other courses suggest that the
complex process is often cut short, perhaps by restricting prewriting/invention to "reading"and to class or small-groupdiscussion. Just what one might
expect in a course in a differentdepartment.
The epistemological assumptions alwaysinclude a claim that knowledge
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is socially constructed through dialectic exchanges. Afterall, such courses are
part of the "socialturn"in composition. And since culturalartifacts,including
texts and codes of behavior,are taken as proof about the nature of a culture,
ethnographicresearchreceives high credibilityas a knowledge source. Epistemological assumptions are crucial to such courses on two levels: (1) they determine what sort of scholarly research is acceptable as grounding for the
approach itself (as is true for any approach),and (2) they also control what
students are taught regarding"proof"in their own reading and writing. The
idea that one can accuratelyinfer featuresof culturalhegemony from readings
and other artifacts within one'sown culture is itself a crucial epistemological
assumption. The pedagogical claims, although sometimes based on ethnographic case studies, are never said to be generalizablebut alwayslocal. Their
epistemic status is that of sophisticated lore. "Isaw this happen:'or "Idid this
and it helped my students."
In point of fact, virtually no one in contemporary composition theory
assumes any epistemology other than a vaguelyinteractionist constructivism.
We have rejected quantification and any attempts to reach Truth about our
business by scientific means, just as we long ago rejected "truth"as derivable
by deduction from unquestioned first prinin ciples. For us, all "truth"is rhetorical,diaWhat
wecomedowntoisthatthewriting
willbejudged
suchacourse
byhowsophisti-lectally constructed, and provisional.Even
catedorinsightful
theteacher
findsthe our most empiricaljournal,Researchin the
artifacts
tobe. Teachingof English,now publishes primaoftherelevant
interpretation
rily ethnographic studies.
Finally,what of axiology?What counts as good writing in a culturalstudies course? (CCSscholars are not much help on this since even in describing
their classes and assignments they rarelyinclude samples of student writing.)
What we come down to is that the writing in such a course will be judged by
how sophisticated or insightful the teacher finds the interpretationof the relevant artifacts to be. In other words, papers are judged in the same way they
would be in any department with a "content"to teach. This is just the way a
history professorwould judge a paper,or a chemistry prof, or a business prof.
Thus the standardof evaluation used is, I assert, actuallya mimetic one-how
close has the student come to giving a "defensible"(read "correct")analysis of
the materials.
Axiologically,CCScourses resemble the popular and durableliteraturebased composition courses. In both types, students read texts judged important by the teacher.They write about those texts, and their work is evaluated
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based on how well it shows that they understand and can perform the interpretive approach.The difference is that the lit/comp courses use belletristic
texts, which students must interpret to the teacher's satisfaction, while the
CCScourse uses any text or other artifactthought to revealculturalprinciples.
In both courses, the writing is essentially a displayof valued intellectual interactions with the relevant texts and is judged accordingly.Ungenerously,one
could argue that this does not produce a writing course at all-any more than
a sociology course in race relations that uses extensive writing is a writing
course. Certainlyit provides students with exthelit-based
course
andthecultural
tensive practice in writing and with getting Both
course
Isuspect,
content
reflect,
feedback-although it isn't clear whether the studies
onthepartofwriting
teachers.
feedback is mainly about writing or mainly envy
about culture and how to "read"it.
Both the lit-based course and the cultural studies course reflect, I suspect, content envy on the part of writing teachers. Most of us (still) have been
trained in textual analysis:we like classes built around texts to analyze. (And
I am certainlynot immune to that envy.I enjoyleading discussions of complex
nonfiction that challenges students to think hard about basic beliefs.)
Let me attempt to further concretize this portrait of CCSas contempomimeticism
rary
by examining Russel Durst'sCollisionCourse:Conflict,Negotiation, and Learningin CollegeComposition,one of the most thoughtful and
realistic CCSethnographies.At Durst'suniversity,students take a two-quarter
sequence of writing courses, which follow a standardizedsyllabusand use the
same texts. Durst spent the first two quarters of successive years observing
two teachers in the program,occasionallyparticipatingin the classroom,reading student papers,and interviewingselected students. In other words, pretty
much the full panoply of classroom ethnographyby an outside observer.In the
first and relativelytraditional course, students write in various genres, based
on personal experience. The second-quartercourse uses a culturalstudies approach, which Durst asserts to be typical of current approaches to teaching
writing. He invokes Freire,Bizzell, Giroux,Shor,and Trimburfor its underlying philosophy (3). In this second course, using GaryColombo,RobertCullen,
and Bonnie Lisle'sRereadingAmerica (1992 edition), the students write four
majorassignments on separateculturalthemes:"[T]hestandardsyllabusasked
students to read and write about the nature of family structures, the issue of
money and success as reflected in the American dream,and aspects of prejudice, discrimination,and groupmembership"(17).Eachstudentpickeda fourth
topic from the book as the basis of a researchproject,which counted double.
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Durst is careful to say, "ThoughI believe in and teach a critical literacy
approach that locates students in a largercultural and historical context, my
goal as a teacher and programdirector is not to turn first-yearstudents into
critical intellectuals and political activists"(6). Durst began his ethnographic
study with the hypothesis that what students wanted and expected from a
composition course in college conflicted with what teachers using a critical
pedagogy were mostly interested in: "first-yearstudents typically enter composition with an idea of writing and an understanding of what they need to
learnaboutwritingthat aredramaticallyat odds with the views and approaches
of the teacher"(2). The students are "career-orientedpragmatists who view
writing as a difficult but potentially useful technology" (2). Durst wanted to
investigate the connection between the "socialturn"in composition and the
"moretraditional concern in the field with the teaching of writing, as in strategies, approaches,and techniques. [...] I see unresolved,even unacknowledged
tensions between these areas of concern"(4). Since the program had a first
course in this more traditional format and a second course emphasizing cultural studies, Durst was in an ideal position to compare student reactions to
the two approaches.
Most of the book deals with the second course as taught by Sherry
Stanforth,a "doctoralstudent interested in critical theory,feminism, composition studies, and creativewriting"(19). She is alreadya published author and
has been identified as an outstanding teacher who gets "consistentlystrong
evaluations"(19). She has some of the same students for both courses, and
Durst met regularlywith several of them throughout both quarters. He also
observed and took field notes on half of Stanforth'sclass meetings (30). In the
later chapters, he narratesa plethora of classroom events that frustratedhim
and many of the teachers. "Ascourse subject matter began to focus more on
political issues, the conflict between many students' views and those of the
textbook became more pronounced" (142). Teachers "lamented the horrific
ignorance of individual [student] writers who misapplied citations or misinterpreted the central idea of an argument"(161). The students didn'tlisten to
NPR or read the Atlantic Monthlyor the New Yorker,and thus were unaware
that what they were studying was actually a hot public topic (161); "helping
them evolve as sociallyjust citizens seemed overwhelming,especially for firstyear teaching assistants. In between conferences and classes, they sat around
the office together, pondering the ongoing confusion of their work. Was the
goal to teach them better values or better writing or both?" (161). And the
students, as Durst sees them, engage in "twin resistance"(128). They resist
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politically, claiming "they are being force-fed 'a liberal ideology'" (128). And
they resist intellectually "thework they are being asked to do in readingwhat
seem to them unnecessarilyabstruse essays and taking on the difficult task of
forming and supporting interpretations of what they are finding out are surprisingly complex issues"(128).
In addition to parallelingliterature-based"composition"courses and displaying our content envy,most CCScourse seem inappropriateto me for two
reasons. First,reading,analyzing,and discussing
anddiscussing
the
the texts upon which the course rests are unlikely Reading,
analyzing,
to leave room for any actual teaching of writing. textsuponwhichthe courserestsare
So we get a "writing"course in which writing is unlikely
to leaveroomforanyactual
required and evaluated, but not taught. I agree teachingof writing.
with GaryTate,who remarked,"ifwe are serious
about teaching writingratherthan literatureor politics or religion, we canshould-make the writing of our students the focus (content) of the course"
("Empty"270).
The second problem is the likelihood of indoctrination. Teachers dedicated to exposing the social injustice of racism, classism, homophobia, misogyny,or capitalismcannot perforceaccept student viewpoints that deny such
views or fail to registertheir contemporaryrelevance.Maxine Hairston'snotorious "Diversity,Ideology, and Teaching Writing,"accusing CCS teachers of
indoctrinating their students with leftist views, was widely denounced, provokingmorewritten responsesthan anyother articleduringRichardGebhardt's
six-yeartenure as editor of CollegeCompositionand Communication.Hairston
claimed that cultural studies composition teachers "showopen contempt for
their students' values"(119), and engage in "facilenon-logical leap[s]"(121),
all the while perverting the purpose of writing classes and turning them into
leftist political indoctrination.
The standard response accused Hairston of ideological naivete, arguing
that she assumed her own pedagogy to be ideology-free but that since all
pedagogies are always alreadypolitical, she must be incorrect (and thus also
unenlightened).Therefore,her critique of CCScourses could be denounced as
well as ignored.
Logicallythat argument means no pedagogy can be accused of indoctrination,because the accuser'shands would necessarilyalso be unclean. In other
words, there could be no grounds for distinguishing between a teacher who
overtlyforces students to echo his or her politics in their writing and one who
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tolerates alternativepositions. All education becomes equallyindoctrinating;
I take such a position to be an obvious absurdity.
It was unfortunate that Hairston expressed her views so intemperately,
liberallyengagingin ad hominem argumentand provokingthe same frommany
respondents, and even more unfortunate that she later had to acknowledge
seriously misquoting Cy Knoblauch,after identifying him as one CCSideologue. Both featuressubstantiallyreduceher ethos. She also describedher own
classroomapproachin a vagueway that made her seem an extremeexpressivist,
who would accept whatever her students said on primarilypersonal topics.
That was not an accurate view of her teaching (see Jolliffeet al.).
Most scholars who examine a CCS course ethnographicallyor narrate
such a course of their own go out of their way to say the teachers are careful
not to indoctrinate students. Students are "free"to write their papers from
any perspective they choose. They have only to make a thoughtful case for
their position. The problem is that a socially committed teacher will rarely
find contraryviews presented by an undergraduateto be sufficiently"thoughtful:' any more than a literaturescholar will find an undergraduatereinterpretation of"Hills LikeWhite Elephants"convincing. In addition, a student who
knows his or her instructor'sown political views will probablynot choose to
oppose them with a grade at stake.

