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ABSTRACT 

GARY H. WILSON 

THE CHANGING HORIZON OF COMPOSITION STUDIES: AN EXAMINATION 
OF THE INFLUENCES OF COLLABORATIVE AND ONLINE PEDAGOGIES ON 

FIRST-YEAR COLLEGE WRITING 

AUGUST 2011 

Scholarship involving writing process theories and composition pedagogies 

undertaken in the last 25 years suggests that the writing-as-process model has 

experienced and will continue to experience significant change. The thesis statement of 

this dissertation argues that developments in the writing process over the last 50 years in 

composition pedagogy, as well as ongoing contemporary developments in collaborative 

learning and CMI, have transformed the writing process and first-year writing instruction 

to a progressively learner-centered and digital media-supported collaborative pedagogy. 

My dissertation's thesis advocates that composition pedagogy and the writing-as-process 

model is changing, due to the innovative influences of collaborative learning and online 

learning management systems. My research thesis facilitates an investigation that 

assesses the dynamics of writing theory, from the classical Greco-Roman period to the 

present, social learning theories, and the online digital media of Web 2.0 as they 

interrelate to facilitate, modify, and enhance college composition instruction. This study 

encompasses an extensive literature review, as well as replicable qualitative and 

quantitative studies. 
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These studies are implemented through first-year writing program directors' interviews 

and on line surveys of first-year writing instructors and their students. 

The cone I usions and recommendations reveal that the changes occurring in 

composition pedagogy in American academe will continue at an ever-increasing pace. 

These changes will transform the landscape of college composition the way first-year 

writing is taught, as well as the roles of instructor and student. Online course 

management systems and digital innovations will facilitate more collaboration in the 

writing classroom and will enhance all recursive phases of the writing-as-process model. 

This dissertation's conclusions suggest how the prevailing pedagogies of social 

constructivism and digital media can be strategically applied to improve students' writing 

skills. Specific pedagogical strategies are recommended as ways that writing program 

directors and instructors can use to more fully accommodate and exploit the challenges 

and opportunities awaiting them in the future. 
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CHAPTER I 

EXAMINING THE DEVELOPMENT OF WRITING PROCESS THEORIES 

Theories hatch pedagogies. 

-Dr. Frank Sullivan, Ph.D., Professor of
English, Emeritus
Graduate Course in Bibliographical Studies ( 1974)
Loyola University of Los Angeles

Introduction: Scope of the Study's Investigation 

Writing in his article, "The Case for Writing Studies as a Major Discipline," 

Charles Bazerman argues that composition is considered by numerous scholars as the 

most pervasive and encompassing form of modern rhetoric (33-38). While some scholars 

may argue that our society is increasingly moving toward a visual or "pictorial turn" in 

human discourse (Mitchell 14-19), I contend that the written word will continue to unite 

and inform millions of people living in our digitally-connected world. While the written 

word will doubtlessly continue for centuries conveyed through varied and innovative 

media, the pervasive influences of what is currently termed ''New Media" and the digital 

technologies of Web 2.0 1 will continue to modify the field of composition in new and 

different ways. In so doing, these digital advancements will also change the scope and 

direction of composition pedagogy and foster new theories of a "writing process" that can 

be applied to teaching composition. 

1 
"Web 2.0" is a tenn used to connote the contemporary "generation" of digital technologies and media, 

including the World Wide Web, that are now used throughout the world and in the first-year writing 
classroom. 



Online discourse is now ubiquitous, a phenomenon generated by discourse communities 

segmented among numerous professional, academic, and social interests. As some 

contemporary scholars in the field ofNew Media emphasize, such digita11y-centercd 

discourse will not totally displace our teaching and learning of composition through 

words, sentences, and paragraphs. Rather, it wi11 expand our recognition that composing 

messages for certain audiences will constitute digital forms that the words-on-page 

rhetorical structures cannot completely accommodate (Barber and Grigar 7-18). 

Composition studies research undertaken in the first decade of this century reveals 

that the theoretical models and approaches instructors are using in college classrooms are 

changing and expanding. In "Key Questions for a New Rhetoric," Andrea Lunsford 

advocates that contemporary pedagogies are changing due to the growing influences of 

digital media and can be characterized as "deeply technologized, with orality, 

performance and delivery returning to the classroom" (Lunsford 16). 

The generic label of a "writing process" has undergone changes not only in its 

meanings, but also in its applications to the instruction of composition over the last I 00 

years in American academe. Composition studies has now assumed an academic status 

that transcends the once internecine rivalry between the literary-formalist-traditionalists 

and the composition-rhetoricians in college English departments. As a contemporary 

field of serious academic inquiry, composition studies has grown beyond its original 

walls surrounding the humanities and is finding new roots in the fertile soils of other 

academic disciplines, such as the social sciences and computer studies (Young 91). 
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Organization of the Dissertation: Chapter Reviews 

In chapter one, I conduct a literature review to identify and discuss the key 

developments regarding the pedagogy of writing-as-process. Since the phases of the 

writing process pedagogical model are inherently related to the five rhetorical canons 

( invention, arrangement, style, memory and delivery), I will also examine how these 

canons are influenced over the last 100 years in U.S. college classrooms through 

composition pedagogies. This chapter sets the stage for my subsequent discussions in 

chapters two and three regarding the impact of evolving collaborative learning theories 

and computer-mediated instruction (CMI) on contemporary face-to-face (FTF) and online 

composition pedagogies. 

Chapter two researches the literature regarding the increasing use in first-year 

writing of collaborative pedagogies and social learning theories, as well as assesses their 

impact on the writing process. Of particular interest in this chapter are the findings 

validating the degree to which currently evolving collaborative theories assume in 

supporting students' efforts to learn and enhance their writing skills. 

Chapter three reviews scholarly research pertaining to the developments of CMI 

and their impact on writing pedagogies in the composition classroom. In this chapter, I 

investigate the key theories and strategies used in CMI (also interchangeably referred to 

as digital pedagogy and digital media) and assess how these contributions have impacted 

writing instruction. Several contemporary digital media, course management systems 

(LMS) and learning management systems (LMS) are critiqued regarding their 
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proficiencies in teaching writing as a process, supporting students' appreciation and use 

of the rhetorical canons, and facilitating collaborative learning for writing classes. 

Chapter four describes and analyzes the qualitative research findings conducted 

through telephonic interviews with nine college writing prof,1Tam directors and one 

director of instructional technology at randomly selected institutions. The transcriptions 

of these interviews are subsequently analyzed to determine what they reveal regarding 

pedagogical objectives and strategies, writing program assessments, and the perceptions 

of writing program directors regarding contemporary issues and trends in composition 

pedagogy. 

In chapter five, I provide detailed examinations of all responses accruing from the 

online confidential surveys emailed to first-year composition faculty and students at 115 

randomly selected colleges and universities. I will analyze all findings and discuss how 

and in what ways these responses to the online surveys disclose meaningful findings 

about composition pedagogies. To foster the credibility of the online surveying process, I 

used the PsychData™ survey instrument that is endorsed by the University's Office of 

Research and Sponsored Programs (ORSP). 

Chapter six provides detailed conclusions and correlates the findings in chapters 

one through three, as well as the qualitative and quantitative research findings described 

and analyzed in chapters four and five. The conclusions reached in this chapter will 

focus how specific computer-mediated courseware and pedagogical theories interrelate 

with the trends, issues, implications, and needs surfaced in the online interviews. 
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These conclusions also provide insights into the status of contemporary writing 

instruction and how such instruction is influenced by contemporary pedagogical theories 

and practices. 

Additionally, this study demonstrates that conventional theoretical models of 

teaching composition are changing as a result of the emergence of new theories and 

digital technologies. Composition instructors should not be surprised how the current 

influences in composition pedagogy-writing process theories, collaborative theories, 

and digital pedagogy or computer-mediated instruction2-constitute what I call the 

''theoretical axes," illustrated in Figure 1 below, that interrelate to produce the changes 

we are now witnessing. To adequately analyze and understand these past, present, and 

evolving influences on composition pedagogy, I designed my research strategy to analyze 

the components of these triangular axes and how the "rhetorics" of each pedagogical axis 

influence and continue to define and redefine the direction and scope of contemporary 

composition pedagogy. The axis denotating writing process pedagogies encompasses the 

evolution of "composition-rhetoric" that I trace to the classical Greco-Roman period in 

my literature review. I investigate the axis signifying collaborative pedagogy through my 

literature review, by analyzing the responses of faculty and students to my online 

surveys, as well as syllabi of composition instructors at a large regional community 

2 
Computer-mediated instruction or CMI is a term defined in this study as encompassing the use of any 

digital media (computer workstations, software, web courseware, and similar digital resources) used to 
teach composition in face-to-face and distance learning environments. While CMI is a succinct way of 
expressing such instructional resources and approaches, I may also use this term interchangeably with the 
term "digital" as do some scholars cited in this study. The term CMI is becoming synonymous with 
"digital instruction," as validated by my surveys of college writing program directors and by current 
articles published in online journals, such as in the online professional journal Kairos.
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college. I examine CMI or digital pedagogy through the faculty and students' responses 

to the online surveys, as well as through my own analyses of online learning management 

systems courseware. 

Wrltlns= 
Process 

Pedai:oi:tes 

• .. 
• • • • . . 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . 
: Theoretica. l •• • • : Premise •• . . 

: Changes In any •• 
: a:ds aaect all •• 

: Pedaao1ical axes •• . . • • . . . . 
• • • • • • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Fig. l. The interrelated theoretical axes of composition pedagogies. Contemporary 
composition studies is a dynamic field due to the interrelationships of pedagogies and 
theories encompassing the writing process, collaboration, and digital or computer
mediated instruction. 

In surveying the instructional practices at varied institutions, my research reveals 

that college composition program directors often adopt a "best practices"3 institutionally-

3 "Best practices" is a term often associated with using varied or assimilated instructional approaches that 
prove to be effective over time and consistently meet the needs of writing instruction in differing contexts 
and environments. While the term experiences semantic "drift" from one academic er professional 
discipline and setting to the next, it has become associated with achieving desired learning outcomes with 
consistently effective results. From the viewpoint of composition pedagogy, the application of a "best 

6 



standardized model wherein instructors incorporate several pedagogical approaches and 

theories that will meld successfully to support a composition program's instructional 

objectives (Appendix A). One key reason driving such instructional standardization is 

the growing emphasis on program assessment. Institutional, governmental, and 

accrediting agencies each require program assessment data that influence how 

composition pedagogies are designed. 

Using a triangular axis model to conceptually frame my dissertation's research 

enables me to also examine how changes in any one of the axes produces changes in one 

or two of the other axes. An important consideration worth noting is that scholars 

engaged in composition studies research should be mindful how they identify the where, 

when, and kinds of influences that effect change in the instruction of first-year writing. 

Moreover, I argue that long-term research competency in the field requires that scholars 

investigate how the use of digital technologies and collaborative practices influence the 

phases of the writing process as well as the rhetorical canons. For example, do digital 

media benefit some of the phases of the writing process more than others? This question 

was posed in my online faculty surveys, and the responses are illustrated and analyzed in 

chapter five of this study. 

practices" approach may require that a first-year writing department privilege certain pedagogical theories 
over others in order to meet objectives and learning outcomes monitored and assessed at the departmental, 
institutional, or even accrediting agency level. Such approaches may also assimilate ''what works best" 
from varied theoretical perspectives to accommodate a variety of needs: student writing improvement, 
institutional prerogatives, courses availabilities, institutional economic realities that determine teaching 
resources, classroom size, as well as the experience level of instructors. 
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The Dynamics of Change Influencing Composition Pedagogy 

In introducing this research study, I foreground the views of several prominent 

scholars who maintain that those examining writing pedagogy can only folly appreciate 

the changing landscape of composition studies when they consider the dynamics of those 

key confluences, both within and without academia, that affect it (Sanchez 12). 

Digital technology undeniably exerts a growing influence on how students learn 

and how instructors teach a variety of subjects in the contemporary college classroom. 

Recent scholarship in the field of composition pedagogy urges that digital media/CM! 

and collaborative pedagogies used in teaching the writing-as-process model require more 

detailed investigations of their influences on each stage of the writing process. In 

validating this impetus for more scholarship, Gail Hawisher, a strong supporter for using 

computers to teach writing, emphasizes in her essay, "Electronic Meetings of the Minds: 

Research, Electronic Conferences, and Composition Studies," that the development of 

digital media/CM! coincides with college instructors' pervasive orientation toward 

writing-as-process pedagogy and social constructivism4 (Hawisher 81 ). According to 

Spitzer in his article, "Local and Global Networking: Implications for the Future," digital 

technology abets collaborative learning: 

Many teachers who have used computers in a process-based writing 

classroom have discovered, sometimes serendipitously, that computers 

4 Social constructivism (also interchangeably termed by scholars as "constructionism") is a concept that 
advocates the development of knowledge and writing skills through social interaction and collaboration in 
the writing classroom. Social constructivism and collaborative pedagogy are examined in detail in chapter 
two of this dissertation. 

8 



promote collaboration .... In an environment in which students write 

collaboratively, their writing becomes more meaningful to them and their 

efforts are more productive .... (59) 

Scholars who question the positive effects of using computers in composition 

share concerns regarding CMI's contributions to collaborative pedagogy and teaching the 

writing process. These scholars suggest that digital media do not always help this 

process, but may inhibit it. Notably, Linda Myers-Breslin questions the generally

accepted positive benefits of student collaboration in CMI or digital environments. In her 

essay, "Technology, Distance, and Collaboration: Where are These Pedagogies Taking 

Composition?," she states that" ... [w]e hope that students read what others have to say 

and convey their own ideas, forming a community of writers who write carefully and 

critique thoughtfully. But is this what is really happening?" As she emphasizes, "

[t]he terms community, collaboration, and conversation, when applied to the Internet,

need more thorough consideration than most ofus have given up to this point" (162). 

These comments highlight the problematic aspects of teaching composition and learning 

in digital collaborative environments. They clearly counter-argue any notions that all 

online and collaborative approaches to teaching and learning composition are always 

positive. In "Rescuing Community: Sociality and Cohesion in Writing Groups," David 

Foster makes a similar viewpoint that collaborative pedagogy experiences its share of 

critics: "In seeking pedagogical community ... writing teachers too often gloss over or 

deny the reality of competing voices .... The critics assert that community, as presently 

conceived and practiced in writing classrooms, is inherently inequitable and oppressive" 
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(Foster 2). These scholars' perspectives converge around the notion that while digital 

media facilitates collaboration in teaching the writing-as-process model, forther 

assessment is required to validate the pluses and minuses of using these pedagogies. 

What is important to the academy-and to this research study-is the assessment 

of how and in what ways the interdependent dynamics of CMI and collaborative writing 

strategies impact the writing-as-process model. As a composition program director of a 

large southwestern university noted during a recent interview with me: 

" ... our writing program philosophies in our [English] department are 

becoming increasingly linked to needs within the university and outside 

the university ... the various needs of the university's academic 

departments with designated "writing intensive" courses will require that 

we [ composition instructors] teach basic composition in ways to satisfy 

their varied and changing requirements .... From my perspective, I sense 

composition program directors in many colleges and universities will need 

to become increasingly sensitive to the interdisciplinary needs of their 

faculties, the cultural diversities of their students, and also to those [needs] 

in the outside workforce community. (Appendix A) 

In this present-day era of innovative digital technology, known as Web 2.0, my 

research investigates the premise that composition pedagogy in first-year writing is 

changing due to the confluence of digital technologies and collaborative practices in the 

classroom. Importantly, in the first decade of the twenty-first century, composition 
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instructors are increasingly realizing that these dynamics affecting their classrooms will 

require appropriate adaptations to assure their pedagogies are relevant to the times and 

the culture. Perhaps, in the prior sentence, I should designate "culture" in the plural 

sense, because the impact of students from diverse cultures creates challenges that 

continue to shape the teaching of college composition. 

The field of college composition is changing in obvious and subtle ways. 

Composition instructors continue to learn from the ever-changing dynamics of their 

classrooms that reflect their students' varied ideologies and multicultural norms. Linda 

Woodson emphasizes in "Imaginative Literature: Creating Multicultural Conversations in 

the Composition Classroom" that instructors should facilitate teaching that is more 

meaningful and learning environments that are more relevant to students' contemporary 

ideologies. (Woodson 187-192). Relevanc/ is a term that is increasingly found in the 

lexicon of composition pedagogy scholarship in the twenty-first century. 

5 While a textbook definition of relevancy would suggest that composition pedagogies are relevant to the 
degree they are "appropriate" for students' needs and requirements, I would enhance and expand such a 
definition by using specific criteria. First, I suggest that relevancy connotes a capacity for adapting and 
using instructional resources that produce effective student writing skills over time. Sometimes, the latest 
trends in teaching are just that-"trends." New is not always better; however, using only tried and true 
methods to the exclusion of innovative ones can be just as ineffective as embracing every trend or fad. 
Second, I advocate that relevancy should possess some predictive value about student writing skills 
outcomes encompassing past, present, and future teaching approaches. Teaching methods that worked 20 
years ago may not be as effective as ones that are more current. Instructional practices need to be 
systematically and periodically evaluated to assure their ongoing relevancy. Likewise, instructors should 
not just continue to teach first-year or basic writing in a "vacuum" wherein they are oblivious to the 
changes impacting their pedagogies that are occurring inside and outside academia. And, third, I 
emphasize that relevancy, as one important indicator of teaching and learning effectiveness, should 
privilege feedback and assessment mechanisms whereby teachers, instructors, and college administrators 
can contribute to, better understand, and evaluate ''what works" in teaching composition in contemporary 
college environments. By framing the concept of relevancy within these parameters, I believe it can be 
used and adapted more intelligently and effectively. 
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Relevancy is facilitated by instructors' awareness of the requirements for flexibility and 

sensitivity in designing assignments that enable students to write about topics that tap 

into their cultural attitudes, perspectives, and backgrounds (Yancey, "The Plural 

Commons" 384-88). Relevancy is also one helpful guideline to assess the effectiveness 

of contemporary composition pedagogies practiced in classrooms that are comprised of 

diverse college student demographics. I hold to the belief that relevancy is a notion that 

also signals if change is needed to meet evolving student aptitudes and learning patterns 

in the composition classroom (Prince). While the concept of relevancy should not be 

considered the single most important indicator of pedagogical effectiveness, it should be 

considered as one key aspect to be used in assessing teaching and learning practices in 

the composition classroom. 

Research Focus and Methodology 

In considering the parameters and scope of my research, I designed a 

methodology that assesses the rhetorics of composition pedagogy through four principal 

avenues of investigation: 1). a literature review of published scholarship on composition 

pedagogies and writing processes; 2.) primary research undertaken through online 

surveys disseminated to composition faculty at 115 colleges and universities; 3.) 

telephonic and in-person interviews with composition program directors of 10 public and 

private institutions; and, 4.) online surveys of students in first-year writing courses at the 

same institutions noted in item 2. 
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The thesis statement of this dissertation argues that developments over the last 50 

years in composition pedagogy, as well as ongoing contemporary developments in 

collaborative learning and CMI, have transformed first-year writing instruction to a 

collaborative student-centered and digital media-supported pedagogy. This central 

research thesis fundamentally advocates that composition instruction is evolving, because 

of the developments in collaborative learning and digital technology, to accommodate 

instructional pathways that integrate social learning, digital media, and learning 

management systems. Conceptualized in this manner, my research thesis facilitates an 

investigation that actually assesses the development, changes, and influences 

encompassing collaborative, digital/CMI, and writing process pedagogies over the last 50 

years. My dissertation's thesis also encompasses the investigation of ive key research 

questions: 

1. What approaches and theories do first-year composition instructors at colleges

and universities follow to facilitate writing-as-process instruction?

2. What are the most prevalent changes and trends occurring in first-year writing at

these institutions?

3. What are the predominant contemporary CMI and collaborative writing

pedagogies used by college composition instructors?

4. What are the predominant digital media/CMI currently being used in face-to-face

(FTF) and in distance learning online instructional environments? As a corollary

question, how do these digital media influence writing process pedagogy?
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5. As validated by the instructors and students who responded to this study"s onlinc

surveys, what instructional needs and training in CMI and collaborative writing

strategies would be necessary'?

In addition to the key research questions noted above. there are also important

assumptions that affect my research topic. Following arc the key assumptions of this 

research study: 

1. Students' recursive writing activities undertaken during all phases of the writing

process enable them to improve their writing skills.

2. The writing process model with all of its phases (prewriting, composing,

revising/editing, and proofreading) is a process that students are instructed to use

to enhance their writing skills.

3. Collaborative activities undertaken by students during the writing process are

helpful and contribute to positive learning experiences with peers as well as help

improve writing skills.

4. Digital technologies, and the learning and teaching resources they provide,

continue to enhance both the pedagogy of composition and the application of

writing skills by students.

My examination of this topic through the research methodology outlined above

allows me to corroborate the findings of online faculty and student surveys with the 

findings obtained from the qualitative research used in personal interviews of writing 

program directors (WPD). In tum, these findings can be further corroborated with the 

findings and assessments I obtain from my literature review. The corroborative strategies 

14 



noted in Figure 2 below facilitate correlation with the literature review and surveys. 

thereby enhancing the validity of my research conclusions. 

Literature 
Search 

Collaboutlve 
Ptdagogie5 

Corroborative Research Strategies 
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Fig. 2. Corroborative research strategies. The design of this study's research strategy, 
comprised of "cross-checking" approaches, helps assure the overall research process is 
thorough and produces valid findings. 

My research methodology design is conceived in this manner to assist the analysis 

and assessment of meaningful survey responses to help advance this study' s credibility 

and validity.6 Its design promotes the accuracy of findings pertaining to questions and 

6 The validity ofa research study demonstrates whether the research strategy and its findings truly measure 
what it was intended to measure, as well as its degree of accuracy and thoroughness. In other words, does 
the research instrument (e.g., a questionnaire) allow the researcher to hit "the bull 's eye"? Researchers 
foster validity by carefully specifying their research objectives, detennining their audiences. their sampling 
strategies, and also the ways to corroborate their sampling or survey findings. This is the basic approach 
undertaken in this study. Without validity. a research study lacks overall credibility. To foster the 
credibility and validity of my research methodologies undertaken in this study, I worked closely with Dr. 
Rene Paulson, statistician in the University's Office of Research and Sponsored Programs. while 
implementing and analyzing my quantitative and qualitative research phases. Methods and Methodology in 
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topics generated from the primary research ohtaincd from key audience segments of 

faculty, students, college composition program directors. and the literature reviews· 

findings. The overall objective of my research methodology is to accurately idcnti fy and 

assess findings obtained from each of these segments so that accurate analyses and 

conclusions are derived regarding changes in the three theoretic pedagogical axes shown 

in Figure I. I will expand upon my research methodology in more detail as I describe 

and analyze my study's findings in chapters four, five. and six. 

I believe that research in the field of composition studies should be considered 

only complete when it is examined in the crucible of the composition classroom where 

theories find their testing and application (praxis) with varying students and instructors in 

di verse learning environments. Educational research theorists John Best and James Kahn 

echo this precept in their co-authored 10th edition of Research in Education:

The researcher would achieve little of practical value if ... relationships 

were valid only in the experimental setting, and only for those 

participating. External validity is the extent to which the variable 

relationships can be generalized to other settings, other treatment 

variables, other measurement variables, and other populations. ( I 71 ) 

Composilion Research, edited by Gesa Kirsch and Patricia Sullivan, was consulted as an excellent text for 
appreciating how to design and use research methodologies in composition research. 
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Initial Considerations: Composition Theory and Praxis in the Classroom 

One important caveat merits attention before proceeding further in my literature 

review on the development of the writing process in this chapter. This caveat recognizes 

that college composition instructors (a group to which I belong), who arc concerned with 

helping students become better writers, are inclined to be pragmatic. Speaking candidly, 

I argue that composition instructors lean toward teaching strategies and suggestions that 

they can adopt immediately to improve their students' writing skills. Once these 

teaching strategies are adopted, and instructors develop a level of comfort in using them, 

they tend to be very reluctant to relinquish them for newer ones. Pragmatism in 

pedagogy is a worthy objective, I argue, as long as it does not become an end unto itself. 

Based upon my 12 years of teaching first-year composition alongside my peers, I believe 

these instructors are constantly vigilant in their pursuit of methods to cure their students' 

writing ills. This commendable trait sometimes contends impatiently with implementing 

meaningful research findings that substantiate innovative composition pedagogies. Such 

research activities might seem, to the over-worked graduate teaching assistant, as 

"pedantic obstacles" that impede more relevant or results-oriented teaching approaches in 

the writing classroom. 

As an instructor of composition, I visualize that teaching college composition in 

the present day is becoming an increasingly challenging undertaking due to the dynamics 

and influences occurring inside and outside the classroom that affect instructors and 

students alike. 
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To support this assertion, I reiterate a prevalent question that surfaces from instructors in 

composition programs and in other academic departments as we11: "What should be the 

purpose of teaching composition in the college curriculum?" After posing this question 

(and many department chairs and composition program directors doubtlessly do), they 

then encounter a plethora of needs, solutions, and opinions from college faculty. 

Answers to this question reveal there are growing needs that are more complex than 

many instructors initially assume (Darrell 85-93). 

Each new academic year brings increasing challenges for composition instructors 

regarding their pedagogies. Over the last decade, I have observed how my peers have 

labored to help first-year college writers overcome their ingrained perceptions and 

attitudes that uphold writing as a product-oriented activity, that mechanical correctness is 

the true measure of effective writing, and that they should write to "please" their solitary 

instructor-evaluator audiences. Augmenting these recurrent issues confronting 

instructors and students in the composition class are the expressed views of college 

professors originating from a variety of academic disciplines. In a recent opinion survey 

of college faculty members in varied disciplines, 44 percent of the surveyed faculty 

responded that their students are ill-prepared for the level of writing required for college 

level-work (Sanoff). Such research studies should serve to redouble the efforts of first

year writing directors and instructors so that they are committed to teaching a process of 

writing that will help students succeed in their academic writing and even beyond their 

college careers. To reveal how first-year college pedagogy has developed into its current 

18 



approaches in the college classroom, the following literature review starts at its very 

beginning and traces its roots to the present era. 

The Classical Origins of Composition and the Writing Process 

My review of the literature shows that Aristotle and Quintilian's rhetorical 

schema, appropriated in following centuries by writing teachers for composition 

instruction, entail students following the sequence of the five rhetorical canons-

invention, arrangement, style, memory, and delivery. Importantly, however, students in 

the Roman academies were also instructed to recursively 
7 

revise their written texts and 

''re-visit" each of the canons as a part of their progymnasmata8 exercises (Hagaman 22-

27). In all of these academic exercises, students are encouraged to challenge and revise 

the original written text to improve its clarity and its impact on an audience. Quintilian 

writes in his Institutes of Oratory that none of these activities should produce " ... mere 

7 Recursive activity or recursion is a term used in composition pedagogy to signify the dynamics of 
repetitive composing/revising and creative interactions engaged in by a writer between any or all phases of 
a writing process (e.g., prewriting, drafting/composing, revising, proofreading, etc.) at any time, in any 
frequency, and in any order. In its contemporary usage, recursion undertaken in a writing process does not 
accommodate any notion of writing as a linear progression of stages or steps which a writer must 
sequentially complete to produce a final product. Recursive activity in composing is not only 
individualistic, but also accommodates peer and group collaboration at any point in the writing process. 
Recursion fundamentally avows that all phases of the writing process are interactive and can be "re-visited" 
or accessed as the writer develops his or her ideas and written text. Jill Fitzgerald's Towards Knowledge in 
Writing: Illustrations from Revision Studies provides an excellent examination ofrecursive revision in 
writing. 

8 Progymnasmata were the academic exercises undertaken in the trivium that Greek and Roman students 
practiced in learning the rhetorical rudiments of discourse. These exercises were also used throughout the 
European Middle Ages and revived in the Renaissance as part of the classical trivium. Progymnasmata 
foreground recursive revision since they require students to follow the principle of repetitive practice and 
improvement of oral and written discourse. The progymnasmata teach key precepts of classical rhetoric, 
including the three genres of discourse (epideictic, forensic, and deliberative), and the five rhetorical 
canons. George Kennedy's Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and Rhetoric 
provides excellent insights into the writing and revision exercises practiced by students in the academies. 
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passive reproduction, but to rival and vie with the original in expressing the same 

thoughts" (X.5.5). 

Quintilian's pedagogical views, as well as those found in the precepts of 

contemporary composition pedagogy, focus on the writer's key objectives to write more 

clearly in order to improve the initial attempt or draft of a prepared speech or text. As 

students advance in their composing experiences, the extent to which they are able to 

"compete" with the original text should also improve, according to Quintilian. In 

fulilling this process, students were required to read their own work critically, revise it, 

and then read their compositions aloud to others in the class. This pedagogical approach 

facilitates students being essentially their own critics and editors. According to 

Quintilian's notions, a student should revise what he has written (X.5.1). Because 

students were required to complete these activities of the progymnasmata, Quintilian's 

approach clearly encourages the recursive actions of composing and revising in a writing 

process-not merely a linearly-sequenced end-stage product approach that students used 

to emulate a model. Based on Quintilian's progymnasmata, such activities impact the 

composing activities of a writing-as-product model and a writing-as-process model by 

accommodating these two pedagogical approaches. Basically, students fulfilled writing

as-product by applying and completing the five canons of rhetoric as stages in their 

compositions. However, these students also engaged in writing-as-process when they 

revised their own texts to improve them. They also did some of this revision work in a 
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collaborative manner and not just in individual isolation. By reading their texts aloud to 

the class, their writing could benefit from the views of their classmates and instructors. 

In also consulting Aristotle's Art <�/'Rhetoric, I discovered that rhetoric docs not 

just provide the means to produce a finished product; it is also inherently a process (Bk I, 

Parts I and II). Aristotle's classical model of discourse entails a five-phase schema that 

enables a writer to follow standardized activities (i.e., the rhetorical canons) to help 

generate written discourse. The finished product that is so often prioritized is also a 

function of the successful adherence to the recursive process of invention (thinking and 

discovering), composing, organizing, and revising. However, one could objectively 

counter-argue that there are elements ofboth writing-as-process and writing-as-product 

that originate from the classical rhetorical exercises. 

The nature of successful composition instruction fundamentally requires, in my 

opinion, that instructors should not only teach students to write effectively to complete 

their assigned compositions, but also to teach them how to compose applying the 

recursive phases in the writing-as-process model. To achieve this end, writing 

instruction can be conceived ofas both a journey and a fulfillment of a process. While 

my comments may seem to tactfully "tie everything together into a neat package," the 

following findings and their discussions reveal how the pedagogies of a linear end-stage 

product model and a recursive process model evolved in American college composition 

classrooms. 
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Follow the Rules: Nineteenth-Century Composition Instruction in American Academe 

College composition instruction in U.S. colleges and universities has not always 

been considered by scholars, instructors, and English departments as a process that 

encourages recursive revision. As Robert Connors' scholarship reveals in "Grammar in 

American College Composition," first-year writing in late-nineteenth and early twentieth

century American colleges was originally instructed from the perspective of a linear end

stage product model (11-13). This pedagogical approach was instructed and adopted 

progressively in the English departments' curriculums of most American universities and 

colleges. Its pedagogical approach emphasized that students must follow a linear 

sequence of composing, a strategy some professors believed emphasized Aristotle, and 

Quintilian's sequential order of the rhetorical canons used to develop discourse. This 

early adoption by American colleges of the five canons as linear elements that must be 

completed in a progressive sequence surfaces yet another fundamental irony in my 

research. The literature review highlights that the first composing models used in 

American college composition classes in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were 

clearly product-oriented and linearly-staged because of their heavy pedagogical emphasis 

on style and eloquence. The product model acquired its name principally due to its focus 

on students' finished writing products, such as compositions, reports, and research papers. 

This orientation resulted from the theoretical and pedagogical prerogatives of scholars 

who followed the prescriptive rhetoric-composition model adopted by English 

departments in several key universities during this time, such as Harvard Co Hege 

(Connors 11-13). 
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As James Berlin and Albert Kitzhaber note in their respective examinations of 

nineteenth century composition instruction in the U.S., a composing model, emphasizing 

linear stages to be fulfilled by student-writers, that focused on an end-stage product, was 

adopted by numerous U.S. colleges (Berlin 58-67; Kitzhaber 11-71 ). This approach, with 

very fow modifications, strongly guided the instruction ofbasic composition in the later 

decades of the nineteenth century, as well as in the first five decades of the twentieth 

century. To highlight the linear-stages and pedagogy inherent in a model that privileges a 

product orientation, I visually interpreted these activities in Figure 3 below. Note the 

roles that instructor, student, and handbook fulfill in a product-focused pedagogy. Also, 

note that this pedagogical model demonstrates that students and their instructors engaged 

in minimal contact pertaining to their compositions both inside and outside the 

classroom. Instructor-student contact usually occurred during the time students were in 

lecture-type classes and after their written compositions were evaluated according to the 

instructional norms of that period (Kitzhaber 15-70). Because of this limited instructor

student contact, discussion between instructor and student about their compositions, and 

the writing process itself, was minimal or entirely missing, a situation I examine more 

thoroughly in the subsequent literature reviews in this chapter. 
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Fig. 3. Visual interpretation of a nineteenth-century end-stage product pedagogy. This 
figure depicts the processes and stages of an end-stage product model used in many U.S. 
colleges beginning in the late 1800s and continuing through the mid-twentieth century. 

The illustration above depicts the dynamics of instructor and students, as well as 

designated stages of stude_nts ' composing and revising based on completing a 

predetermined form, model, or mode of writing. Fundamentally, this graphic 

representation of a basic end-stage product model accommodates no student peer 

collaboration, minimal prewriting, am emphasizes the student's sequential completion of 

linear stages that lead to the final product or finished composition. 
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In the linear end-stage product model, the communicative and learning relationship 

between instructor and student privileges instructor-centered pedagogy; there is no 

provision for recursive revision. In lecture-type teaching environments that were 

predominant in colleges during that era, there was very little opportunity for students to 

interact with their teachers on assigned compositions, particularly before they were 

submitted for evaluation. 

As Kitzhaber notes in his Rhetoric in American Colleges, 1850-1990, there was 

no discernible scholarly or pedagogical attention focused on writing-as-process during 

most of the nineteenth century and into the initial decades of the twentieth century ( 13-

7 l ). College writing instruction in America during this period could be accurately 

characterized by instructor-centered lectures, students' written critiques of major literary 

works, students' memorization and application of the rules of grammar and rhetoric 

(style, arrangement, and memory were emphasized), workbook exercises, and students' 

practice exercises in writing sentences, paragraphs, and essays on specified topics 

(Connors, "Grammar in American College Composition" 3-20). Another key textbook 

published during this era expounding the rules-based end-stage product model is Richard 

Green Parker's Aids to English Composition. It was published in 1863 and used 

throughout the remaining decades of the nineteenth century. Parker's text provides 

indisputable evidence concerning the pedagogical emphasis on usage and an end-stage 

product model orientation instructed in schools and colleges of that era (18-99). I was 

able to locate and read a first edition copy of Green's book in digital format, which 
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afforded me the opportunity to appreciate just how much emphasis was placed on 

stylistic issues to the detriment of teaching a writing process during the later decades of 

the 1800s and early 1900s. 