ContemporaryExpressivist Composition
At least one approach to feminist pedagogy does not fall under critical/cultural studies, even though it is still designed to help free students from patriarchy and even though it does include readTheenduring
of
the
category expressivistings. It is essentially a consciousness-raising
composition
class..,.seemsto begoing and coming-to-voice class, in which female
thegroundswell
of students areprovideda safeplace to shareand
despite
strong,
cultural/critical
pedagogies. explore experiences and viewpoints. Many
traditionalfeaturesof academicwriting,such
as having a clear argumentativethesis and backing it up to convince a reader,
areput on a back burner(see especiallyAnnas).Contemporaryfeminists might
regardsuch a course as retrograde(see Greenbaum'sdiscussion of"bitch pedagogy"and her critique of the self-effacement and self-sacrificeimplied by the
commonly held view that, for women, an "ethicof care"is most appropriate).
Such courses are one variety of the enduring category of the expressivist
composition class, a category which seems to be going strong, despite the
groundswell of cultural/critical pedagogies. In the Tate, Rupiper,and Schick
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volume, ChrisBurnhamwrites the bibliographicalchapteron expressivepedagogy, and it's worth quoting his definition at length (starting with the presumption of the rhetoricaltriangle):
placesthe writerin the center,articulatesits theory,anddevelops
Expressivism
its pedagogicalsystembyassigninghighestvalueto thewriterandherimaginasocial,andspiritualdevelopmentandhowthatdevelopment
tive,psychological,
influencesindividualconsciousnessand socialbehavior.Expressivistpedagogy
employsfreewriting,
journalkeeping,reflectivewriting,andsmallgroupdialogic
collaborative
responseto fostera writer'saesthetic,cognitive,and moraldevelopment.Expressivistpedagogyencourages,eveninsistsupon,a senseof writer
presenceeven in research-basedwriting.This presence-"voice"or ethoswhetherexplicit,implicit,orabsent,functionsas a keyevaluationcriterionwhen
expressivistsexaminewriting.(19)
Notice that the overridinggoal is to "foster[...] aesthetic, cognitive, and moral
development,"not to improve written communication or encourage critical
thinking. Writing is a means of fostering personal development, in the great
Socratean tradition of "knowing thyself."Burnham invokes both Thomas
Merton and bell hooks as sponsoring voices for the viewpoint (20). One crucial axiologicalgoal is to have students write with "voice"-although Burnham
doesn'tcommit the 1960smistakeof referringto the student's"authentic"voice.
The current hotbed of expressivism seems to be the NCTEaffiliate the
Assembly for Expanded Perspectives on Learning (AEPL),which publishes
yearly the Journal of the Assemblyfor Expanded Perspectives on Learning
(founded by Alice Brand in 1995). The assembly began as a special-interest
group, "Beyondthe Cognitive Domain:"started by Robert Gravesand Brand,
which met at the 1991, 1992, and 1993 CCCC
thereisnosingle"expressive"
Conventions.When the interest groupbecame Ofcourse,
than
the AEPL,JamesMoffettwas the first member. waytoteach
composition,
anymore
isasingleCCS
The groupcontinues to hold well-attendedday- there
way.
long preconvention workshops at CCCC,and
several edited collections of articles by members have appeared. (See Brand
and Graves;Foehrand Schiller.)Otherrecent presentations of complex expressive views include books by Marshall Alcorn, Jeffrey Berman; and Charles
Anderson and MarianMacCurdy.
Of course, there is no single "expressive"way to teach composition, any
more than there is a single CCSway. Some expressive teachers are interested
in helping students mature and become more self-aware,more reflective.Others are interested in writing as healing or therapy.Some are most interested in
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creative self-expression. Some have students choose their own topics; others
have concerns they want students to address.And another sort of expressivism
involves asking students to write the classic personal essai. (See Paul Heilker
and KurtSpellmeyerfor arguments about the value to our students of essayist
literacy.)
Recently KarenSurman Paley criticized the easy and common denigration of expressivistteaching, in I-Writing:ThePolitics and Practiceof Teaching
First-PersonWriting.Forher dissertation, she did ethnographiccase studies of
two female teachers at Boston College, including audiotaped student interviews. She saysthe results "deconstructthe social construction of'expressivism'
as a naivepedagogy"(x) and "demonstratethat'expressivist'programsaremuch
more complicated than they have been made out to be" (xiii). To the extent
that she argues for allowing first-person narrativeto be a part of composition
(both first-yearand advanced), Paleydoes an excellent job, both in critiquing
the work of Berlin and Lester Faigleythat rejects autobiographicalnarrative
out of hand, and in demonstrating that in the classrooms she observed, even
autobiographicalnarrativeoften raises issues relatedto the holy political trinity of class, race, and gender.
But Paley seems to defend the wrong victim in the wrong way because
the courses she observed do not look expressivist in the first place. The firstyear course requiredfour papers:an autobiographicalnarrative,an "analysis:'
a persuasive argument,and a researchpaper.In the advanced course, no topics or genreswere assigned;students were to choose their own topics and write
once a week. Paley, however, identifies the Boston College program as
"expressivist"(56). The only reason I can determine is that it is directed by Lad
Tobin,who received his doctorate from the Universityof New Hampshireunder Don Murrayet al. and who has often written about expressivism and its
relationship to "processpedagogy:'The inclusion of a single autobiographical
narrativein the first course is a perfectly standard practice and doesn't warrant labeling the course "expressive."
In addition, one would not "defend"a truly "expressive"course by saying
that it actually does address issues of social consciousness-class, race, gender, ethnicity, etc. It would be defended by showing that it led to greater selfawareness, greaterinsight, increased creativity,or therapeutic clarification of
some sort. To say that such a course "actually"does involve cultural studies
issues is to give the game away by accepting the values of a quite different
composition philosophy.
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Just as no one actually knows how widespreadCCScomposition courses
are, the same is true for expressive courses grounded in the views and experiences of the student authors. We have lots of indirect evidence for both.