Tracing first-year pedagogy of key U.S. institutions of higher learning during the 

latter 1800s, Berlin's research shows that composition instructors primarily evaluated 

their students' writing based on correct language (grammatical) usage or "correctness," 

and a product-focused approach often identified as a central feature of what was once 

labeled as "current-traditional" composition instruction (59-69). What is often termed by 

composition studies scholars as "current-traditional rhetoric" is essentially a composition 

pedagogy that evolved in the late nineteenth century and was prevalent in U.S. college 

classrooms until the early l 960s. Beginning in the l 960s, this composition pedagogy 

was increasingly challenged by theoretical and pedagogical approaches started even 

decades earlier (Connors, Composition- Rhetoric 15). Current-traditional rhetoric is 

termed by Berlin and others as a theoretical fusion of "British New Rhetoric" (strongly 

influenced by the rhetorical and compositional theories of George Campbell, Hugh Blair, 

Herbert Spencer, and Richard Whately) and modifications of Greco-Roman classical 

rhetoric. It circumscribed the pedagogical approach that characterized American first

year writing from the late 1800s through the first several decades of the twentieth century 

(Connors, Composition Rhetoric 4-31). 

Writing in her book, The Methodical Memory: Invention in Current-Traditional 

Rhetoric, Patricia Crowley notes that this product-focused pedagogy was founded on 

what she calls the "formalist" elements of written texts, such as grammatical correctness 
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and logical organization. Crowley further explains in her book that the prominent late 

nineteenth-century Harvard College Boylston Chair Professors of Oratory and Rhetoric

Adams Sherman Hill, Francis Child, and Edward Channing-followed the precepts of the 

so-called British New Rhetoric and adapted it with their own views of classical rhetoric 

to ormulate an end-stage product pedagogy (234-48). This composition pedagogy 

spread to other American universities and colleges and progressively became the 

predominate pedagogy practiced in undergraduate composition classrooms. 

In his 1978 article, "Paradigms and Problems: Needed Research in Rhetorical 

Invention," Richard Young emphasizes that the features of late nineteenth-century 

pedagogical approaches exemplify the end-stage product: 

The emphasis [is] on the composed product rather than the composing 

process ... [the] analysis of discourse [is categorized] into description, 

narration, exposition, and argument; ... [there is a] strong concern with 

usage (syntax, spelling, punctuation) and with style ( economy, clarity, 

emphasis) .... (31). 

As Connors also stresses in one of his published studies on the subject, 

composition pedagogy of the nineteenth century was very codified and structured. It was 

" ... characterized by a ... love for lists, rules, and laws .... " (Connors, "Static 

Abstractions and Composition" 356). During this era, most institutions of higher learning 

privileged the critical analysis of canonical (well-known "classical") texts and excluded 

instruction encompassing rhetorical approaches to writing (Berlin 61-70). 
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A notable consequence of this focus on an end-stage and rules-based schema that 

inluenced nineteenth-century American college composition pedagogy was the students' 

requirement to memorize grammar n,les. Such activity was ironically considered 

conducive to developing mental discipline (Woods 22-23). Accordingly, grammar drills 

associated with this pedagogy became entrenched in college composition courses. As 

John Brereton observes in his study of college composition studies in the nineteenth 

century, first-year composition devolved to a pedagogy of prescriptive rules with a focus 

on the efficiencies of instruction (Brereton 10). 

With very few exceptions, American college composition courses began adopting 

a product-oriented and rules-based pedagogy as presented in the British style guides and 

handbooks in the middle and late 1800s. In his English Composition and Rhetoric, 

published in 1867, British scholar Alexander Bain emphasized the need for a type of 

"mechanical clarity" that by itself would create an audience's appreciation of a text's 

meaning if it were presented plainly enough ( 148-49). Bain' s theoretical premise argued 

for clarity of style within every section ofa piece of writing (from introduction to 

conclusion), by asserting that "[e]ach paragraph has a plan dictated by the nature of the 

composition ... every pertinent statement has a suitable place; in that place, it contributes 

to the general effect; and, out of that place, it makes confusion" (142). According to 

Bain, the arrangement of paragraphs discloses the meaning of written discourse: " ... 

confining of each paragraph to a distinct topic avoids some of the worst faults of 

composition" (142). Importantly, Bain's book also outlines a modes-based linear end

stage product approach to teaching writing, in which students were required to follow the 
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prescriptive rules inherent in narrative, descriptive, expositional ( definitional), and 

persuasive models for composing. Subsequently, this modes-based pedagogy was used 

and expanded upon by prominent American composition scholars and handbook authors 

(Connors, "The Rise and Fall of the Modes of Discourse," 443-51 ). 

British writer Herbert Spencer noted in his 1892 text, The Philosophy <?/'Style, the 

theory of "economizing" written expression with the intended purpose to better hold an 

audience's attention in every section or part of a composition. In discussing an approach 

to composition, Spencer advocated the use of "direct style" where writing imparts " ... 

each thought into the mind step by step with little liability to error" ( 1 ). Essentially, 

Spencer theoretized that all discourse should be transmitted clearly, plainly, and as 

efficiently ( economically) as possible. He believed that if these guidelines were 

followed, without the inclusion of superfluous ideas or sentences, clarity would then 

result. Spencer further notes in his book that writing should be viewed as" ... a 

mechanical apparatus ( emphasis added) ... the more simple and the better arranged its 

parts, the greater will be the effect produced" (9). 

Harvard College and Boylston Chair Professor Adams Sherman Hill effectively 

incorporated into the curriculum the principles of the type of rhetoric emphasized in the 

British style guides and handbooks of the 1800s. The rhetoric of this period stressed style 

and eloquence. It also reflected Spenser's notion of "economical composition," and 

Bain' s concept of "mechanical arrangement" and modes-based composing. Hill's The 

Foundations of Rhetoric, published in 1892, was comprised of over 300 pages that were 

classified into sections on word use, sentence construction, and paragraph construction. 
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Its basic thesis argued that college students' writing skills would improve if they mastered 

the basic parts of grammar (Hill 2-23). 

The significant outcome of the successive adoption by American colleges in the 

late 1800s of predominantly Bain, Spencer, and Hill's published writings was the 

institutionalizing of a composition pedagogy that viewed student composition as finalized 

products that should be structured logically and eloquently through correct grammar and 

style. This American belletristic-based composition pedagogy provided the processes 

and forms that instructed several generations of college-trained writers who could 

analyze literature with stylistic panache, but lacked the rhetorical skills necessary for 

invention and the important utility of communicating successfully with audiences 

(Connors, "The Rise and Fall of the Modes of Discourse" 443-51). Bain, Spencer, and 

Hill's emphases on stylistic forms and correct usage were included in most of the 

American college writing handbooks of that era. As Connor's research on the pedagogy 

during this era in academia reveals, the dogmatic insistence on style and usage rules 

inevitably created a situation where the evaluative criteria for student compositions were 

based solely on the classroom instructor's correlation of the final product with the 

prescribed usage and handbook style rules. 

Repercussions of Rules-based Nineteenth-Century Pedagogy on Composition 

The privileging of mechanical correctness as the sine qua non in first-year college 

composition, beginning in the late 1800s, creates tremendous implications for many 

decades regarding the evolving direction in basic college composition instruction and the 

writing process. Based on the preceding scholars' contributions that facilitate insights 
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into nineteenth-century American composition instruction, this scholarship highlights that 

correctness and prescriptive grammar rules made teaching composition perfunctory since 

the focus was on assessment and not on instructing students how to write through a 

learnable process. In this pedagogical environment, composition instructors could 

seemingly facilitate all their student's evaluations with red ink corrections and annotated 

references to page and section numbers in a writing handbook of rules (such as Professor 

Parker's 1863 handbook cited above). While this prescriptive approach to teaching and 

assessing writing created time efficiencies for instructors, it generated unguided and, 

most likely, non-productive activities for students. This pedagogy prompted students to 

find and then interpret usage and style rules on their own (see Kitzhaber 190-196). 

The zenith of absurdity of this rules-based approach to teaching and learning 

composition manifests itself in an American textbook published in 1907. In that year, 

Edwin Campbell Woolley's Handbook of Composition[:} A Compendium of Rules 

Regarding Good English contained 350 rules and their explanations. 

As one entry in Wolley's Handbook, "Literary Ornament, Section 14, advises students: 

Note. - Literary ornament is good when it is attractive and appropriate. 

But the writer who uses such expressions as those in the foregoing list or 

those mentioned in Rule 16 uses ornament that is displeasing; and the 

writer who drags such expressions into a matter-of-fact context, where any 

ornament is incongruous, commits a double offense against good taste. 

(7). 
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I can imagine the reactions of students who, intent on completing their compositions, 

were made to contend with similar guidance provided in their handbooks. What were the 

definitions or standards that first-year writing students were to apply for the criteria of 

"'attractive," "appropriate," and "good taste"? 

A rules-based, end-stage product pedagogy produced inherent liabilities in 

students' abilities to learn writing skills and practice them. From a practical perspective, 

this pedagogy would make composing difficult for many students since they were 

expected to memorize and apply the rules of English grammar and their numerous 

exceptions and irregularities. This aspect alone presupposes that students would be able 

to engage in grammatical memorization and apply it in their compositions apart from any 

classroom instruction. This instructional approach also begs the question, "What should 

students do when they have questions?" When such questions or issues occurred in 

students' "interpretations" of grammatical rules (such as that cited above from Wolley's 

Handbook), they had to defer to the teacher's own authoritative "interpretation." 

As Connors research reveals, the lecture approach to instruction would not 

necessarily provide critical instructor support during important times when the students 

might need such guidance (Connors, "The Rise and Fall of the Modes of Discourse," 

443-51 ). When composition instruction prioritizes mechanical correctness as the most

important criteria for measuring student writing effectiveness, it concurrently reduces the 

instructor's scope of writing instruction in ways that mitigate the teaching of basic 

writing. Importantly, such instruction emphasizing prescriptive usage and adherence to 

modes practically diminishes creativity in the writing process and also hampers the 
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invention (prewriting) phase of writing. Furthermore, a diminished role of the 

composition instructor inevitably occurs. The instructors' teaching writing to their 

students becomes secondary to the efficiencies of grading compositions and the implicit 

notion that students must teach themselves regarding the nuances of the rules of correct 

usage found in their handbooks. From a contemporary perspective, instructors and 

scholars alike would not have to imagine too long to recognize that composition 

instruction in these environments was diminished to learning scenarios in which students 

attempted to follow prescribed forms or decipher grammar rules. Given the dynamics of 

late nineteenth and early twentieth-century college composition instruction, one could 

correctly assume that these pedagogical theories entangled nineteenth-century American 

college composition in a web of handbook rules and emulative forms. 

Connors' scholarship concerning late nineteenth-century "current-traditional 

rhetoric," as it was called, basically highlights a pedagogy that privileges mechanical 

correctness and a final "product" emphasis to writing instruction. Connors' insightful 

research foregrounds the pedagogical directions in American academe that changed 

misguided notions of "rhetoric" into "composition" in the nineteenth century. This 

change, as Connors notes, also " ... transmogrified the noble discipline of Aristotle, 

Cicero, [and] Campbell into a stultifying error-hunt" (Connors, "Mechanical Correctness" 

63-64). By the middle of the nineteenth century, as Connors emphasizes, American

scholars and students were more concerned with avoiding error than instructing and 

learning sound principals of written discourse (62-71 ). In the classrooms during this 

period, instruction was preoccupied with the academic essay and the research paper 
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( Connors, Composition-Rhetoric 12-14). Given these pedagogical approaches to 

composition highlighted in this literature review, one can more completely appreciate 

why students' written "products" dominated the focus of composition pedagogy during 

the nineteenth century and into the first five decades of the twentieth century. 

Factors Creating Change in Twentieth-Century Composition Pedagogy 

My literature review also reveals that a growing number of American composition 

teachers and scholars in the middle decades of the 1900s began to question the 

foundational theories and assumptions supporting a product model pedagogy. Inherent in 

the concept of a product model is also the tacit assumption that students will effectively 

analyze their own completed writing assignments and thereby understand their strengths 

and weaknesses. One major presupposition in this rules-based pedagogy is that students 

will correctly focus their compositions with an effective thesis statement and possess the 

innate skills to write a well-organized essay. Another "given" in this pedagogical 

approach is the assumption that students will carefully read their instructors' diacritical 

editing marks and comments on their papers and understand how such marginal notes 

provide directions to improve their writing skills. Published research studies on product

centered pedagogies, however, indicate that all of its inherent assumptions prove invalid 

and are non-productive (Straub 97-115; Ziv 362-77). These pedagogies focused on 

informing writers they made usage errors, since students were essentially required to 

avoid such errors through self-instruction. In my opinion, this type of composition 

pedagogy sets the stage for mediocrity in the college composition classroom. 
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As a first-year writing instructor, I hold firmly to the notion that a naive oversight 

would occur if students and instructors were not appropriately attentive to the finished 

written products that result from writing instruction. However, I also believe that it is 

"not the end-game, but the "in-between game" that constitutes successful pedagogy and 

learning. Based on my own experiences in the co Hege composition classroom, I advocate 

that focusing on the end-product and a "grade" suggests writing instructors can somehow 

successfully teach composition by simply informing their students about what constitutes 

"good writing." My 12 years' experience in teaching college composition also enables 

me to appreciate that it is overly optimistic to believe that students will completely 

understand and apply their instructors' evaluative comments penned in the margins of 

their essays. 

Students who learn how to compose effectively based on instructor-centered 

lectures, grammatical correctness, rules-based assessment, and handbook rules are 

decidedly in the minority. John Hillocks and Michael Smith's study, "Grammar and 

Usage," notes that usage or grammar should never be taught separately ( emphasis added) 

apart from the actual practice of writing (596). In this pedagogical approach, students are 

shown why grammar (mechanical correctness or usage) contributes to improved clarity of 

sentence expression and audience comprehension in their writing assignments. The 

instructional objective developed by Hillocks and Smith is focused on increasing 

students' awareness of how sentence-level clarity impacts their audience's understanding 

of their writing. Similar recent studies show that students' knowledge of grammar does 

not always produce effective writing (Fearn and Farnan 63-87). Reinforcing these 
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several studies is Martha Kolln's Rhetorical Grammar: Grammatical Choices, Rhetorical 

l�Y.f'ects. Kolln carefully illustrates in each chapter of her text how using a rhetorical

approach to grammar in composition pedagogy enables students to understand how and 

in what ways their own conscious strategics of correct word choices, clements of style, 

and word arrangement exert controlling effects on an audience. 

Writing-as-Process Pedagogy Emerges 

Beginning noticeably in the 1960s in American academe, the "winds of change" 

were fanned by composition studies scholars who began reassessing the efficacy of the 

time-worn product model. This scholarly reassessment represented a significant 

reorientation and inquiry into the long-standing pedagogical traditions of the nineteenth

century composition pedagogy that is based on a linear end-stage product that privileges 

grammatical correctness (Connors, "The Rise and Fall of the Modes of Discourse" 445-

50). Despite its long-standing application in the college composition classroom, the 

product model pedagogy encountered numerous scholarly examinations challenging its 

continued legitimacy. Notably, this new wave of interest in composition studies was 

truly interdisciplinary: its purview extended beyond college English faculty. 

In the early 1960s, the National Council of the Teachers of English (NCTE), 

empowered by a Carnegie Foundation endowment, funded research to review the status 

of composition instruction in American academe (Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer 1-

4 ). The results of its funded study were published in Richard Braddock, Richard Lloyd

Jones, and Lowell Schoer's Research in Written Composition. These three researchers 

found that the instruction of composition studies in the U. S. could be characterized as 
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somewhat ambiguous and inconsistent in its approaches. The authors noted in their 

published report that, "Some terms [ofcomposition] are being defined usefully, a number 

of other procedures are being redefined, but the field as a whole is laced with dreams, 

prejudices, and makeshift operations" (5). Their studies exemplified analytical 

investigations of the actual processes students undertook while composing (31-32). The 

key emphasis is that this study reflected a focus on the actual processes students engaged 

in writing, rather than on the stages they were to complete or determining if the end 

product reflected certain thresholds of grammatical correctness. In their expansive study, 

these three authors analyzed 504 studies of writing instruction and student writing. In so 

doing, the findings confirmed that that during the 1960s, the prevailing pedagogical 

emphasis was on students' completed written products (Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and 

Shoer). 

Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Shoer's study also motivated composition studies 

scholar Stephen North to signify 1963 as the year that composition studies began its 

ascendance in status within many departments of English and within other academic 

disciplines ( 15). During this time period, a noticeable "process turn" in composition 

studies evolved that was punctuated by numerous research studies and published articles 

that sought to find pedagogical relevance beyond end-product primacy. North's book, 

The Maldng of Knowledge in Composition: Portrait of an Emerging Field, advocated that 

academe in the 1960s experienced the most comprehensive re-evaluations of writing 

theory and writing pedagogy in over 100 years (North 26). 