A Digression on Process and Post-Process
It'ssimply inaccurateto equate "process"teaching with an expressiveaxiology,
although the two were entwined in the influential early work of Don Murray.
Tobin,writing in the Tate, Rupiper,and Schick volume, remarksthat "it was
not unusual to hear 'process'and 'expressivism'used almost interchangeably"
(9). I think his chapter on "ProcessPedagogy"encourages the confusion, even
though he points out that "ateacher could emphasize the organic nature of
the composing process but not assign or even allowpersonalwriting"(9). Those
who are committed to an expressive axiology nowadaysdo generallyteach an
extended writing process, a process of invention and discovery.So do many of
those committed to what I have called the mimetic axiology of cultural studies. And so do those who are primarilycommitted to teaching students from
the perspective of a rhetorical axiology ("good"writing is writing that works
effectivelyfor the readersin the rhetoricalcontext). Jim Berlinsaid it well:"Everyone teaches the process of writing, but everyone does not teach the same
process. The test of one'scompetence as a composition instructor [...] resides
in being able to recognize and justify the version of the process being taught"
("Contemporary"777).Thereare complicated historical reasons that the "process revolution"of the 1970salso became identifiedwith the advocacyof unique
expressivevoice. But probablymost process teaching today derives more from
the cognitive and problem-solvingresearch of Linda Flower and John Hayes
plus pioneering work by Janet Emig, Nancy
viewofprocess
withthe
one's
Sommers, and Sondra Perl, not to mention the Toequate
aimofanapproach
isacategory
rhetoric revival-led by figures like EdwardP.J. overall
include
Allapproaches
Corbett-than it does from the individualistic error.
necessarily
ofprocess.
advocacy of Don Murrayand Ken Macrorie.At views
to
one's
view
of
with
the
rate,
process
any
equate
overall aim of an approach is a category error.All approaches necessarily include views ofprocess. (Fora related discussion that attempts to identify separatetheories of process that correspondto three major"views"of composition,
see Faigley's"CompetingTheories of Process:A Critiqueand a Proposal:')
As for our being "post-process,"I tend to share Lynn Bloom'sview (expressed at the Miami Conferenceon Composition in the Twenty-FirstCentury
in 2001) that the term is an oxymoron. But there is no agreed-upon meaning
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for it; it may just be the latest way of showing yourself to be au courant.One
meaning is that as a field we no longer do researchinto writing processes. That
is certainly accurate (although not necessarily progress),but it isn't what the
term seems to refer to most of the time. Thomas Kent argues that "process"
implies a set of regular,sequential procedures that writers do or should go
through, in short, a production formula.And since writing isn't formulaicbut
"hermeneutic guesswork"(3), process research and theory were essentially
mistaken from the start. It'strue that "process"in some classrooms and textbooks did (and no doubt still does) become reduced to formulaic steps. Tobin
even tells of overhearinga colleague tell a student, "Youhave not done any
freewritinghere. Youcan'tjust jump from brainstormingstraight to composing. You can't skip steps" (11). But such linear rigidity was never faithful to
what the process researcherslearned.So Kentattacks a strawcharacter.A third
definition takes "process"to mean the romanticizedview of the isolated writer
seeking inspiration and striving to make personal meaning alone in a garret,
together with the resulting personal texts. Since we have rejectedthat view of
process and emphasize all writing as social, we are, therefore,"post-process."
This viewpoint too makes a category error by equating expressivism as an
axiology with a process based on genius and inspiration.It furtherpresumes a
reductive notion of what a genuinely expressivewriting course involves.Thus
it commits the straw-characterfallacy twice. (See my "OfPre- and Post-Process: Reviews and Ruminations.")

RhetoricalApproaches to Composition
When the Councilof WritingProgramAdministrators(WPA)approvedin 1999
a statement of minimal standards for what a first-yearwriting course should
accomplish, neither critical cultural studies approaches nor expressive ones
were much reflected in the document, officiallyapprovedby the organization
of people who actually direct programs ("WPAOutcomes").That statement
lists broaddesiredoutcomes underfourheadings:RhetoricalKnowledge,Critical Thinking, Processes, and Knowledgeof Conventions.Under each heading
is a bulleted list of six to ten outcomes-the bulk of which are pretty traditional. They emphasize writing effectivelyfor differentaudiences, seeing writing as an extended process of multiple tasks and drafts,and learningto control
surfacefeaturesand formatting.The only gesturesI see towarda culturalstudies
agenda are the fourth and seventh entries under "CriticalThinking,Reading,
and Writing:'The fourth says students should "understandthe relationships
among language, knowledge, and power,"and the seventh suggests that fac670
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ulty in all disciplines should help students learn "therelationshipsamong language, knowledge, and power in their fields:'."
As I see this document, it is fully in the dominant tradition of composition in the 1970s and 1980s.Let'scall that tradition proceduralrhetoric.Using
my four dimensions of a philosophy of composition, we can say that this constellation of approachesshares an axiological commitment to judging writing
by suitabilityto the context ("situationand audience"),including concern for
classical issues of pathos, ethos, and logos. Its theory of the writing process
says that writing is a complex extended set of (teachable)activities in which a
wide variety of invention procedures may be valuable,and an equal variety of
drafting and revision activities. Its pedagogical assumptions are flexible, although lecture is eschewed. One standard metaphor for the teacher in a rhetoricallygroundedclassroomis that of a coach helpingstudents mastera variety
of activities (proceduralknowledge). Another is that of an experienced guild
member,a master craftsperson,to the student as apprentice.Teachermodeling, followed by student performance, followed by critique, followed by further practice would be an appropriate learning sequence. This may be a
collaborativeor democratic classroom;very likely part of the extended writing processwill include peer-revisiongroups.And
teachers
would
teacher commentary, either written or oral, will Rhetorical
generally
not
be
comfortable
with
the
claim
that
be given on draftsof papers.Readingsmaybe used
but are not the center of the class activity.
"alltruth[reality]
isasocial
construct."
adherents
of
this
view
Epistemologically,
believe that values and decisions are reached through dialectic, but they do
not take a radicalantifoundational view. Rhetoricalteachers would generally
not be comfortablewith the claim that "alltruth [reality]is a social construct";
they grant that evidentiarystatements can be true or false (i.e., that "facts"do
exist), and that some claims are better founded than others.
In contemporarycomposition practice, I see rhetoricalphilosophies takthree
differentemphases:composition as argumentation,genre-basedcoming
position, and composition as introduction to an academic discourse
community.
Ironically,these topics are not now discussed much in our leading journals. Maybe this material is just too "traditional"to warrant much space. To
find majorarticles on argument theory and argument teaching, one does better by looking to related fields. InformalLogic carries many directly relevant
articles, as does Argumentationand Advocacy from the field of speech and
rhetoric.The bulk of genre theory is found in collections ratherthan journals,
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although a good deal of it was also published in speech communication in the
eighties (see Campbelland Jamieson;Miller).
Althoughthe Tate,Rupiper,and Schickbibliographicalcollection is strong
on various dimensions of cultural studies and on expressivism,it is unfortunately weak on rhetorical approaches.The extensive essay entitled "Rhetorical Pedagogy,'by William Covino, is misnamed and ill-fitted to the volume.
Although Covinocites over one hundredsources about rhetoric,rangingfrom
Plato and AristotlethroughThomas Spratto WalterOngand ChaimPerelman,
he focuses on history and theory. A graduate student who read all the cited
material would be well prepared to write a comprehensive exam over both
classical and modern rhetoric, but the student would know little about contemporaryrhetoricalpedagogy.Ironically,in the predecessor volume to Tate,
Rupiper,and Schick,EightApproachesto TeachingComposition,Janice Lauer
did a far better job of explaining how to enact a rhetorical approach in the
classroom. What the Tate,Rupiper,and Schick collection needs are three further bibliographicalessays: one on "Argumentationand Composition,"a second on "Genre Theory and Composition," and a third on "Discursive
Communities and the Teachingof Composition."
Despite the shortage of composition scholarship on argumentation,evidence indicates that treating writing as argument for a readeris widespread.
There are two relevant edited volumes on artheshortage
ofcompositiongumentation (see Emmel, Resch, and Tenney;
Despite
evidence and Barnett). And the growth and success of
onargumentation,
scholarship
indicates
thattreating
as argument-based textbooks in the last twenty
writing
is
for
a
reader
widespread.years has been phenomenal (see Rottenberg;
argument
Ramage, Bean, and Johnson; Clark;Lunsford
and Ruszkiewicz;Williams and Colomb;Faigleyand Seizer;Fahnestock and
Secor; Crusius and Channell).The WPA statement, with its call for making
students awareof the need to have a thesis and to write for an audience, supports this outlook. (See also GeraldGraff'sCluelessin Academe, in which he
argues that all academic discourse is argument characterizedby certain preferredintellectual "moves"that should be shared explicitly with students.) In
fact, even CCSteachers actually want argument from their students: claims
about oppression, race, or the American Dream are to be grounded in close
readingsof varioussocial "texts";assertionsof culturalpatternsareto be backed
up with artifactualdata.
Durst's case study of Sherry Stanforth demonstrates how composition
teachers may expect students to produce arguments but fail to share that ex-
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pectation with students. One assignment in Stanforth'sfirst-quartercourse is
to "explaina concept"-"not only by presenting factual information but by
doing so in an interesting, critical, and creative manner that would appeal to
an audience"(96). Aftersome class discussion, student groups of four are given
concepts on which to generate ideas for writing. Afteran oral report from one
of the groups, Stanforth praises their work: "Thesepeople didn't just define.
They discussed their topic as a problem and also proposed some solutions.
They went way beyond just a boring,pointless listing of information"(97-98).
Now,in this course,the assignments aresupposed to progressby mode or genre.
This assignment to "explaina concept" will be followed by a "problem/solution"paper and then by an "argument.'But, of course, when Stanforthpraises
this group'swork on their concept explanation by saying that they perceived
the concept as a problem and also offered solutions, she indicates both that
the sequence is problematicand that what she would in fact find "interesting"
and thus rewardwould be a concept paper that also takes a stand, makes an
argument.
And indeed, this turns out to be the case on the actual assignment. The
whole class seems confused by how to go about the task, and Stanforth asks
Cris,one of the case-study students, what the main point of her paper is to be.
Crissays she wants "to show people that tattooing is an art, it's not what other
people think" (Durst 101). The teacher's question and the student's answer
both reveal that this task is actually to make an argument for a reader.The
entire situation would be much clearer if everyone involved recognized this
was the case and could discuss the task in the language of argumentation:
claim, evidence, assumption, counterviews, refutation. Later in the lesson,
Stanforthstresses the need to narrowthe topic and decides to model the process. She asks for a sample topic from the students. Someone proposes Halloween, and she spends severalminutes demonstratingwaysto limit that topic.
Durst remarks,"she emphasized that the essay should be focused around a
thesis and main point that the writer wanted to make about Halloween"(101).