37 



Another important article signaling new directions in how scholars viewed the 

composition was Gordon Rohman's 1965 "Pre-Writing the Stage of Discovery in the 

Writing Process." In his article, Rohman compares the writing process to an organic 

process: 

... [W]riting is usefully described as a process, something which shows 

continuous change in time like growth in organic nature ( emphasis added) 

... it is crucial to the success of any writing that occurs later, and it is 

seldom given the attention it consequently deserves" (106). 

Importantly, during this same time, composition studies scholar Donald Murray posited 

in "Teaching Writing as a Process" that writing should be instructed as a process, not as a 

product. Murray categorized the writing process into three distinct phases: prewriting, 

writing, and rewriting (4). He also stressed that "unfinishedness" in composition should 

be "gloried" since unfinishedness facilitates exploration and helps writers makes choices 

about their ideas and writing (4). James Brittan's scholarship contributed to the 

developing academic discourse on the writing process. His research undertaken in the 

1970s emphasize the importance of a writing process that parallels how students discover 

ideas, create, and think: "Teachers have many reasons for being interested in writing 

processes ... their pupils require that they understand how something came to be written, 

not just what is written" (21 ). 

Academe's growing interest in the writing-as-process model prompted the 

Modem Language Association (MLA) and the National Council of the Teachers of 

English (NCTE) to jointly sponsor the 1966 conference at Dartmouth College on the 
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teaching of English and composition (Dixon 373). The "Dartmouth model" pedagogy 

that subsequently developed from this conference advocated more interaction among 

instructors and students with a pronounced emphasis on collahoralive activities. The 

Dartmouth College Conference was one source that facilitated academe's adoption of the 

writing-as-process model of composition, characterized by its inherent phases of 

prewriting, composing, revising/editing, and proofreading. Although there were varying 

scholarly opinions as to what constituted process approaches to the teaching of writing 

during its early growth phases of the 1960s and 1970s, they all generally converged 

around the notion, as Arthur Applebee conveys in his 1981 article, that " ... instructional 

activities [are] designed to help students think through and organize their ideas before 

writing and to rethink and revise their initial drafts ( emphasis added)" (Applebee 95). 

The notions of thinking before writing, organizing, and revising appear to be those 

guiding principles that came to characterize composition process pedagogy in American 

academe starting in the 1960s. 

Commenting on the developing scholarship in the processes of thinking and 

writing, Donald McQuade notes that "a surge of first-rate research and scholarship on 

student writing charged the listless state (emphasis added) of composition pedagogy in 

the late 1960s and early 1970s" (McQuade 482). Mina Shaughnessy' s book, Errors and 

Expectations, is considered by many composition studies scholars to be one of the first 

careful investigations of writing issues experienced by first-year college writers. Using a 

rubric, Shaughnessy systematically analyzed 4,000 English placement essays written by 

incoming freshmen at The City College ofNew York in order to appreciate more fully 
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the strengths and weaknesses of first-year writers. Donald McQuade pays a high 

compliment to Shaughnessy's scholarship:" ... [she] exemplified the proessional 

dignity of scholarship and research in composition, underscored what is at stake in that 

work, established a scholarly standard for it, and set a direction for a great deal of the 

scholarship and practice that followed it" (483). Afler reading her study, I must 

acknowledge Shaughnessy's research predominantly focuses on the end-product usage

based aspects of writing where grammar is privileged-since that was the pedagogy in 

vogue in the early l 960s at the time of her study. However, in chapter seven of her book, 

she describes student composing in tenns suggestive of the recursive phases that 

incorporate thinking (prewriting), composing, and revision (Shaughnessy). 

As scholars carefully examined the varied and interrelated aspects of composing 

during this period, their efforts revealed that learning how to write encompassed 

cognitive, creative, recursive, and even social or interpersonal dimensions. (North 25). 

Their initial research virtually parted the curtain of I 00 years of rules-based academic 

hegemony and expanded the concept of composition beyond its traditional teaching 

boundaries of usage and end-product emphasis. As instructed in many American 

colleges during the early 1900s through the 1960s, the end-stage or current-traditional 

product model gradually transfonned to a recursive or non-linear model of pedagogy 

(Phelps 134-35). The contributions of this recursive model positioned writing as a 

process wherein the writer can prewrite, compose, rewrite, and then return to any of these 

phases in any order and in any sequence. 
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The epistemic functions of writing and rhetoric in generating knowledge '\ and 

the practices of ar1:,'l.lmentation and persuasion, were aspects that helped shift the 

pedagogical emphasis away from the product and rules-based formalistic approaches to 

the more creative and rhetorica11y-orientcd processes that emphasize invention and 

composing (Nystrand ct al. 276). 

Developments of the Writing-as-Process Movement in America 

Writing-as-process theories have acquired a cachet of respectability since they 

persist into our contemporary era to provide a teaching foundation for both instructors 

and students. In actuality, the writing process model is really more correctly conceived 

in the plural sense of models of writing process theories that have evolved and were later 

modified through praxis-transformed from their theoretical notions into functional 

pedagogies tested in the writing classroom. As Berlin notes in his article, "Contemporary 

Composition: The Major Pedagogical Theories," " ... everyone teaches the process of 

writing, but everyone does not teach the same process" (Berlin 776). Berlin argued that 

composition instructors should be able to understand and justify the kind of process they 

teach. 

In her provocative 1982 article, "The Winds of Change," Maxine Hairston 

develops a valid and logical perspective for understanding the changes in composition 

instruction and theory that occurred in the 1960s through the 1970s. She refers to 

9 
Rhetoric is argued by some theorists to be epistemic since they follow the notion that it is through the use 

of language in social discourse that knowledge can be constructed. James Berlin writes that language 
gives our experiences form and structure, allowing us to form "conceptions of ourselves, our audiences, 
and the very reality in which we exist" (Berlin, Rhetoric and Reality 166). 
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Thomas Kuhn's notion of paradigmatic change as her theoretical basis to posit that the 

teaching of writing experienced revolutionary changes during this period. The term 

"'revolutionary" does not convey hyperbole since, in a relatively short period of one 

decade, the prior 100 years' pedagogical norms were replaced by concepts and tested 

hypotheses that were validated by an emphasis on what writers think and do in 

composing. Hairston appropriates Kuhn's hypothesis of paradigm shitls-changes 

occurring in a discipline from existing models to newer ones. These new paradigms 

generated the theories that supported viewing contemporary composition as less a 

.finished product and more a process-oriented approach: 

It is important to note that the traditional paradigm [of composition and its 

teaching] did not grow out ofresearch or experimentation. It derives 

partly from the classical rhetorical model that organizes the production of 

discourse into invention, arrangement, and style, but mostly it seems to be 

based on some idealized and orderly vision of what literature scholars, 

whose professional focus is on the written product, seem to imagine is an 

efficient method of writing. It is a prescriptive and orderly view of the 

creative act, a view that defines the successful writer as one who can 

systematically produce a 500-word theme of five paragraphs, each with a 

topic sentence. (Hairston 115) 
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The arguments above beg the question: "How and in what ways did the process model, 

or, more accurately stated, writing process models change from what is called the 

antecedent "product model"? 

Lester Faigley argues his own viewpoints on the process model in his insightful 

article on the topic: 

The problem, of course, is that conceptions of writing as a process vary 

from theorist to theorist. Commentators on the process movement (e.g., 

Berlin, Writing Instruction) now assume at least two major perspectives 

on composing, an expressive view including the work of "authentic voice" 

proponents such as William Coles, Peter Elbow, Ken Macrorie, and 

Donald Stewart, and a cognitive view including the research of those who 

analyze composing processes such as Linda Flower, Barry Kroll, and 

Andrea Lunsford. More recently, a third perspective on composing has 

emerged, one that contends processes of writing are social in character 

instead of originating within individual writers. Statements on composing 

from the third perspective, which I call the social view, have come from 

Patricia Bizzell, Kenneth Bruffee, Marilyn Cooper, Shirley Brice Heath, 

James Reither, and [other] authors . ... (Faigley 527-528). 

43 



As Faigley notes in his comments above, the writing-as-process model represents a 

pedagogical approach that entails individualist and transactional (social) dimensions in 

composing. 

Gordon Rohman and Albert Wleckc conceptualized a linear stage model of 

composing that was comprised of prcwriting, writing, rewriting, and editing in their 

jointly researched 1964 study (Rohman and Wleckc). Rohman subsequently published 

an article, "Prewriting: The Stage of Discovery in the Writing Process," that advocated 

that prewriting was the most important phase of the composing process. What is 

interesting, ironic, and revealing in this situation is that Rohman's initial study with 

Wlecke on the linear aspects of composing provided the conceptual pathway for his 

subsequent emphasis on prewriting as an element in composing that can inform all other 

phases of the writing process model. This emphasis proved to be an important 

development in the ways instructors viewed and taught composition since it highlighted 

the cognitive and creative processes that writers experienced before they compose. It 

also served as an important means to help change instructors' focus on the traditional 

linear stage product-focused paradigm to that of a more expansive notion of how the 

invention processes can be used in all other phases of the writing process (Rohman, 

"Prewriting the Stage of Discovery 106-12). 

Foundational Studies Focusing on What Writers actually Do while Composing 

Creating major waves in the placid waters of academe was Janet Emig' s study 

entitled The Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders. Emig's important 1971 study of 

12th graders' composing patterns revealed that their composing processes do not occur in 
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a linear pattern, rather they were.found to be recursive (emphasis added). Her research 

on the composing process attracted the attention of other scholars, who, in turn, were 

motivated to pursue research on the composing process and theories of the cognitive 

process. 

In Research in Written Composition, Braddock ct al. analyzed over 500 empirical 

studies of writing instruction and of student writing. These authors revealed the 

prevailing emphasis among instructors and institutions on students' written products. As 

Louise Phelps notes, composing process pedagogies of the 1960s and 1970s arose in part 

as a reaction against product-focused pedagogies and research (134). 

Throughout the 1970s, scholarly interest in the writing process encouraged 

inquiry by cognitive psychologists who began exploring the associations between how 

writers' thoughts are generated and developed as they think, create, compose, and revise 

their writing. Composition scholars began during this time to refer in their published 

writings not to the "writing process," but to the "composing process," a conceptual term 

that Emig popularized in her own pioneering research on the writing processes of 

students ( 176, 228). During the late 1960s and throughout the 1970s, the emphasis on 

improving national literacy standards and the need to accommodate increasing student 

enrollments were situations that helped change the ''traditional" and formalist 10

pedagogies in the composition classroom. No longer could composition studies remain 

10 In the context used here, "formalist" pedagogies suggest teaching composition by following prescriptive 
forms, grammar and stylistic correctness, as well as rules-based methods. Accordingly, formalist 
pedagogies would focus on the student's completed product as the form that best represents the student's 
writing skills. Little or no attention would be paid to the actual "how-to" process of writing in using this 
instructional method. 
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anchored to their so-called "composition-rhetoric" roots, which were not really rhetorical 

in the true sense. ( Connors, Composition--Rhetoric: Backgrounds, Theory, and 

l'edagogy 180). 

James Moffett advocates in his 1968 book, Teaching the Universe <d' Discourse, a 

basic college writing program that highlighted a process pedagogy that privileged more 

interaction and reflection among students and instructor during each phase <?f the 

composing and revising process (381). Another important essay of this period, Donald 

Murray's "Teach Writing as Process, Not Product," describes prewriting as" ... 

everything that takes place before the first draft" and " ... takes about 85% of a writer's 

time"( 4 ). This initial emphasis on invention provided instructors with a new perspective 

on teaching first-year writing. 

From Linear End-Stage Product Models to Recursive Process Models 

In 1980, the so-called "linear" end-stage product model of composing was 

directly challenged by composition scholars Nancy Sommers and Sonja Perl. In 

"Revision Strategies of Student Writers and Experienced Adult Writers," Sommers 

advocates that experienced writers continually "invent" new ideas as they revise ( 43-53). 

Similarly, in another article, Perl describes composing as a recursive process that entails 

rewriting and revising to facilitate writers' cognitive and creative processes as the 

compose, reflect, and revise (Perl, "Understanding Composing" 363-68). Both Sommers 

and Perl's scholarship stresses that "composing" involves the adaptive and free-flowing 

processes of cognition and creativity that allow writers to generate new meanings as they 

write, think, and rewrite. Figure 5 below visually illustrates the "free-flowing processes 
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of cognition and creativity" that Sommers and Perl reference in their writings that 

constitute recun;ive phases in the writing-as-process model. 

Revising
Editing 

Composing 

Fig. 4. An illustrative interpretation of recursion in the writing-as-process model. 
Evolving during the 1960s and 70s, the recursive writing process model illustrated above 
conceptualizes that writers begin and engage the writing phases shown any number of 
times, at any place in the process, and in any sequence. 

"Composing" emerged during the 1970s to connote the situations that occur 

inside the writer's head and is then recorded in the act of writing. The writing-as-process 

movement began with scholarly examinations focused on the psychology of a writer

what the writer thinks and feels while composing. In the works of Emig, Perl, Sommers, 

and others mentioned in this study, the individual writer is the focus, not the text. This is 

a very important shift. It represented a major change in the conceptualizing of how 
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composition should be instructed, which provided the impetus for composition theorists 

and instructors to turn away from the formalist and limiting norms of product pedagogy. 

Due principally to the scholarly impetus provided by composition studies scholars, like 

composition scholar Linda Flower and cognitive psychologist John Hayes, other scholars 

began to rcconccptualize what actually occurs in the writing process. In 1980, Flower 

and Hayes diagrammed their theories on the cognitive processes of composing, based on 

their studies of students engaged in the process of writing. Summarized below are the 

two authors' findings related to the cognitive acts they believe writers engage in while 

composing: 

1. Writing is a set of unique thinking processes which writers devise

during the phases of the writing process: pre-writing, writing, and revising 

2. These processes are organized in the mind of the writer and are

embedded within other phases ( emphasis added) in the writing process. 

3. Composing is a goal-directed thinking process that is shaped by the

writer's own developing goals. 

4. Writers can create both high-level goals and supportive sub-goals that

convey the writer's developing sense of purpose. 

5. Writers can change their goals or even create new ones based on what

they learn during the actual composing process. (Flower and Hayes 366). 

As illustrated in Figure 6 below, Flower and Hayes' assessment of the composing 

process reveals the perspective that writers, in the act of composing undergo numerous 
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individual, even though the practices of good writers will be very similar 

to each other .... " (684). 

A "Rhetorical Turn" Reconnects Writing to its Rhetorical Roots 

Helping to promote the "reintegration" of rhetoric and the validation of writing

as-proccss pedagogy into college composition studies, scholars James Kinneavy, Maxine 

Hairston, Patricia Bizzell, Edward P.J. Corbett, and James Berlin began investigating the 

rhetorical canons and the ties between composition and the tenets of rhetoric. A 

"revival" of classical rhetoric during the late 1960s and 1970s in American academia 

sparked scholarly interests in the origins of composition attributable to the five rhetorical 

canons (i.e., invention, arrangement, style, memory, and delivery) (Nelms and Goggin 

11 ). The gradual rise of "rhetoric and composition" and "composition studies" as 

recognized fields within English departments clearly emerged in many colleges during 

the 1970s (Rosner, Boehm, and Joumet). Scholars in this period engaged in research that 

viewed rhetoric and composition studies through a variety of critical lenses. In every 

case, their.findings highlighted the ben<?;fits that a rhetorical focus could provide when 

applied to the student writing process ( emphasis added) (Corbett 17-21 ). This scholarly 

impetus changed the orientation of composition pedagogy away from a monolithic rules

based linear end-stage product approach to a more-encompassing evaluation of the 

processes that student-writers undertake as they "discover" and create ideas, and arrange 

their ideas in sentences and paragraphs that effectively meet the needs of their audiences. 
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Kinncavy's scholarship in the late 1960s and the 1970s helped strongly realign 

classical rhetoric with composition studies by reaffirming the application of Aristotle's 

three rhetorical appeals-ethos, pathos, and logos. 

In Kinneavy's A Theory <?{Discourse, he carefully examines Aristotle's rhetorical 

schema. These examinations helped generate a revival of the role of rhetorical discourse 

and its impact on composition studies. By revisiting classical rhetoric and its canons, 

Kinncavy essentially revitalizes the heuristics 11 of invention and the significance of

focusing written content that best conforms to the audience's needs. According to 

Kinneavy, all written artifacts constitute an "encoder (writer or speaker), a decoder 

(reader or listener), a signal (the linguistic product) and a reality (that part of the universe 

to which the linguistic product refers)" (Kinneavy 134). As Figure 6 illustrates below, 

Kinneavy classified rhetorical situations according to their emphasis on the writer 

( expressive), audience (persuasive), subject matter (referential), or verbal medium 

(aesthetic) (Kinneavy). Emphasizing Aristotle's arguments on the inherent dynamics of 

message and audience, Kinneavy contended that all written artifacts could be categorized 

by the author's rhetorical goal or desired aim of discourse. 

11 The term heuristics is used in the context of the cognitive and creative acts engaged in by writers to 
"discover" or "invent" ideas during the prewriting phase of composing. In later writing process models 
developed in the 1990s and in the twenty-first century, writers are empowered to employ heuristic 
strategies at any time during the writing process. 
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Encoder 
(Writer) 

Expressive 

l\lessage 
(written discourse) 

T 01,tc/Subject 
Referential 

Decoder 
(Audience: reader) 

Persuasive 

Fig. 6. Kinneavy's communication triangle. This figure diagrams the relationships of 
the rhetorical situation involving writer, reader, message, and subject while a lso revealing 
the inherent dynamics that always exist in written discourse. 

Note: Adapted from the figure illustrated in James Kinneavy's "The Basic Aims of 
Discourse." College Composition and Communication, 20. 5 (Dec. 1969), 297-304. 