The students remain"puzzled"(101),which doesn't seem too surprising.What
Stanforth wants is for them to take a topic they are familiar with, locate an
arguable issue within it that would be interesting to an (unspecified) audience, and then develop an argumentwith a thesis, necessarily including sufficient explanation of the concepts involved.Matters would go more smoothly
if that expectation were sharedwith the students, perhaps even built into the
class.
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I would not want to argue that there is an "argumentationapproach"to
discussed
teaching composition. Formany,probablymost, of the "approaches"
in these two centralcollections twentyyearsapartcould fit under such a broad
rubric. And "argumentation"certainly can't be called a full "philosophy"of
composition because the relevant features of argumentation imply only an
axiology (rhetorical),not a particularpedagogy or view of writing as a process,
nor even a coherent epistemology.In fact, the specialists in teaching students
to argue and critique arguments, members of the informal logic and speech
debate communities, disagree dramaticallyabout how argumentation should
be taught (not to mention how it should be analyzed and assessed). Many of
us know that we want arguments from students, but we differ on what topics
they should argue about, on how explicitly to "teach"argument, over how to
assess it, and over the role of "logic,"either formal
Thesecond
rhetoricalor informal, in such a course. (See
dominantly
my "Technical
attheturnofthetwenty- Logic, Comp-Logic,and the Teachingof Writing.")
approach
firstcentury,
andamajor
concern
in
The second dominantlyrhetoricalapproachat
involves
the
scholarship,
composition
the turn of the twenty-first century, and a major
direct
of"genre."concern in composition scholarship, involves the
study
direct study of"genre.""Genre"is the contemporary
heir to what Paul Eschholz called "The Prose Models Approach:Using Products in the Process"in the Donovan and McClellandvolume. "Genre"is also
the contemporaryincarnation of what we (properly)disparageas a "modesof
discourse"approach(see RobertConnors,"The Rise and Fallof the Modes of
Discourse").
The scholarshipon teaching "compositionas genre"would requirea fulllength chapter of the sort in the Tate, Rupiper,and Schick collection. (For a
start, see the collections by Berkenkotterand Huckin;Bishop and Ostrom;and
Freedman and Medway.)Most discussions of genre in the last decade have
paid homage to the contextual/situational definition offeredby CarolynMiller,
in contrast to the older idea of a genre as a form/formula (such as the genre
"Elizabethansonnet").Millerdeveloped her definition specificallyto describe
oral genres;as has often been the case, rhetoricalscholars in speech communication have beaten those of us in composition studies to the punch (see Foss
as well as Campbelland Jamieson).As I have written elsewhere in connection
with Newsweek"MyTurn"columns, the consensus in speech-rhetoricis that a
rhetoricalgenre exists when common subject matterplus a common provocative exigence (see Miller) leads to discourses manifesting "aconstellation of
forms that recurs in each of its members. These forms, in isolation, appear in
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other discourses. What is distinctive about the acts in a genre is the recurrence of the forms togetherin constellation"(Campbelland Jamieson 20).
In "Genre-BasedPedagogies:A Social Response to Process:'Ken Hyland
provides an excellent overview of the current situation, even though his study
focuses on English as a Second Language.The grounding for a genre-based
approachis the identification of a number of those "relativelystable [...] types
of utterances" (Bakhtin 64) that scholars have thought valuable enough for
students to justify explicit teaching of the generic features and the genre'ssocial contexts. As Hyland puts it, "froma genre perspective [...] people don't
just write, they write to accomplish different purposes in different contexts
and this involves variation in the ways they use language"(19). Because "the
features of a similar group of texts depend on the social context of their creation and use"and because "those features can be described in a way that relates a text to others like it and to the choices and constraints acting on text
producers [...] every successful text will display the writer'sawareness of its
context and the readerswho form part of that context" (21). Thus the genre
approachhas a relativelyclear (rhetorical)axiology,and Hylandalso describes
the implied pedagogy:"Genrepedagogies assume that writing instruction will
be more successful if students are aware of what target discourses look like"
(26). Thus teachers explain both requiredand optional featuresof the genre in
question, as well as any constraints on orderof elements. Students and teachers arelikelyto examine severalsamples
courses
andCCS
of the target genre plus their rhetorical Genre-based
courses..,sharean
focusonclosereading
oftextsandon
contexts prior to students' launching extensive
their own projects.
determined
butthegoalsof
culturally
patterns,
Genre-based courses and CCS thereading
differ.
courses thus sharean extensive focus on
close reading of texts and on culturallydetermined patterns, but the goals of
the readingdiffer.In the CCScourse, the students are to read criticallyand cite
the texts read in their own papers on related topics. In the genre course, the
readings serve as discourse models from which students can generalize.Both
approachespresumethat texts are sociallyconstructed and intertextual.Genre
researchers often study multiple instances of a target discourse in order to
discern its features;they also do classroom researchthat quantifies in orderto
determine how successfully a genre has been taught. Thus, implicitly, genre
approaches to composition rest on a quasi-scientific epistemology. The only
feature of a full philosophy of composition they lack is an overt perspective on
process.Most discussions of actual genre-basedclasses, as well as currentgenre
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textbooks, indicate that writing processes are assumed to be extensive, multiple-draftactivities,frequentlywith peer-groupfeedback.Inventionpractices,
however,seem to be restrictedto imitatingrequiredfeaturesof the targetgenre.
In a recent and elaborate analysis Anis Bawarshi,after arguing that repeated social situations give rise to genres (including the first-yearwriting
syllabus) and that generic features guide the "inventionof the writer"in both
senses of that phrase, surprisinglyconcludes that, therefore,we should have
students actuallyinvestigateand write about genres as the essence of the class.
He forms "semester-longgroups,each adopting a specific academic discipline,"
which "studythe discipline through its genres"(163). "Studentsstill write arguments, but these arguments are about writing, about the rhetoricalchoices
writers make and how their genredpositions of articulationorganizeand elicit
these choices"(163).Bawarshi'svision of the first-yearwriting class is of a group
of students who become discourse analysts in search of field-specificacademic
genres.
As a practical matter, for composition outside of ESLcontexts, genrebased composition is now likely to be found either in courses devoted to argument genres or in technical writing, where the idea of learning quite specific,
even discipline-specific,writing genreshas been entrenchedand is largelywithout controversy.
Forfirst-yearcourses, although a number of majortextbooks use a genre
approach,Rise Axelrodand CharlesCooper'sSt.Martin'sGuideto Writinghas
become the modern classic of the type. It shows a sort of transitional link between the old modes pedagogy and a contemporarygenre pedagogy,as well as
the shift from the C/T product orientation to extended process. Oldermodes
texts either classified full discourses into some variety of the EDNA modes
(exposition, description, narration,argument),or they were snippet anthologies in which fragments of discourses were reproduced to illustrate a given
method of elaboratinga single point. (The archetype here is ProseModels,by
HarryLevin,which originallyincluded a paragraphfrom The Grapesof Wrath
to illustrate "description"and a couple of paragraphsfrom Orwellabout military parade marching to demonstrate comparison and contrast.)
Axelrod and Cooper classify full-length discourses ratherthan snippets,
devoting a chapter to each genre chosen; the chapters include extensive directives for students to use suggested processes of invention, arrangement,revision, and groupresponse.Some chaptersarejust EDNAmodes in process dress
(such as a narrativewriting assignment and later an argument). Others,how-