In validating Aristotle's premise about the dynamics of message and audience, 

Kinneavy credibly re-engaged written discourse with its fonnative roots in c lassica l 

rhetoric. This re-engagement to the original texts and precepts of rhetoric served as a 

guiding light fo r subsequent scholarship. Other scho lars in the 1970s began to appreciate 

that this rhetorical emphasis generated a pedagogical model that could be used to help 

students better understand there was a process occurring in H-riting that involved an 

audience and a message. Kinneavy's notions are indisputably based on the rhetorical 

canons, which in tum , then provide a valid epistemological (knowledge generating) 

model fo r teaching and learning. 
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Kinneavy's findings arc clearly founded on Aristotle's rhetorical schema in 11,e 

Art ,?f'Rhetoric. Kinneavy's classical rhetoric-based theories did not go unnoticed by 

other scholars who were also investigating the fondamcntal activities of thinking, 

creating, and composing in the writing process. My own studies in rhetorical theory 

convince me that many composition studies scholars would agree with my viewpoint that 

Kinneavy's renewed rhetorical emphasis helped liberate composition pedagogy from its 

rules-based linear end-stage product basis. Kinneavy's basic communication triangle, 

illustrated in Figure 4 above, represents one important conceptual paradigm among 

several emerging theoretical designs that scholars developed during the 1960s and 1970s. 

These theoretical models about writing emerged as scholars began to "think outside the 

box" and assessed in depth the relationships of classical rhetorical theories with the 

actual processes students undertake as they think about writing and compose. 

Richard Young's 1976 essay, "Invention: A Topographical Survey," presents a 

wide spectrum of invention strategies for use in composing. Young's study foregrounds 

the roles that the rhetorical topoi (topics, commonplaces, or heuristics) create based on 

his analyses of classical rhetoricians, such as Quintilian. Young's published study also 

references the rhetorical theories of Kenneth Burke and Kenneth Pike, two respected 

American rhetoricians, whose theories developed creative strategies for writers to use 

during the invention phase of composing. Young emphasizes the heuristics that Burke's 

theoretical construct of the dramatistic pentad 12 provides, as well as Pike's concept of 

12 
Kenneth Burke developed in his Grammar of Motives a heuristic technique or "pentad" that 

encompasses five questions a writer can ask to facilitate composing during the invention stage: 
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tagmcmics. 13 These two theoretical notions were very important contributions to the 

writing-us-process model since they addressed strategics that could he used during the 

composing process. In this essay, Young anticipates the growing challenge to the linear 

end-stage models of composing by commenting that" ... the act of writing itself can be 

seen as a heuristic for discovering content" (35). 

As Maxine Hairston and Hugh L. Burns note in their respective studies, 

composition instructors and rhetoricians in the 1960s and 1970s "rediscovered" neglected 

rhetorical canons, undertook studies that produced helpful strategies for stimulating 

invention, and created a new paradigm for instructing first-year college writing (Burns; 

Hairston 111-16). Many major features of the new paradigm that Hairston argues 

include important characteristics of classical rhetoric. Importantly, Burns and Hairston 

each advocate in their writing that a writer's focus on the writing process, rather than on 

the written product, is related to the activities in which writers engage in the invention 

phase of writing. 

In Figure 7 below, I have illustrated an "early process" model. It conveys the 

dynamics of the writing-as-process pedagogy that emerged in the 1970s, as well as the 

1. Act: What happened?
2. Scene: Where is the act happening?
3. Agent: Who is involved in the action?
4. Agency: How do the agents act?
5. Purpose: Why do the agents act? (Burke)

13 Kenneth L. Pike introduced linguistic and rhetorical concepts that could help a writer discover or find 
the optimal communicative bridge or "tagmeme" that would yield mutual insight for writer and audience. 
From a tagmemic perspective, writers should use heuristics (discovery or inventional processes) that would 
assist them in using words and concepts that approximate a certain audience's perceptions, so that a writer 
can best communicate with an audience. Writers using tagmemic approaches would basically see the 
canon of invention as a "problem-solving" activity (Pike). 
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roles of instructor and student in teaching and learning composition. Note that while an 

initial or early process model still reflected a degree of instructor-ccnteredness, it also 

emphasized revising between the Hrevising-editing" phase and the "proofreading-final 

editing phase." Such revising and editing, when it often involved peer critiques of drafts, 

were hallmarks of this early process model practiced in the composition classroom. Also, 

note that the directional arrows between students and instructor suggest more "dialogue." 

While it is correct to argue that some college instructors used composition or grammar 

handbooks for student reference purposes and instructed composition using a "essay 

mode" approach while teaching "process," the early emphasis on revising and student 

collaboration are two strong indicators of a developing change from the prior product 

pedagogy. The scholarship and published studies that brought the rudimentary process 

model to the attention of college instructors in the late 1960s and early 1970s, also 

brought to the classroom a new focus on student-writers as "thinkers" during the 

prcwriting or invention phase and during the revising/editing phases. The complete 

dynamics of holistic recursion in the writing process, wherein students can start and re

engage in any of the phases of the writing process at any time, were not yet as developed 

in the pedagogies during the introductory phase of the process model in U.S. composition 

classes. However, Figure 7 below does illustrate the revision that typically was 

emphasized between the revising and proofreading phases of this "early" process model. 

Note that in this early theoretical model of the composition process, recursive activity or 

revision was generally instructed to occur between phases 3 and 4 shown in the figure 

below. The key dynamic illustrated is that iterative revising and collaborating were to 
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he enacted /~y s tudent- ·writers hetween phases 3 and./ as "peer editin,::. " This visual 

interpretation of the early I 960s and 1970s process pedagogics shows that the dynamics 

of revision and student collaboration were beginning to exert their influences on the 

writing process. What is noteworthy about this visual representation is that the focus in 

the model is not on a finished product per sc, but rather onfu(/illing the phases <?fa 

composing process. 

·········· . .. . . . . 
• • 

: Ianotioa- : ~ 
: Pnwrilia1 : 
: . . . . .. ... 

,,_.-
~ ' ...... / \ 

0 
/••~~fmd~•:••... ~ Student-Writer ',, 

4 :. m~.11 Student ~ 1 ... 
• Peers : \ ~ ,,_ , Y / ·. ... ,, ,, \ 

• • I '- ' . . - - ,.,,. \ 
•••• • • • • •• I \ 

I Inslniclor- 1 

•some recunh·e re,·lslon 
occun bet,,een pbues 3 

&4 u well u limited 
student coll1bor■ tlon 

\ centered pedagogy / 

\ I 

' , ' ~ 
, _____ __ 

........... . . . . . . 
• • 

: Rulslng& : 
: F.dltlng : . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ······· 

........... . . . . . . . . 
•

: Composing- ::.r:;ll 
: Dnnlng LJ . . . . . . . . . . .......... 

Fig. 7. An interpretative illustration of an early writing-as-process model. 
My interpretation of a basic writing-as-process pedagogy conveys the processes that the 
literature review validates were instructed in U.S. college composition classrooms 
beginning during the late 1960s and 1970s. 
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The l 970s and 1980s: The Development of New Composing Process Theories 

The significance of an evolving shift from product to process, and from linear 

stages to recursive phases represents more than mere semantics. Driving this change, as 

discussed previously, were the research studies that focused on how students were 

actually composing (e.g., Emig, Rohman, Flower, and Hayes). The insightful scholarship 

of Emig and Kinneavy examined the composing processes by focusing on the classical 

rhetorical canons. 

Lester Faigley's research examines the evolving composing process theories 

developing in the 1970s and 1980s. He categorizes these theories under the headings, 

expressive, social, and cognitive (Faigley, "Competing Theories of Process" (527-42). 

As discussed previously in this chapter, cognitive theory was principally the outgrowth of 

Flower and Hayes' scholarship. The following discussion focuses on cxpressivist and 

social theories used in the classroom. 

The Influence of Expressivist Theory on Composition Pedagogy 

Using an expressivist pedagogical approach, instructors approach first-year 

composition class as an environment for developing voice and style in their students' 

writing. Rather than focusing on texts, ideologies, or issues, an expressivist-oriented 

pedagogy instructs students to focus primarily on their writing as a very personal and 

individualistic mode of written discourse. Expressivist pedagogy encourages writing that 

reveals a writer's individuality and unique ways of thinking. As Peter Elbow notes in 

"Being a Writer vs. Being an Academic: A Conflict in Goals.": 
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I'm not trying to get first-year students to commit to making their living by 

writing-nor to get a ·Ph.D. and join the academy ... But I would insist 

that it's a reasonable goal for my students to end up saying, "I feel like I 

am a writer: I get deep satisfaction from discovering meaning by writing 

... " (72). 

Expressivist theory is often taught in composition classrooms and in composition 

texts where creativity and individual style are valued (Bowden 285). According to Beth 

Hewett, one important orientation of expressivist pedagogy is that peer response groups 

privilege the writer's voice over a group or discourse community's collective voice often 

prevails in the classroom. Considered in this context, expressivism may circumscribe an 

approach where peer response does not support effective dialogue among student 

participants (Hewett 45-48). Some scholars take the expressivist theory to a polarized 

position, believing that writing cannot be taught and is uniquely learned by the individual 

writer. Murray, a noted expressivist theorist, argues along these lines in his journal 

article: 

What is the process we should teach? It is the process of discovery 

through language [my emphasis]. It is the process of what we know and 

what we feel we know about language. It is the process of using language 

to learn about our world, to evaluate what we learn about our world, to 

communicate what we learn about our world ( 4). 
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The Influences of Collaborative Pedagogy on the Writing Process 

Faigley's third category for organizing developments in the writing-as-process 

model is social. The American scholar Kenneth Bruffee is considered a key proponent 

for social learning in the composition class. In his essay "Collaborative Learning and the 

Conversation of Mankind," Bruffee writes: "What the term [collaborative learning] 

meant in practice was a form of indirect teaching in which the teacher sets the problem 

and organizes students to work it out collaboratively" (Bruffee 418). According to 

Bruffee, the most widely accepted form of collaborative learning in the composition 

classroom is peer group work. Collaboration taps into the existing informal and formal 

groups, networks, and communities in which student-writers participate. A collaborative 

theoretical orientation in the writing classroom also presupposes writers can compose 

texts in response to the social and ideological discourses of these groups, not just in 

response to an individualistic need to communicate or express themselves. Collaborative 

theory views composing as an interaction between writers and their environments. 

Scholars refer to the social learning that occurs in such groups or discourse communities 

as social constructionism or constructivism. 14 

14 Social constructivism (sometimes referred to as "constructionism" in a more generic sense) is a body of 
learning theories that adhere to the notion that knowledge can be socially constructed through group 
interaction or collaboration among students. Lev Vygotsky's Thought and Language provides insights into 
how social interactions affect thought, as well as oral and written discourse. In the context of the writing 
process, the elements of social learning are realized in how peer interaction can support learning and 
applying writing skills. Kenneth Bruffee's "Collaborative Leaming and the Conversation of Mankind" is a 
foundational article on collaborative pedagogy and social learning that I will discuss in more detail in 
chapter two of this study. 
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As composition scholars Donald Rubin and Bennett Rafoth highlight in their 

"Introduction" to The Social Construction of Written Communication, there are four ways 

that written communication is socially constructed: 

1. Writers construct mental representations of the social contexts in which

their writing is embedded.

2. Writing as a social process or system can create or constitute social

contexts.

3. Writers-in some senses all writers-create texts collectively with other

participants in discourse communities.

4. Writers assign consensual values to writing and thus construct a dimension

of social meaning. (2)

The groups or discourse communities to which writers belong may consist of other 

writers with shared interests and goals. However, in the case of peer collaboration in 

first-year writing courses, students are often members of a broader discourse community 

(called "first-year writing") and its individual members may or may not share the same 

cultural ideologies or interests. Members of discourse communities usually form such 

associations based on shared values and ideologies, as well as language and language 

conventions. In practice, however, discourse communities in the college composition 

class may reflect more heterogeneity. 

Important insights that provide theoretical grounding for collaborative pedagogies 

are provided by Marilyn Cooper's informative 1986 journal article, "The Ecology of 

Writing." Her article clearly outlines a collaborative model of composition pedagogy, 
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characterized as the "ecology" of composing. In Cooper's view, groups define their 

members, imparting an identity and often requiring them to follow certain behaviors and 

language. Members also define themselves on the basis of their membership, but they 

also, at the same time, define the group through their participation in it (Cooper). 

Another important study on the effects of collaboration was undertaken by Hicks. As 

Hicks notes in her study of collaborative groups and their effects on students' writings, 

improvements can occur in how students view their writing rhetorically, such as how 

audience awareness improved in her own study (72-80). Berlin argues for a specific type 

of collaboration in his book, Rhetoric, Poetics, and Cultures: Refiguring College English 

Studies: "In teaching people to write and read, we are thus teaching them a way of 

experiencing the world. This realization requires that the writing classroom be dialogic" 

(110). In using the term "dialogic," Berlin implies that the writing classroom should 

develop a strong sense of shared values and ideologies. 

While my dissertation focuses on the influences of social and collaborative 

theories on writing pedagogy, my review of the literature in this chapter is intended to 

show how these theories became inherently ingrained in writing process models. A more 

revealing examination of collaborative pedagogical models will follow in chapter two. 

However, I believe I should relate what my literature review reveals regarding 

collaborative theories and how they impact the writing process model. From a 

foundational perspective, the theories of Lev Vygotsky, a Russian psychologist and 

linguist writing in the 1920 and 1930s, offer interesting insights into the relationships 
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between thought and language. As Vygotsky argued throughout his book, Thought and 

Language, language is a social activity. Using this basic theoretical premise, he then 

posits that language and thought are intrinsically social constructions developed during 

oral and written discourse. Berlin provides additional contemporary perspectives on 

collaboration in the writing classroom. He argues that social constructivists view written 

discourse as " ... a political act involving a dialectical interaction engaging the material, 

the social, and the individual writer, with language as the agency of mediation" (Berlin, 

Rhetoric and Reality: Writing Instruction in American Colleges 692). Berlin makes 

another revealing argument in his article, "Rhetoric and Ideology in the Writing Class," 

which is that collaborative activity encourages review and revision of students' writing 

( 488). Summarizing the premise of his own arguments, Berlin states that writing 

instructors who privilege expressivist pedagogy would also agree that effective writing is 

a result of social interaction within the discourse community ( 488). 

The Synergies of Collaborative Pedagogy and Digital Media 

I argue that the theoretical notions inherent in collaborative theories clearly 

contribute to and facilitate process pedagogy. A collaborative approach builds on the 

composition process model, providing a more accurate and valid depiction of how 

students generate text in the writing classroom that is increasingly more socialized and 

relationship-oriented in our contemporary era due to the pervasiveness of digital media. 

The social networking web sites of MySpace and Face book, as well as the ubiquitous use 

of smart phones and other personal digital devices, create a highly social and digitally-
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networked communications environment. Composition scholars throughout the 1980s 

and 1990s focused on the social nature of writing in varied ways, building upon previous 

work influenced by the cognitive theorists and scholars whose studies highlighted the 

creative and recursive phases that writers undertook during the composing process. 

Bruffee's pioneering work in collaborative writing theories advised writing instructors to 

avoid relying on the view that learning is" ... reflecting and synthesizing information 

about the objective world" ( 433). Bruffee argued that composition instructors should 

embrace the idea that learning is a social process that enables students to "join ... larger, 

more experienced communities ofknowledgeable peers" through" ... interests, values, 

language, and paradigms of perception and thought" (427). 

From my analytical perspective, a major impetus to collaborative theory and a 

major contribution to writing pedagogy are the emphases that writing theorists, starting in 

the late 1960s, and continuing to the present, have placed on recursive revision in the 

composing process. These emphases on recursive composing, revision, and reflection 

support social collaboration and peer involvement in constructive ways for use at any 

point in the writing process. Without the emphasis on recursion demonstrated in the 

findings of the process model theorists, such as Emig, Rohre, Flower and Hayes, as well 

as others previously examined, there would only be minimal opportunities available for 

helpful collaboration in the linear or sequenced stage-based writing models. Expressed 

another way, students would not adequately interact and dialogue about their writing 

since their attention would be immersed on "doing what it takes" to complete one step of 

the writing process so they could proceed to the next. While collaboration could occur in 
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the "editing step" of a linear stage-based model, I argue it would be often inadequate 

since it would be the first instance where students undertook any revision in a model that 

did not encompass recursive revision during prewriting, composing, and reflection. 

Social Expressivism: Balancing Individualism and Social Constructivist Pedagogies 

Social expressivism incorporates the individualism of expressivism in composing, 

as well as the social learning and collaboration through which students can construct 

knowledge and develop their writing skills. In her 1995 book Romancing Rhetorics: 

Social Expressivist Perspectives on the Teaching of Writing, Sherrie Graddin develops 

how a composition classroom can function through a social expressivist pedagogy if 

instructors are careful in their practices and are aware that " ... the focus on individual 

vision and voice isolate our students from the social aspects of writing and selfhood" 

(121). Graddin's arguments effectively mediate what some scholars note as the polarity 

between expressivist and social constructivist pedagogies. As a prominent theorist of 

social expressivism, Graddin is careful to note that social expressivism also recognizes 

that student' personal views are important and can be enhanced by the social relations 

they experience in their daily lives and in the writing classroom. According to Graddin, 

this pedagogical approach helps to reduce the polarity or tension between the individual 

voice of the student-writer and the collaborative aspects of social learning in the first-year 

writing class. She concludes her arguments by noting that social expressivism can 

facilitate the ideas and practices derived from collaborative pedagogies because" ... 

group work provides a built-in forum for differing perspectives to be heard, tried out, 

revised, and sometimes rejected" (123). 
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Theoretical Roots of Collaboration in the Writing Classroom 

Importantly, collaborative pedagogy is based on the premise that knowledge can 

emerge from social interaction in a discourse community. Student interaction, 

conducted among peer group members and with the instructor, is critically vital to 

successfully facilitating this pedagogical approach. For example, Rafoth, in "Discourse 

Community: Where Writers, Readers, and Texts Come Together," suggests" ... that 

discourse community may be conceptually more useful than the term audience for 

capturing the language phenomena that relate writers, readers, and texts." 

He also states in his article that " ... [ w ]hereas the audience metaphor tends naturally to 

represent readers or listeners as primary, and to admit writers and texts only as 

derivatives, discourse community admits writers, readers, and texts all together"(132). 

Other activities in a collaborative first-year writing classroom could include frequent peer 

group interaction. Student-instructor conferences would focus on dialogue between 

student and instructor (not focused on merely instructor-directed sessions or an essay 

"editing" conference). 

Learning to write in ways appropriate for academic discourse would be the 

singular objective for instructors and students who participate in a collaborative writing 

pedagogy. Discourse groups or communities that facilitate effective peer group 

interaction at any stage of the writing process is another hallmark of collaborative 

composition pedagogy, according to Patrick Dias' journal article entitled "Social 

Constructionism" (287-292). Exploring cultural or social issues and using writing as a 
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means to explore one's views and develop solutions through collaborative peer activity 

are the hallmarks of collaborative pedagogy (Evans 1-5). 

One of the key ways collaborative theories help students write is through their 

inherent heuristics. The collaborative exchanges among peers at each phase of the 

recursive writing process provides student-writers with a fundamental heuristic for 

invention, as well as ongoing recursive activity for interaction during all phases of 

composing, revision, reflection, and repetition of these phases in any sequence and any 

time in a collaborative process model. Another key heuristic the collaborative model 

affords to students is its emphasis on using writing to find solutions for issues and 

problems. In my critical view, this is an effective heuristic for students to use during the 

invention phase of writing, as well as during the composing and revision phases. 

The Influences of Post-Process Theory on Contemporary Composition 

Beginning in the 1990s, composition studies scholars published articles around 

the theme that the writing process model had outlived its usefulness. As a pedagogical 

theory, post-process essentially conveys that the theory of writing developed during the 

process movement relied too much on expressivism and, as such, does not account for the 

historical, social, cultural, and political milieus of writers, readers, and texts. 

Composition scholars who reject the process theory by arguing it is too "formulaic" also 

believe that composition cannot be instructed. In taking this view, their theoretical ideas 

implicitly convey that post-process theory is not a pedagogical theory or approach either, 

and, therefore, it cannot be taught. Closely aligned with the social constructivist theories 

of Bruffee, post-process theorists validate the social and collaborative nature of writing, 
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affirming that writing is a public, interpretive, and situated process (Kent 1 ). Because 

writing is social, however, these theorists also claim that it" ... cannot be reduced to a 

generalizable process" (Kent 5). Consequently, Bruffee's theoretical precept that 

collaboration should be used to help students master academic discourse conventions is 

considered flawed by post-process advocates because conventions cannot be universally 

defined or mastered (Breuch 116). Post-process scholars argue that " ... no codifiable or 

generalizable writing process exists or could exist" (Kent 1 ). As Lee-Ann Breuch writes 

in her 2002 published article, "Post-Process 'Pedagogy': A Philosophical Exercise," " ... 

process is no longer a viable explanation of the writing act" (97). Furthermore, Breuch 

also notes in her article that " ... there is no identifiable post-process pedagogy that we 

can concretely apply to writing classrooms" (98). 

Taking a somewhat different and moderating view on post-post composition 

theory, Bruce McComiskey conveys in his 2000 published text, Teaching Composition as 

a Social Process, the most helpful meaning for the "post" in post-process is " ... 

extension, not rejection" (47). The author notes that post-process theory should not be 

considered a rejection of the writing process, but a "social tum" because it is a process 

that facilitates a different discursive inquiry. According to McComiskey, post-process 

includes three areas of composing: textual, rhetorical, and discursive. At the textual 

level, the author believes that writers tend to focus on the linguistic aspects of writing. At 

the rhetorical level, McComiskey says writers pay attention to the " ... generative and 

restrictive exigencies ( audience, purpose, etc.) of communicative situations" ( 6). Finally, 

at the discursive level, McComiskey explains that we (writers ) " ... focus our attention on 
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the institutional ( economic, political, social, and cultural) forces that condition our very 

identities as writers" (6-7). At this discursive level, according to McComiskey, writers 

intellectually struggle with the social and institutional contexts in which writing occurs. 

He emphasizes that " ... all ofus instruct students at all three levels, whether we do it 

consciously or not" (7). 

Ironically, the previous post-process critiques seem to point out that the writing 

process in the last 10 to 15 years has taken on an expanding influence of social 

constructivism and the recognition of cultural diversity in the first-year writing 

classroom. In agreeing with McComiskey's views, I believe that his statement that 

instructors should focus their attention on the "institutional, economic, political, social, 

and cultural forces" are those very aspects that are being accommodated by the writing

as-process model in the twenty-first century. 

The Impact of Cultural Diversity 

As composition studies scholars and composition instructors acquire a better 

understanding of the complexities of students' literacies and identities, composition 

pedagogy continues to respond to issues of diversity in .American classrooms, 

institutions, and communities. For example, most English-as-second language (ESL) 

students in college possess capable writing skills. The nature of the academic discourse 

community can often confuse these ESL students. In their text, The Discovery of 

Competence: Teaching and Learning with Diverse Student Writers, Eleanor Kutz, Suzay 

Groden and Vivian Zamel argue that ESL students are writers " ... who bring with them 
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a set of conventions that are at odds with those of the academic world they are entering" 

(30). Culturally-based ideologies and learning systems that constitute the ways specific 

groups and cultures "view the world" pose difficulties for students writing in their second 

language (L2). As a consequence, any effective contemporary pedagogy must take into 

consideration the influences from various educational, social, and cultural experiences 

that are embedded in students' native languages. 

Ilona Leki's 2007 book, Undergraduates in a Second Language: Challenges and 

Complexities of Academic Literacy Development, discusses how difficult it is for NNES 

students to write in English despite their efforts made in writing and their often high 

English language proficiency scores (Leki). The American scholar Robert Kaplan 

reveals in his fmdings in "Cultural Thought Patterns in Intercultural Education" that 

many L2 writers, even those who possess adequate sentence-level knowledge of grammar 

and vocabulary, exhibit difficulties writing well-organized essays. He examined written 

discourse beyond the sentence level or organization patterns of written texts. Kaplan's 

study is valuable to the field of composition studies because it represents the first attempt 

to analyze L2 texts to fmd out why (Non-native English Speakers) NNES students write 

with a ''written accent." After a careful examination of essays written by L2 writers, 

Kaplan advocated that different cultures and languages have their own unique ways of 

organizing texts. These culturally-based rhetorical inclinations transfer to L2 students' 

writing, thereby making L2 texts appear different from L 1 texts written by native English 

speakers (Kaplan, "Cultural Thought Patterns Revisited" 10-20). 
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The use of cultural metaphors to enhance students' abilities to discourse with 

others from varying cultures and ideologies are exemplified in Gloria Anzaldua's 

Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza. The author argues throughout her popular 

book that multicultural differences help educators to focus on the need to better 

understand and accommodate diversity in our academic discourse communities. 

Anzaldua's Borderlands/La Frontera can motivate writing instructors and students to 

acquire the cultural sensitivities needed to expand their abilities to discourse more 

effectively during peer interactions in the composition classroom. For this reason alone, 

such discussions can enhance student collaboration on writing assignments, serve as 

inventional aids by expanding student awareness, and support positive peer group work. 

Interdisciplinary scholarship in composition studies continued to grow through 

the late 1990s and into the first decade of the twenty-first century. Such scholarship was 

undertaken by scholars outside the traditional departments of English and composition, as 

well as by composition studies scholars who evaluated theories and contributions of 

writers in other academic disciplines. Anis Bawarshi's 2003 book, Genre and the 

Invention of the Writer, provides new insights in using aspects of genre theory to foster 

invention in the writing classroom. Principally, Bawarshi integrates definitions of genre 

from various writers and develops a working definition of genre as being the rhetorical 

actions, social roles, and cultural identities that help writers to understand how to 

incorporate their own identities and ideologies into the writing process. Bawarshi also 

uses some of Mikhail Bakhtin's theories of discourse to demonstrate how the genre 

function makes possible many kinds of identities within discursive practices (Bawarshi 
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146). Bawarshi's innovative ideas regarding genre theory can help composition 

instructors more effectively appreciate how the social and ideological viewpoints of their 

students can be used productively as part of the inventional process in the first-year 

writing class. 

Continued scholarship in the rhetorics of multiculturalism and genre studies may 

prove to be beneficial aspects of post-process theories that can continue to support 

inventional activities and enhance collaborative peer work in the first-�ear writing class. 

The orientation that multiculturalism and genre theories provide to the writing process is 

its support of students' abilities to discourse in the "give and take" of a diverse discourse 

community and also to facilitate peer group work. Figure 8 below visually interprets my 

concept ofhow the writing-as-process will need to encompass the growing twenty-first 

century challenges in the writing classroom that will create change in first-year writing 

pedagogies. 
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Fig. 8. An illustration of the dynamics of a contemporary writing-as-process pedagogy. 
This figure visually interprets the challenges and dynamics of a contemporary writing-as
process model that encompasses two varied discourse communities in a college 
composition class comprised of Standard American English (SAE) writers and also 
writers whose second language is English (L2). The blending of SAE writers and L2 
writers highlights the growing presence of diverse student-writers that can occur within a 
specific composition class. 

Note: The concentric circles convey the recursiv,e phases of the writing process, the 
interrelationships of collaborative peer activities, the strategic uses of writing resources, 
and the student-centered strategies that an instructor can apply to instruct first-year 
writing in culturally-diverse discourse communities. 

The Dynamics of Digital Media 

The uses of digital media, online course management systems (CMS), or learning 

management systems (LMS) are now ubiquitous in contemporary college classrooms. 
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Since the invention of the desktop computer in the early 1980s, computer technology has 

progressed from individual workstations to global networks. It has evolved in quantum 

leaps from stand-alone software for single users to web-based biogs, CMSs, and wikis in 

less than two decades. Now, in the year 2011, most all college composition is instructed 

in classrooms with workstations that use word processing software and CMSs that truly 

foster collaboration. However, college composition classes were not always like this in 

the early days of computer technology. 

An early pioneer in using digital technology to teach writing was Hugh L. Burns, 

Jr. His 1979 doctoral dissertation, "Stimulating Rhetorical Invention in English 

Composition through Computer-Assisted Instruction," is the first doctoral dissertation 

written in the U.S. on the subject of using computers to teach writing. Using rhetorician 

Kenneth Burke's dramatistic pentad (act, scene, agent, agency, and purpose) as a 

heuristic model, Burns wrote computer programs whose interrogatives helped students 

during the prewriting or inventional phases of their compositions (Bums). With the 

invention of the desktop computer and writing software in the middle 1980s, CMI was 

incorporated, in varying degrees, into most all college composition classes by the late 

1990s. Alan Kay's 1997 essay, "Computers, Networks and Education" argues that the 

key benefit of digital media in the first-year writing classroom was collaboration. Kay 

argues that digital media greatly facilitates peer review, which is an essential part of the 

writing-as-process model (156). For that very reason alone, digital media has become an 

ongoing important element in all phases of the writing-as-process model. 
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My literature review reveals yet another important perspective regarding how 

scholars perceive the impact of digital technology on the writing process. This 

perspective suggests how composing with digital media keeps students totally absorbed 

in the writing process. Gail Hawisher comments in her article, "Electronic Meetings of 

the Minds," the importance of this total involvement: "When participants in an electronic 

conference communicate with one another ... they are totally immersed in writing" 

(Hawisher, "Electronic Meetings of the Minds," 84). Later in this article, Hawisher 

advocates that the networking aspects of digital media ("electronic conferences") are 

two-fold. First, digital media create a sense of writing community and, second, they 

facilitate peer reviewing since the focus is on the text, not on the personal attributes of the 

writer: 

... [T]his idea of a real audience and of many communicating to many is 

a growing sense among participants and researchers that writer 

participants perceive themselves as part of a community .... 

Electronic conferences foster an openness to other discourses and to 

multiple perspectives, making the weaving together of such disparate 

views possible .... [Students] are less likely to react to other participants' 

gender, social class, appearance, or status markers. (87-89) 

As noted in Kay and Halasek's views above, digital media provide the tools for 

students to collaborate, peer-review, and revise their compositions. By the last decade of 

the twentieth century, American colleges and universities overwhelmingly adopted 

CMSs-such as Blackboard, Desire2Learn, and Drupal-that provide the shared 
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"electronic platforms" fostering student peer commentaries in each phase of the writing

as-process model. 

As this literature review foregrounds, digital media used in the composition class 

will continue to occupy a strong position in composition pedagogy because they support 

the current "multi-literacy" needs of current and future students. In Computers and the 

Teaching of Writing, Hawisher et al. notes that "[t]he ability to write well-and to write 

well with computers and within digital environments-we believe will continue to play 

an increasingly important role in determining if students will be able to participate and 

succeed in school, work, and community" (643). In their 2004 text, Literate Lives in the 

Information Age: Narratives of Literacy From the United States, Cynthia Selfe and 

Hawisher argue that the" ... heavy use of computers in the United States, and 

increasingly elsewhere, for education, entertainment, employment, and empowerment has 

also changed the use and meaning of 'literacy,' which now needs to be linked with such 

words as technological, digital, and electronic" (2). The current prevalent use of 

CMSs/LMSs, wilds, and biogs provide the necessary media and tools to enhance 

students' collaboration. These collaborative digital media accommodate our students' 

multi-literacy familiarities with their use in a social-media context, a context that carries 

over to reinforce social constructivist practices in the first-year writing class. 

Conclusions and Implications: Composition Theories and Pedagogies 

When I began researching my literature review regarding the development of 

theories of composition and the writing process, no one would have convinced me that 

my starting point would be in the middle of the third century B.C. and my concluding 
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point would be an indeterminate date in the future. I do not believe that I would be 

overstating my point ifl said that very few theories or even epistemologies can trace their 

roots over the span of some 2,300 years-and yet still be evolving. As my literature 

review in this chapter demonstrates, there are numerous theories and theorists whose 

ideas influenced the evolution of the writing process and composition pedagogies. 

Clearly, the scholarship on the subject reveals composing and teaching began in the 

rhetorics of Aristotle and Quintilian. While this finding may be common knowledge to 

many in the field, what is not common knowledge is that Quintilian highlights in his 

Institutes of Oratory that students should engage in revising their texts and read them 

aloud to the class for comments. (X.5.1) 

In the progression of writing theory and composition pedagogy, my literature 

review uncovers one fundamental irony. The "classical" precepts of rhetoric upon which 

key scholars in the 1800s based the instruction of college composition in America were 

"rhetorical in name only." Professor Adams Sherman Hill's The Foundations of Rhetoric 

was one influential text in guiding the pedagogy of composition in American colleges for 

nearly a half-century. Judged retrospectively through the lens of scholarly analysis, 

Hill's text is decidedly not "founded" on rhetoric, but on the belletristic and prescriptive 

rules-based theories argued by British rhetoricians of the 1800s, such as Bain and 

Spencer. Perhaps, a more apt title for Hill's text would be "The Foundations of Style and 

Grammar," since as Hill writes in his text, students were to master and practice the 

grammatical rules as the key requirement to improve their writing (1-23). While this 

process did constitute somewhat of an approach to composing, it placed the burden of 
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"learning to write correctly" on students who were required to master "correct" usage and 

apply it to their compositions. As scholars Kitzhaber, Connors, and Berlin note in their 

thorough examinations of composition pedagogy in the nineteenth century in this 

country, little, if any, attention was paid by college composition instructors to the 

precepts of rhetorical writing. The composing process of this era was heavily influenced 

by literary explication of "canonical" texts and the concept of audience was implicitly 

defined as the sole instructor-evaluator. In terms of a writing pedagogy, it encompassed 

students receiving instruction in lectures on the prescriptive rules of usage. The 

pedagogy of that period could be characterized as instructor-centered with no provisions 

for peer collaboration. 

To use Maxine Harrison's phrase, the "winds of change" describes a series of 

events beginning in the 1960s that clearly reflect a turn in scholarly inquiry toward what 

actually constitutes the processes involved when students compose. Using Kuhn's 

hypothesis of paradigm shifts, Hairston argued that the surge of scholarship questioning 

the end-stage product model signified that composition theory was undergoing a change 

from end-stage product to process-oriented models. Shaughnessy and Emig' s studies of 

the writing process were motivated by their desire to learn what students actually do, and 

why they do it, as they engage in the composing process. Flower and Hayes' analytical 

studies focused on the cognitive and psychological processes in which writers engage. 

Their own scholarship should be considered a major turning point in composition studies 

and writing pedagogy. In 1980, Nancy Sommers and Sondra Perl directly challenged the 

continued legitimacy of the linear end-stage product model of writing, dispelling its 
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century-long theoretical underpinnings, and advocating their replacement with the 

recursive phases of a writing-as-process model. 