676

FULKERSON

/ COMPOSITION

AT THE TURN

OF THE

CENTURY

ever,come closer to being actual writing genres, such as a profile or a policy
recommendation.
The more fullyevolved first-yearargumentationtexts that coherentlyuse
a genre approachtend to accept some modern version of classical Greekand
Roman stasis theory. (See Fulkerson, Teaching the Argument in Writing;
Fahnestock and Secor,"TeachingArgument:A Theory of Types"and A Rhetoric ofArgument.)
Stasis theory asserts that only a limited number of claim types can be "at
issue"in dialectal discourse. If one can identify the type of claim, that knowledge has immediate generic implications concerning what featuresmust, may,
or must not be included, and even some traditionallyexpected orders of presentation. Joining this quasilogical analysis of claim plus elaboration with a
specific exigency of situation and thus a specific set of intended readers further assists in defining both the requisite and the disallowed moves. So a text
arguingfor a claim of a specific stasis (such as evaluation),especiallywithin a
context including exigency and audience, gives rise to what can be called an
argument genre.
This is reasonably well-settled ground, so there is little contemporary
scholarship discussing it. But the central textbook, John Ramage,John Bean,
and June Johnson's WritingArguments(now into its sixth edition) continues
to lead the sales of argumenttextbooks, and newer argumenttextbooks nearly
all demonstratesome variationon the stasis-basedgenreapproach.(See Faigley
and Selzer;Williams and Colomb;Crusiusand Channell.)
The majormodern stasis types, common in the scholarshipbut even more
evident in textbooks, include definition, generalizationor interpretation,causation, evaluation,and policy recommendation.Typically,a textbook chapter
presentinga stasis-based argumentgenrefor students will includebackground
discussion of the types of situations the genre is likely to arise in, discussion of
the features-obligatory or optional-the genreinvolves,some inventionguidelines or prompts, some revision questions, and several model texts (perhaps
includingunsuccessfulattempts),both student-authoredand professional.The
pedagogy is essentially the classical one of imitation.6
The thirdvarietyof"proceduralrhetorical"is the "discoursecommunity"
view implied by David Bartholomae in his famous article "Inventingthe University,'and elaboratedin Facts,Artifacts,and Counterfacts:Theoryand Method
for a Reading and WritingCourse,coauthored with Anthony Petrosky.Beginning students (especially those identified as "basic"writers) are presumed to