Kinneavy' s writings throughout the 1970s argued for composition teachers to 

heed the precepts of Aristotle's rhetorical theories on persuasion: the importance of 

invention, considerations of audience, and the appropriateness of writing that is best 

suited for the occasion or kairos. Kinneavy's careful examination of writing's inherent 

rhetorical roots served to help reconnect American composition pedagogy and the writing 

process to a valid and provable rhetorical foundation. 

On another front, academe witnessed a turn toward social learning or 

constructivism in the composition classroom. Kenneth Bruffee' s theories were crafted 

around Lev Vygotsky's theories showing how social learning (interaction) helps expand 

the cognitive processes of individuals so they can achieve higher thresholds of learning. 

In applying social learning or constructivism to the composition class, Bruffee' s studies 

argued how collaborative peer interaction could generate a consensus in the discursive 

community that would facilitate learning and help students develop their writing skills. 

Bruffee's writings helped initiate momentum in scholarship about collaboration and 

social learning. Presently, collaborative peer group interaction constitutes an intrinsic 

component of collaborative pedagogy that is instructed, in whole, or in part, in most all 

college composition classes. 

Theoretical Implications of the Writing-as-Process Model 

In the composition classroom of the present and future, the writing-as-process 

model will continue to be the pedagogical model optimally suited to teach first-year 

78 



college writing. A key reason that supports its longevity in the composition classroom is 

because its theoretical construct-recursive phases-approximates the cognitive and 

creative workings of the mind as one composes. Flower and Hayes' study on the 

cognitive aspects of writing served to strongly legitimize and anchor writing-as-process 

in the disciplines of not only English and rhetoric, but also in learning theory and 

psychology. The growing influence of social constructivism, primarily implemented as 

collaborative peer group activities, is informed and facilitated by each of the writing-as

process model's phases-prewriting, composing, revising/editing, and proofreading. 

While the tenor of the term "post-process" seems to convey the demise of the writing-as

process model, the influence of multi-culturalism and genre theory---considered by 

scholars as two sub-genres of post-process theory---contribute to the writing-as-process 

model's continued vitality in the first decade of the twenty-first century. Multicultural 

dialog can spark meaningful discussions and provide a new way of viewing how variant 

ideologies influence the writing process. Genre theory empowers L 1 and L2 students to 

tap into their uniqueness, differences, and ideologies as commonplaces to foster invention 

and make the writing process more relevant to their perspectives about life. Together, 

both multi-culturalism and genre theory serve as effective heuristics for these first-year 

writers so that feel they have an "entry point" into academic writing. 

As this literature review reveals, writing-as-process theory has emerged over the 

last 50 years to currently encompass a theoretical structure that is decidedly more driven 

by the forces of digital media, social learning, and multiculturalism. I argue that these 

forces do not diminish the efficacy of the writing-as-process model since they facilitaae 
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the model's emphasis on collaboration and social learning. I further believe that the 

inherent benefits of digital technology are found in how they enhance collaboration and 

social learning through online courseware, blogs, and other collaborative digital media 

that facilitate peer group collaboration. 

The future of the writing process will foreground how collaborative peer groups, 

assisted by digital media, will enhance composition pedagogy and our students' writing 

skills in innovative ways. As Kathleen Yancey emphasizes throughout her published 

studies, writing is being "remediated" through digital technology in ways that may well 

change the essay from linear sentences and paragraphs to any conceivable mediated form 

that technology may provide in the future. 
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CHAPTER II 

ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF COLLABORATIVE THEORY AND PRAXIS 
ON FIRST-YEAR COLLEGE WRITING 

. . .  Collaboration is hardly a monolith. Instead, it comes in 
a dizzying variety of modes about which we know almost nothing. 

-Andrea Lunsford

"Collaboration, Control, and the Idea of a Writing
Center."

Overview and Purpose 

My literature review in this chapter enables me to assess how evolving 

collaborative theories influence students' writing skills, to what degree they support 

students' fulfillment of the writing process, and if they facilitate rhetorical approaches in 

their writing. However, before I begin this examination of collaboration, I must pose 

several important questions to establish the framework of my research on this topic. 

First, what is collaboration as applied in the first-year writing class? Second, what are 

the theoretical notions underlying collaborative pedagogies? Third, why did 

collaboration evolve into its current practices in the writing classroom? Fourth, how is 

collaboration being used to facilitate the writing-as-process? And, five, what are the pros 

and cons of using collaboration to teach first-year composition? The literature reviews in 

this chapter clearly address the above questions that can also be summarized by the single 

question posed by one of my instructor colleagues: "Why collaboration? 
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For purposes of clarification, published studies reveal that scholars are not always 

careful in using the terms collaboration, collaborative writing, collaborative pedagogy, 

and collaborative learning. However, I believe it is important to distinguish the 

differences between them, however slight they may seem. As several of the scholars I 

cite in this chapter acknowledge, collaborative learning focuses more on the process of 

acquiring knowledge, whereas collaborative writing focuses more on specific text

centered activities undertaken by writers. Collaborative pedagogy pertains to those 

strategies and processes that instructors use in their classes to facilitate both collaborative 

learning and writing. Composition scholars often use the term "collaboration" in a 

generic context to· connote a wide range of activities in which students engage as part of 

their peer group activities accomplished in face-to-face (FTP) and distance learning 

environments. 

The Developments of Social Learning Theory and Collaboration 

Citing the key researchers' perspectives on the teaching, learning, and interactive 

aspects of collaboration in the writing class provides some insight into its development 

and application over the several decades. According to composition scholar Kenneth 

Bruffee, collaboration in its most basic application in the writing class encompasses "a 

form of indirect teaching in which the teacher sets the problem and organizes students to 

work it out collaboratively" (Bruffee 418). Bruffee points out: "Students' work tended to 

improve when they got help from peers .... ( 418). Bruffee's article, "Collaborative 

Learning and the 'Conversation of Mankind," provides an excellent foundational inquiry 

into the subject. Fundamentally, collaboration is rooted in the theories of social learning 
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or social constructivism. Social constructivist or constructionist (these two words are 

often used interchangeably) theory privileges interactive exchanges among peers rather 

than isolated individualism, and collaborative practices instead of instructor-centered 

classroom practices. Bruffee argues that social learning is "reflecting and synthesizing 

information about the objective world in which students ... uoin] larger, more 

experienced communities of knowledgeable peers" (651 ). Implicit in this pedagogical 

concept is that learning is clearly active, not passive, and the social milieu in which 

learning takes place enhances and reinforces the individual's cognitive abilities. In social 

learning, teaching is considered student-centered, not teacher-centered. Because of the 

iterative and ongoing encounters through which students learn, social learning privileges 

the recursive process model for learning and teaching, not the end-stage product model. 

Just as the recursive writing process facilitates revision among and between all its phases 

of prewriting, composing, revising/editing, and proofreading at any time, collaboration 

invovling student-writers is also recursive and ongoing at any of the phases in the writing 

process. 

Social constructivism finds it theoretical underpinnings in the notion that 

knowledge such as learning to write-is not exclusively imparted by the instructor to 

individual students. Inherent in the idea of collaborative learning is the theory of social 

constructivism, the basic precept of which is that students construct knowledge socially. 

Seemingly, constructivists use a construction metaphor in their writing pedagogy because 

it clearly describes the epistemological knowledge that is built by students and teachers 

engaged in social learning. Numerous contemporary scholars writing on the subject of 
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social learning and collaboration, such as Bruffee , trace its early roots to the writings of 

the Russian scholar Lev Vygotsky. Writing in the 1930s, Vygotsky argued that social 

interaction is a fundamental aspect of individual cognition. Vygotsky theoretized that 

learning is a continual process from one's present intellectual level to a higher level that 

more closely approximates the learner's potential or "zone of proximal achievement." 

(Vygotsky 121). 

In applying these fundamental theories ofVygotsky and Bruffee, student-writers 

essentially help to create meaning and knowledge as they fulfill the writing process. This 

theory does not imply that students have to know a lot about the writing process or the 

ramifications of social constructivism. Also, social learning should not be appreciated in 

ways that imply it somehow diminishes a complete learning experience. When I envision 

social constructivism underway in my first-year writing class, I think about a student

centered dynamic. I visualize peer group discussions developing knowledge, and students 

depending on one another to help improve their writing skills. I want my students to be 

engaged in some form of peer review on a weekly basis regarding their assignments, so 

they can become more comfortable with each other in a learning context, and not just as 

"individuals" who show up in class several days a week. In such a social learning 

environment, students can acquire enhanced skills and insights from their peers in their 

discourse communities. This knowledge continues to grow throughout the semester as 

students learn to appreciate the importance of diverse views and how collaborative 

exchange makes them think more about their writing. The ongoing generation of 

knowledge acquired in this way can help orient their thinking to accommodate a broader 

84 



range of thought. In this process, I argue that their collaborative activities augment and 

extend the development of ideas and information beyond the vertical and often one-way 

flow of information from instructor to students or from written texts to students. As the 

process evolves in the writing classroom, students are able to converse about each phase 

of their writing process and develop their writing skills. 

Bruffee argues these very ideas in his text Collaborative Learning: Higher 

Education, Interdependence, and the Authority of Knowledge. He advocates that "our 

students, however poorly prepared academically, did not come to us as blank slates. They 

arrived in our classes already deeply acculturated, already full-fledged, competent 

members (as we were, too) of some [discourse] community or another" (17). While 

students do not walk into a composition classroom as homogenous members of that 

specific class's discourse community, they do walk in as members of several other 

discourse communities. After they begin learning about each others' communities, they 

become exposed to a wider scope of available knowledge and writing skills. 

According to Bruffee's analysis in his article, "Collaborative Learning and the 

'Conversation of Mankind," collaborative activities in the classroom find strong support 

in M. L. Abercrombie' s text The Anatomy of Judgment. Her research, while conducted 

primarily in the field of medicine, found "that diagnosis, the art of medical judgment and 

the key element in successful medical practice, is better learned in small groups of 

students arriving at diagnoses collaboratively ( emphasis added) than it is learned by 

students working individually" ( qtd. in Bruffee, "Collaborative Learning and the 

Conversation" 417). 
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Based on this study, Abercrombie also argued "that students learning [about] diagnosis 

collaboratively acquired good medical judgment faster than individuals working alone" 

(qtd. in Bruffee, "Collaborative Learning and the Conversation" 417). Abercrombie's 

research facilitated the idea that collaborative learning could improve education and help 

students succeed in the classroom. As Bruffee points out, many American co Hege 

students in the 1970s experienced problems " ... adapting to college life and work," 

which Bruffee attributes to the fact "that many [students] refused help when it was 

offered because the kind of help provided seemed merely an extension of the socially

accepted structure of traditional classroom learning" (Bruffee, "Collaborative Learning 

and the Conversation" 419). As Bruffee further notes, college peer tutoring evolved 

represents one of the early institutionalized forms of collaborative learning. 

Perhaps, the most well-known application of collaborative learning in the 

composition classroom is peer criticism ("critiquing") or peer reviews of students' 

compositions. Bruffee describes peer criticism by saying, "students learn to describe the 

organizational structure of a peer's paper, paraphrase it, and comment both on what 

seems well done and what the author might do to improve the work" (Bruffee, 

"Collaborative Learning and the Conversation" 418). Peer criticism provides numerous 

benefits for students. Peer critiquing of students' compositions entails multiple readers 

and their perspectives on the same writing assignment. Peer criticism can help students 

resist any prior engrained habits of writing for only an instructor-evaluator audience and 

also teaches them to write for a more diverse audience. 
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This one aspect often generates a type of writing activity, as Bruffee notes, wherein" ... 

[s]tudents' work tended to improve when they got help from peers; peers offering help,

furthermore, learned from the students they helped and from the activity of helping itself' 

(Bruffee, "Collaborative Learning and the Conversation" 418). The author emphasizes 

that "[ c ]ollaborative learning, it seemed, harnessed the powerful educative force of peer 

influence that had been-and largely still is-ignored and hence wasted by traditional 

forms of education" (Bruffee, "Collaborative Learning and the Conversation" 418). 

Bruffee also outlines his collaborative learning theories and pedagogy in A Short 

Course in Writing: Practical Rhetoric for Teaching Composition through Collaborative 

Learning. The author's approach to collaborative peer group work is essentially dialogic 

in nature: it privileges consensus and negotiation during the students' revision work as 

part of the writing process. Bruffee's collaborative learning and pedagogical model is 

based on students working in small groups who can "converse effectively " about their 

writing assignments as a "community of writers." According to Bruffee's theoretical 

views, the principal objective of the collaborative composition class is to bring this 

conversational ability back into the classroom. 

Bruffee sees the instructor's role in the collaborative classroom as someone who 

can facilitate a variety of peer group communications, such as designing and organizing 

tasks to enhance student conversations about a writing project, a key component of which 

may be the resolution of differences, and the evaluation of students' writing regarding 

their input into the overall process. Bruffee emphasizes that the instructor should be able 

to design peer collaborative activities that will facilitate students' talking about their 
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writing in an atmosphere of give-and-take that is conducive to consensus. The writing 

community that an instructor organizes should also help students understand and apply 

their collaborative-based knowledge to critiquing their own and other students' writing in 

meaningful ways (Bruffee, A Short Course 9). 

As one might determine from reading the above tasks, the instructor in Bruffee's 

collaboration class is tasked with a myriad of responsibilities. While Bruffee discusses 

these instructor tasks more fully in his text, A Short Course, he, nonetheless, places a 

very high level of expectation on the performance of the instructor. After reading 

Bruffee's text, I find it very helpful in focusing the various aspects of collaboration in the 

writing classroom. 

Building Consensus and Dissensus in the Discourse Community 

Composition studies scholars Ede and Lunsford build upon Bruffee's ideas of 

collaboration, particularly emphasizing those aspects of attaining consensus in peer 

group work. Their collaboratively written text on collaborative writing, Singular Texts, 

Plural Authors, incorporates the notions of dialogic collaboration and hierarchical 

collaboration in the composition class. The authors' use of the concept of "dialogic" 

appears to be loosely appropriated from its literary and linguistic connotations as 

originally articulated by Mikhail Bakhtin (Holquist 183). Ede and Lunsford's definition 

privileges a consensus-building, group-oriented, non-authoritative approach to 

collaboration. In this context, both authors privilege dialogic collaboration because they 

argue it centers on developing the process of writing among peers and the dynamic 

relationships between writers: 
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This dialogic mode is loosely structured and the roles enacted within it are 

fluid: one person may occupy multiple and shifting roles as a project 

progresses .... Furthermore, those participating in dialogic collaboration 

generally value the creative tension inherent in multivoiced and 

multivalent ventures. (Ede and Lunsford 133) 

The authors differentiate hierarchical collaboration from dialogic collaboration as an 

approach that focuses on the completion of activities and the final writing product, rather 

than the process itself and the learning relationship between writers: 

... [T]he hierarchical form of collaboration is carefully, and often rigidly, 

structured, driven by highly specific goals, and carried out by people 

playing clearly defined and delimited roles .... Because productivity and 

efficiency is of the essence in this mode of collaboration, the realities of 

multiple voices and shifting authority are seen as difficulties to be 

overcome or resolved .... (133) 

Collaborative Theory: Challenges, Examinations, and Embellishments 

In his 1989 article, "Consensus and Difference in Collaborative Leaming," John 

Trimbur echoes some of the prevailing collaborative concepts put forth by Bruffee, Ede, 

and Lunsford-with one notable difference. Trimbur argues that collaborative activity 

should not always result in consensus among those participating in collaborative 

undertakings (Trimbur 462). Trimbur's theoretical assertions call for students to accept 

differences in the collaborative process, as well as identify the presence of authority and 

ideological power structures so they will learn how to work within them to accomplish 
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common goals ( 462). Trimbur further critiques Bruffee's emphasis on the consensus 

model in collaboration in the following manner: 

The politics of consensus depends on the teacher's practice. Consensus, I 

will argue, can 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 who 

may speak and what counts as a meaningful statement. (462) 

Trimbur advocates that consensus in collaboration should not always produce complete 

agreement among viewpoints in the classroom. His operative definition for consensus is 

"a strategy that structures differences by organizing them in relation to each other." 

Apparently, this definition provides a common ground where both agreements and 

disagreements within a discourse community are expressed and acknowledged: " ... 

consensus cannot be known without its opposite-without the other voices at the 

periphery of the conversation" (468). 

According to Trimbur, his definition further proposes a "rhetoric of dissensus" 

that he emphasizes is a key element to the intellectual "negotiations" and power struggles 

inherent in a consensus-based discourse. Although Trimbur does engage in some 

intellectual wordplay with the words "consensus" and "consensual," his arguments appear 

to be more consistent with the realities of the cultural and ideological diversities found in 

the first-year writing class. Trimbur's pedagogical approach to collaboration affirms that 

dissensus requires students to critically recognize that collaborative learning in the 

college writing class is always influenced by the ideological and intellectual power 
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strnctures existing in academe and how such structures function to disseminate 

knowledge ( 462). Social constructivists believe in learning from "conversation," a term 

that Trimbur posits is a "code word to talk about knowledge and teaching and learning as 

social-not cognitive" ( 465). He continues this line of argument by stating that: 

"Learning, therefore, "cannot be understood strictly on cognitive grounds; it means rather 

joining new communities and taking part in new conversations" (465). 