677

CCC

56:4

/ JUNE

2005

be neither cognitively deficient nor linguistically impoverished.As outsiders,
they simply lack experience with the "academicdiscourse community"and its
conventions. In orderto introduce them to that community,they are asked to
read a sequence of difficult texts, often on a single theme, and write regularly,
also about that theme. The goal is to allow students to read,write, and reason
as they will be expected to do in other college courses, and thus to absorb the
sorts of rhetoricalmoves that will help them survive in college. The discourse
community approach assumes that most college writing responds to other
texts, that it relies on close reading,that the student text will present an interpretive argument,that the preferredmethod of reasoning is citing textual evidence forone'sposition,while also indicatingawarenessof alternativepositions,
and that students must learn to take on vocabularyand some syntactic and
organizationalfeatures of academic discourse.
Bartholomae'sapproachresembles CCSin being based on "reading"and
using extensive materials relatingto a single theme, and in giving little direct
advice about either genre or process. (The student is the one who must "invent
the university:')But the approach is still essentially rhetoricalin that the student text will be judged on the basis of how
into well it meets the demandsof the expected acaTheconcept
ofintroducing
students
a newdiscourse
has
communityproduced demic audience, of how well it suits the logos,
agooddealofcontroversy.pathos, and ethos accepted in the academy.
The concept of introducingstudents into
a new discourse community has produced a good deal of controversy.At first
it seemed like a good way to conceive of weakwriterswithout challengingtheir
literacy-they were just not "members"of the discourse community they
needed to enter,and such membershipwas just a matter of learning a new set
of literacyconventions. But then a whole series of complicated issues arose. Is
there such a thing as "academicdiscourse"?Orwould students need reallyto
learn the conventions of the major field they intended to work within, or indeed of all the fields they had to take courses in? Doesn'tthe idea of "academic"
discourse,with its concern for critical thinking,definition of terms, citation of
evidence, and preferredreasoning patterns, give an unfair advantage to students from middle and upper classes (especiallywhites), who are likelyto have
a greaterfamiliaritywith such texts priorto college?Is it in fact an act ofhegemonic imperialism to insist that students not use their own languages but
master that of their professors? (Don't students, in the famous NCTE
document'sphrase,"havea right to their own language"?)Composition teachers who object to the entire idea of having students learn to conform their
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writing to the demands of the academic discourse community are thus unlikely to adopt this version of proceduralrhetoric.

Conclusions and Implications
Although it's always nice to map a large and complicated region of study so
that novices, at the least, can more easily navigate it, what does any of this
matter? In other words, as we sometimes ask of students, "So what?"What
does this look, at approximatelythe last fourteen years of college composition
theory, show? I confess that frequently during the project I felt I was saying
nothing that would not alreadybe obvious to any scholarwho has been paying
attention. Nevertheless, here are my suggestions about where the discussion
leaves us.
1. Composition has become much more complex with the significant
growth of cultural studies, postmodernism in comp, genre theory,and
discourse community theory (not to mention issues of assessment,
placement, service, teacher preparation,etc.).
2. At the turn of the twenty-firstcentury,there is a genuine controversywithin the field, not in the eyes of the public, the administration,or the
legislature-over the goal of teaching writing in college. Are we
teaching students to write in order that they should become successful
insiders? Or are we teaching them to write so that they are more
articulate critical outsiders? (Oreven so that they "knowthemselves"?)
The majordivide is no longer expressive personal writing versus
writing for readers (or whatever oppositional phrase you prefer:
"academicdiscourse:'"formalwriting:'"persuasion").The major divide
is instead between a postmodern, cultural studies, reading-based
program,and a broadlyconceived rhetoric of genres and discourse
forums (Jim Porter'sterm [137]).
3. While a composition philosophy can be examined by asking about
axiology,epistemology,pedagogy,and process, the options are neither
interdeterminednor independent. Planning a composition course isn't
quite like orderingfrom a menu, in which the main course you want is
largelyunconnected to what you choose for an appetizer,soup, and
dessert. On the other hand, you probablywould not want egg rolls as an
appetizer followed by pizza and refriedbeans. Axiology (what you want
to achieve) has implications for,but doesn't determine,processes (what
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moves you think students need to learn),and both are involved with
pedagogy (how you will conduct class to enable the process to achieve
the goal). And how you answer any of those questions will depend in
part on your epistemology. It'seasy to create a course that is selfcontradictoryand thus baffling to students. We may teach one thing,
assign another,and actually expect yet a third.
4. Even though we disagree among ourselves, those outside of Englishincluding the public who pay tuition and taxes, the deans, presidents,
and politicians who demand accountability,and the students themselves-in general hold a still differentview of what we should be up to
than we do.
5. There is no ultimate ground, no empirical,dialectical, or Platonic basis,
for provingthat one approachis proper.I do not intend this remarkto
ally me with postmodern antifoundationalism.I simply accept the old
epistemological axiom that you cannot derive an "ought"from an "is.
6. Yetif a universityor a department is serious about seeing writing
courses as constituting a "program"or some portion of a largerscheme
of "generaleducation,"some degree of commonality is likely to be
required.
7. Preparingour graduate students in composition for the discourse
community they must enter to succeed as composition professors is
becoming increasinglydifficult. It is naturalto imitate our literary
colleagues and produce PhD-holderscreated in our own image(s). "If
you got your degree at South Florida,then you are post-everything.
Universityof Pittsburghgrads are into cultural studies. Purdueand
Arizona State products know rhetoricaltraditions'."But limiting
students to understanding one dominant perspective disadvantages
them. Programswill have to make serious choices and perhapsprepare
students as utility players able to fit into severalpositions, ratherthan
teach them the field's"best practices:'A new tenure-trackPhD may
have been well preparedin teaching composition for her alma mater
using ApproachA, yet be requiredto shift smoothly to ApproachX in
her new home.
If you accept my analysis,then no matter which of my four questions you
pose, composition studies is a less unified field than it was a decade ago. We
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differ about what our courses are supposed to achieve, about how effective
writing is best produced, about what an effective classroom looks like, and
about what it means to make knowledge. If the Tate,Rupiper,and Schick volume reflects our current standing as a field, the various "sociocultural
pedagogies"havebecome the center.Process has been deemphasized,although
each axiology accommodates some version of it. Classroom practices are in
dispute,but tending towardan emphasison reading.If,however,the WPAStatement accuratelyreflects the views of programdirectors, then perhaps proceduralrhetoricis dominant in realitythough not in publications. But the actual
question of what is good writing is more problematicthan ever.Bob Broad,in
What WeReally Value,says that every department should spend at least a semester using a complex ethnographicprocedurethat leads to Dynamic CriteriaMappingin orderto discoverthe multitudeof"real"textual featuresit values,
which can then be sharedwith students.
In The Making of Knowledgein Composition,Steve North asserted that
"compositionfaces a peculiar methodological paradox:its communities cannot get along well enough to live with one anIsuggest
theparadox
isnownotjust
other,and yet they seem unlikelyto survive [...]
butaxiological,
without one another"(369). I suggest the para- methodological,
processual.
dox is now not just methodological, but axio- pedagogical,and
logical,pedagogical,and processual.Ifyou think
that is a dangerous situation, as North and I do, then early in the twentiethfirst century, composition studies is in for a bumpy ride. Maybe Gary Olson
was not just engaging in hyperbolewhen he told ChronicleofHigherEducation
writer Scott McLemeethat "the field of composition studies is on the verge of
'what undoubtedlywill come to be known as "the new theory wars""'(A17).

Notes
1.The researchleadingto this paperwas pursuedwith the helpof a grantfromthe
TexasA&M-CommerceOrganizedResearchCommitteeduringthe springof 2003.
I thankthe committeefor its support.
2. Thereare also still plenty of current-traditionalistteachers.Theirviews don't
appearin publications,but signs of their existence show up in anecdotes about
papersbeing failed for comma errors,and in the continued sales of handbooks
and workbooks.Mybest proof rests on studies of commentingpracticescarried
out by severaldoctoralstudents in our program,using RichardStrauband Ron
Lunsford'sanalyticalmodel.Theyhavecollected markedpapersfromteachersin
Texas,Oklahoma,and Arkansas,and used the teacherresponsesto inferteachers'
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current-traditional values. In his most recent book, Straub in fact found the same
thing. But this is probably no surprise. Current-traditional formalists you shall have
always with you.
3. My argument will necessarily be based on indirect evidence: published scholarship, textbooks, a few organizational documents, and personal discussions. There
is no available and current synthetic account of what goes on in college writing
classrooms in the United States: the syllabi, writing assignments, readings, classroom procedures. Most observers presume that a disjunct exists between published
theory and daily practice, with the practice being much less philosophically consistent than the scholarship. Although we have many ethnographic accounts of
separate classrooms, we desperately need a comprehensive empirical study of what
actually goes on nationwide.
4. As in the earlier volume, the final chapters are not so much "pedagogies" as
considerations of important related issues: WAC and basic writing are in both;
writing center pedagogy now replaces "tutorials"; and technology has become
important enough to get a chapter of its own now, as does service-learning, whose
philosophical basis is quite unclear.
5. I have deliberately chosen to omit from the list of perspectives several topics
treated in both the Tate, Rupiper,and Schick and the Donovan and McClellan volumes: writing across the curriculum and basic writing, as well as service-learning
and computers and composition. By leaving these topics out of my heuristic grid, I
do not mean to imply they are unimportant. But I do not see them as constituting
"approaches"to composition.
6. A vivid contrast between a CCS approach and a rhetorical (genre) approach results from looking at the work of John Trimbur.Diana George and he edited what
is probably the first anthology for cultural studies, Reading Culture,now in its fifth
edition (2004). The book has an introductory procedural chapter, "Reading the
News,"followed by thematic chapters pulling together materials on topics such as
"Generations,""Schooling:' and "Work."So it is no surprise that Tate, Rupiper,and
Schick tapped the same two authors to write on cultural studies. In addition,
Trimbur gets credit for the earliest use of the term "post-process" in print for his
Trimbur
multiple review "Takingthe Social Turn:Teaching Writing Post-Process:'."
also coedited The Politics of WritingInstruction: Postsecondary (1991) with Richard Bullock, and wrote "CulturalStudies and the Teaching of Writing" (1988). He
also wrote one of the critical responses to Hairston, in fact. Based on such publications, one would presume Trimbur belongs to the "camp"of scholars who consistently support postmodern and post-process CCSapproaches to composition. His
scholarly credentials for such a role are impeccable.
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Yet Trimbur has also questioned some CCS tenets: "I worry that postmodernism has based its authority on a kind of intellectual blackmail that makes it
difficult to argue against the current climate of radical disbelief without sounding
hopelessly naive, unfashionable, and incipiently totalitarian" ("Composition Studies: Postmodern or Popular" 131). He further pushed to separate cultural studies
from postmodernism, saying, "the notion of the popular revises the severe
textualism of postmodernism." And he criticized postmodernists for commonly
assuming that "the effective meanings of social texts can be deciphered from the
constitutive surfaces of popular entertainment and mass-mediated culture by acts
of critical reading" (127). He favorably cited Dave Morley saying, "[T]he meaning
produced by the encounter of text and subject cannot be read off straight from its
'textual characteristics' or discursive strategies" (128).
In ironic contrast, Trimbur also wrote a more recent successful textbook,
The Call to Write (1999 and 2002), which joins extensive treatments of writing as
process with a series of chapters presenting argument genres, including chapters
on the evaluative review, the recommendation proposal, and the report, plus the
traditional library research project. He says the book treats "eight of the most familiar genres" (1st ed. 115), and sums up his rationale as follows: "Studying and
experimenting with the eight genres can help you expand your repertoire of writing strategies so that you can respond flexibly and creatively to a range of situations that call on you to write" (115). The book was advertised as the first rhetoric
written to conform to the composition outcomes from the WPA guidelines. The
second edition actually reprints the guidelines in a chapter on "public documents"
(203-05).
The chapters contain elaborate discussions of the "call"(exigency) that might
produce a given genre, plus suggestions for audience analysis, process materials,
and both student and professional example texts. There are, in addition, chapters
on critical reading, on collaboration, and on writing essay tests. This book could
scarcely be a greater contrast to Reading Culture, which gives students writing
tasks such as the following:
Read BarbaraKantrowitz and Keith Naughton'sentire article in the November
12,2001 Newsweek.Jot down your own account of what happened in your school
or community immediately following 9/11. But don't stop there. Step back and
ask, from your own perspective several years later, what the meaning of those
events is. Write an essay that both describes what happened around 9/11 and
what you now see as its meaning. (5th edition 81)
Note that neither genre nor audience is indicated, and no process advice given
(here or anywhere in the book), other than "read"and "write:'
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