Rebecca Burnett is another scholar who provides a critique of collaboration that 

argues that conflict can be a positive force in collaborative groups. In her article, 

"Conflict in Collaborative Decision-Making," she asks instructors to welcome dissensus, 

much in the same manner ofTrimbur's views on collaboration. In her published study, 

Burnett outlines three types of conflict: substantive, affective, and procedural. In using 

the term substantive, Burnett means the forms and features of the writing process. In 

conveying the idea of affective, Burnett focuses those situations stemming from 

interpersonal communications. In using the word procedural, the author conveys 

activities involving the actual implementation of the process (144-62). Interestingly, she 

discovered a positive correlation between the quality of the completed writing assignment 

and the amount of substantive conflict which the writers experience. 

Rebecca Howard, writing in the 1990s after Bruffee and Trimbur, contributes to 

the growing critical studies about collaboration in the composition class through her 

discerning perspectives on what she considers are the types of collaboration. Howard 

emphasizes that" ... scholars throughout the disciplines recognize that collaboration is an 

aid to learning. Students who work together learn more and retain more" (Howard 54). 
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The value of Howard's scholarship to the field of composition studies is her insightful 

observations regarding how collaboration can be applied in the writing class. She defines 

four categories of collaborative pedagogy that instructors can use in the first-year 

composition classroom. These are collaborative learning, collaborative writing, 

collaborative contributions to solo-authored texts, and writer-text collaboration. Howard 

exemplifies collaborative learning in terms of either partial or total class discussions or 

small group discussions (58). Comparable to collaborative learning, collaborative 

contributions to single-authored texts are "most often used in writing classes for 

collaborative responses to individually drafted texts" (59-60). The primary difference 

between collaborative learning and collaborative writing appears to be the focus Howard 

gives to text production. She defines collaborative writing as those situations and 

activities when writers write together (62). Howard contends that the least recognized 

category of collaborative pedagogy is what she calls ''writer-text collaboration." She 

defines writer-text collaboration occurs when a writer "overtly collaborates with a written 

text" as in "quotation, paraphrase, summary, synthesis, research--or plagiarism" (66). 

Howard further states that "[b ]ecause composition studies includes pedagogy as a 

central concern, collaboration holds a particular fascination for the discipline. As in other 

disciplines, small-group discussion has become a staple of composition pedagogy"

(emphasis added) (54). Howard's categorizations are very useful in framing the range of 

collaborative activines'thatcan -occtfr �valving students and instructors in the writing 

classroom. These categorizations have doubtlessly helped composition instructors, such 

92 



as me, better appreciate the relationships of collaborative learning, writing, and 

pedagogy. 

More recent to the published writings on collaboration and social learning by 

Bmffee, Ede and Lunsford, and Howard is Lynee Gaillet's 2009 published article, "A 

Socially Constructed View of Reading and Writing." Gaillet clearly conveys her polemic 

that the best student writing is produced in a social context. Gaillet's critique centers on 

the term community of writers, which she mentions is the ideal learning environment 

where students can collaborate with one another on their writing projects. She posits that 

collaboration is the key to improving the growth of students' reading and writing 

abilities. Much like the discursive practices in the Greek polis or in Plato's Academy, 

Gaillet's concept of the writing classroom is a place where civic (public) engagement is 

practiced: 

Current community-based courses encourage the study of invention, 

arrangement, and style to determine a particular discourse community's 

conception of principles of good writing ... students must study texts to 

understand the community's culture, what subjects it finds worth writing 

about, how readers and writers relate to one another, what value people 

place on experience, observation, interpretation, speculation, objectivity, 

and so on (173). 

Gaillet advocates that peer collaboration enables students to contribute to the overall 

improvement of writing by adopting everyone's writing according to the "good" writing 

standards of a specific community. She also contends that collaborative writing 
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undertaken in a social learning environment supports the composition instructor in 

creating a classroom wherein students will acquire increasing "ownership" of their own 

writing and that of their peers as well. Notably, Gaillet makes use ofBruffee's concept of 

collaborative writing and formulates it into the praxis of civic or communal discourse. 

As any composition instructors reading my words here will certainly reflect, the concept 

of writing to the "good" standards of the discourse community is somewhat nebulous and 

can lead to a wide latitude of interpretations. 

Focusing on the Nexus between Theory and Pedagogy 

Another recent investigator in the field of social learning and collaboration is 

Mark Windschitl. Windschitl's examination provides very cogent arguments regarding 

social constructivism and why it should be studied more thoroughly to validate the 

pedagogical strategies that are currently in use in academe: 

Implementing constructivist instruction, however, has proved even more 

difficult than many in education realize. The most profound challenges 

for teachers are not associated nearly with acquiring new skills but with 

making personal sense of constructivism as a basis for construction, 

reorienting the cultures of classrooms to be consonant with the 

constructivist philosophy, and dealing with the pervasive educational 

conservatism that works against efforts to teach for understanding ... 

There is little literature that probes, systematically or in depth, the full 

scope of challenges faced by teachers in creating constructivist 

classrooms ( emphasis added). 
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And there has been no examination of the articulations between the 

conceptual, pedagogical, cultural, and political planes of the constructivist 

teaching experience ... within this perspective, constructivism in practice 

does not refer to the sample application of instructional strategies in which 

the teacher is the principal actor students are objects upon whom action is 

taken. It is the complex of concerns and invested activity that binds 

together teachers, students, administrators, parents, and community 

members as they participate, in various ways in reform-oriented education 

.... (130-31) 

Based on the tenor ofWindschitl's statements above, his arguments are very 

focused on the nexus between theory and praxis as it relates to social learning. 

In subsequent pages in his article, Windschitl cites several studies that question the use of

social constructivism as the foundational theory of collaboration and make it problematic 

in the contemporary college composition classroom. The author cautions his audience to 

be aware of the "disconnection" between theory and practice in the use of social 

constructivism: 

One of the most powerful determinants of whether constructive 

approaches flourish or flounder in classrooms is the degree to which 

individual teachers understand the concept of constructivism ( emphasis in 

original). Without a kind of working understanding, teachers cannot be 

expected to teach constructivist objectives for learning. ( 13 8) 
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Heeding his own words above that emphasize the importance of evaluating collaborative 

and social learning theory ( or at least understanding its varied ramifications) before 

applying it to the classroom, Windschitl refers in his article to the findings of several 

studies that attempt to show what happens when constructivist theory is applied in the 

college classroom: 

... [R]esearchers found that "efforts to employ student-centered, 

constructivist pedagogy were routinely thwarted by the lack of opportunity 

for teachers to delve into the theoretical underpinnings of the practices 

they were expected to enact .... Unfortunately for teachers, principals of 

instruction that derive from constructivist explanations for learning have 

not cohered into any comprehensible, widely applicable models .... This 

is not only because constructivism is a theory of learning rather than of 

teaching, but also because the implied precepts for instruction break 

radically from the traditional educational model in which teachers 

themselves were schooled, making it especially difficult for them to 

visualize constructivist pedagogy. (138) 

Windschitl's polemic in his journal article on social constructivism within the 

broader context of collaboration convincingly frames all of the interrelated aspects of 

social learning and urges continuing investigation of the subject. He conceives four 

areas-conceptual, pedagogical, cultural, and political-that he argues pose significant 

hurdles for instructors and students to overcome in their understanding and application of 

collaborative strategies in the classroom (132). 
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Throughout his published study, Windschitl perceptively advocates that social learning 

and collaboration encounter these four "dilemmas" as teachers struggle to understand the 

epistemological foundations of constructivism and how these dilemmas emerge as 

instructors and students engage in social learning. He aptly concludes his article with an 

unmistakable caveat for those in academe who might extol the virtues of social 

constructivism without first testing its implications in the classroom: 

Putting constructivism into practice requires a host of teacher skills .... 

Teachers, for example, must learn to capitalize on, rather than suppress, 

differences in students' existing understandings due to background; they 

must become critically conscious of the dynamics of their own classroom 

culture; and they must attend to patterns of classroom discourse as well as 

to the thinking that goes with them. (160) 

Windschitl's examination should prompt us to think about the varied dimensions 

of collaboration, particularly collaborative pedagogical strategies that first-year writing 

instructors use in the classroom. The author's thesis in his article calls for further 

ongoing research to validate how and why collaboration promotes social learning-and 

how and in what ways it contributes to the composition class. His critique of 

collaboration, however, is not without stipulations. He strongly advocates continuing 

research to accurately assess its effectiveness-a requirement that he believes is lacking. 

Windschitl's comments above resound with a challenge for composition scholars: "What 

are the specific techniques of collaboration that writing instructors should use in their 
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classes?" And, how should we assess the effectiveness of collaboration in teaching the 

writing process? 

Based on my 12 years' experience in teaching first-year composition, I have 

observed one issue that repeatedly occurs in collaborative peer group work. This issue 

stems from the fact that not all students are able to converse with their peers with the 

same levels of insight, as well as with the same levels of writing and language 

profciency. It should not come as a surprise to many first-year writing instructors that 

students come from varying and unique backgrounds and cultures. The writing 

classroom is increasingly becoming a place where students convey diverse ideologies and 

different viewpoints. From a rhetorical perspective, the college composition classroom 

reveals a makeup of students from different discourse communities. More and more, 

consensus-building as a prime objective of peer collaboration is becoming increasingly 

more difficult to achieve since the presence of heteroglossia 15, rather than monoglossia or 

uniformity, predominates. As one scholar notes: "one does not step cleanly and wholly 

from one community to another, but is caught instead in an always changing mix of 

dominant, residual, and emerging discourses" (Harris 17). Also, Stevens, another 

composition studies scholar, believes that collaboration must be planned and 

implemented carefully: "even with considerable planning, collaboration can quickly 

15 
Heteroglossia is a term that conveys a diversity of voices, multiple viewpoints and ideologies, as well as 

discourse styles, which can exist within a single composition classroom. Monoglossia, on the other hand, 
connotes a uniform or singular ideology or viewpoint. These terms find their way into the lexicon of 
composition studies from their original literary and linguistic usages conceived by the linguist and 
rhetorician Mikhail Bakhtin (Bakhtin 259-422). 
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become an exercise in social reproduction, a rehearsal for a drama of tacit control" 

(Stevens 2). 

As first-year writing instructors inevitably learn over time, we have to design 

effective collaborative pedagogies that are characterized by specific learning objectives 

with detailed instructions to students. I have observed that even when instructors 

implement meaningful collaborative activities for their classes, their inadequacies in 

understanding social learning sometimes thwart the positive fulfillment of such 

pedagogies. Bruffee posits that social learning, and its pedagogical application of 

collaboration, conflicts with academe's longstanding Cartesian view of knowledge being 

"information impressed on the individual mind by some outside source" (Bruffee, 

"Collaborative Learning" 427). As instructors, we want to believe that collaboration can 

help our students write better. We are motivated by this desire to implement 

collaborative strategies-usually peer group work at each stage of the writing process. 

However, we are often unable to demonstrate that these collaborative activities generate 

specific improvements in our students' writing. I argue that the most important reason 

for implementing collaborative teaching and learning strategies in the first-year college 

writing course should be to improve our students' writing skills. This should be our 

prime objective, and it should be an objective that we can validate through some form of 

assessment undertaken directly in the writing class. We need to be able to accurately 

determine how collaboration facilitates each student's writing skills. If we cannot 

competently validate our collaborative pedagogies in this manner, then we may be only 

applying theories in the classroom that we hope produce positive results. 
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Figure 9 below illustrates the dynamics of students in peer groups, the instructor 's 

facilitative role in collaboration, and the recursive phases of the writing process in a first

year writing classroom that uses a fundamental collaborative pedagogy. 

Fig. 9. The dynamics of an effective collaborative pedagogy. This figure is an 
illustrative interpretation of the processes and dynamics occurring in a contemporary 
collaborative writing-as-process pedagogy. 

A Growing Trend in Analytical Studies of Collaborative Theory 

This review of the literature on collaboration reveals a developing trend by 

scholars over the last several decades to undertake meaningful studies to assess the pros 

and cons of collaboration in the composition classroom. Many of these studies challenge 
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the theoretical positions advocated by scholars whose writings might be considered as 

"pioneering" on the subject of collaboration. In the practical environment of the first

year writing class, where students are grappling with the fundamentals of the writing 

process, unproven theories used as pedagogical approaches can be hindrances to their 

writing skills. Requiring students to grapple with untested assumptions about 

collaborative learning adds layers of non-productive work on top of their writing 

development concerns. As this literature review demonstrates, many of the contemporary 

studies discussed in this dissertation pose an inquisitive attitude toward the theoretical 

premises of collaboration. While the scholars whose works are cited in this chapter 

approach the assessment of collaboration in varying ways, their central focus is always to 

determine if collaborative theory works with students and why it works. 

For example, one key assumption that several of the studies challenge is the role 

of the writing instructor as someone who should design collaborative learning based on 

consensus building among students. In adhering to this consensus model of 

collaboration, writing instructors are required to design and implement collaborative 

processes that will enable their students to learn to function appropriately in the academic 

community by obtaining consensus with its shared ideologies and processes. In my view, 

this approach to collaboration in the college writing class surfaces several distinct 

problems. Notably, Bruffee emphasizes in his writings on collaboration that the goal of 

group work should be consensus. This emphasis places the "authority of knowledge in 

the assent of a community of knowledgeable peers" (Bruffee, "Liberal Education" 231-

39). Scholars Marilyn Cooper and Michael Holzman actively challenge Bruffee's 
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assumption that the student's goal in collaborating should be to join the academic 

discourse community, an academic environment with its somewhat nebulous prescriptive 

standards that are somewhat difficult to perceive and attain: 

Our students' purposes in coming to college are various. They 

want to get a better job, they want to be certified for a particular 

career, they need some more time to grow up before taking on real 

world responsibilities-some even just like school. Their teachers 

have equally varied purposes. Some ofus want our students to 

learn to think critically and be able to handle language so that 

they will be able to cope with an increasingly literate and complex 

world. Others want them to assimilate the central ideas and texts 

of the dominant culture. Still others offer training in particular 

techniques and procedures. Except at an extremely general level, 

it is hard to discern a shared purpose and shared values of what is 

sometimes called the academic discourse community. ( Cooper and 

Holzman 217) 

Cooper and Holzman question the assumptions behind some current misconceptions 

about discourse communities. Their arguments above clearly demonstrate why 

collaboration should not be solely based on one theoretic pedagogical model or paradigm. 

Furthermore, their critique surfaces a very delimiting factor-understanding how and 

why to discourse in an academic setting-that must be reconciled if students are to have 

positive experiences using collaboration in the first-year writing classroom. 
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The actual critiques of collaborative learning raise important issues about the 

implications of theory as it is instructed into actual practice (praxis). The following 

classroom studies identify problems that instructors experienced in peer collaborative 

activities and then propose workable solutions to the problems. These scholars' 

examinations reveal some very discerning analyses as each writing instructor identified 

and dealt with collaborative pedagogies in his or her classroom. The key aspect of their 

examinations is that each scholar is attempting to accurately assess how collaboration 

positively or negatively affects writing pedagogy in the writing process. 

Richard Newkirk, a composition instructor and rhetorician, surfaces a 

fundamental quandary that clearly compromises effective collaboration. He notes in 

"Direction and Misdirection in Peer Response" that one of the major issues stemming 

from collaborative peer work centers on the instructors' degree of active participation in 

the overall process. According to Newkirk's study, minimal guidance from the instructor

on peer collaborative revision of writing assignments results in students writing to an 

audience that is different to their intended or specified audience-that should be the 

academic community. Newkirk's study encompasses students' and instructors' numerical 

rankings of four essays based on provided criteria. Newkirk found that students based 

their criteria for a good essay on very different aspects (303). Students preferred the 

essays that were written with an informal audience in mind, while the instructors 

preferred the essays that were written with an academic audience in mind (304). Stated 

another way, Newkirk believes that if students are required to write to an academic 

audience, then they should be initially instructed about the requirements of this audience 
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as part of their peer review training. Newkirk further argues that writing instructors 

should assume "the responsibility of making the norms of the community clear ... " 

(310). He convincingly argues his study validates the premise that when students are 

assigned to write to an audience of their peers, their writing will be less formal in tone. 

However, when students are writing to an academic community, he believes they can 

accommodate the needs of this audience, adjusting their style and formality-but, they 

first must be instructed how to do so. One of the problems that Newkirk points out in his 

assessment of peer revision is that the writing instructor will evaluate student papers 

based solely on the criteria ofhow they are written to an academic community (309). 

What is important about Newkirk's study is that it employs a basic survey 

assessment approach in which the 10 instructors and 10 students participating in his 

study's survey can rank their choices based on certain predefined criteria (304). While 

Newkirk's 1984 study is very fundamental in its analytical approach, it does reveal how 

one scholar attempted to achieve effective validation of collaboration by surveying 

students and teachers who are actively working together in the writing process. In this 

way, Newkirk's study provided an analytical pathway that enabled subsequent 

composition studies scholars to recognize similar approaches they could use to 

effectively assess the outcomes of applying collaborative theory in their pedagogies. 

Published two years after Newkirk's collaborative study in 1986, Nancy Grimm's 

"Improving Students' Response to Peers' Essays," also acknowledges Newkirk's 

identification of the source of dysfunction that occurred in the collaborative peer reviews 

analyzed in his study. Grimm's article encompasses proposed solutions for collaborative 
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pedagogies that do not stem from the results of a formal analytical process, such as that 

used by Newkirk, but are validated by several years of her own direct observations in her 

composition classes. 

At the very beginning of her article, Grimm notes that inadequately planned and 

presented collaborative work in the writing classroom can produce the effect of" ... the 

blind leading the blind" (Grimm 92). She continues her listing of deficiencies in the 

collaborative process by noting that if composition students are only guided in the 

collaborative process by completing peer review checklist forms, then they only feel they 

are engaged in perfunctory busy work (92). She also states that students should be taught 

collaborative group etiquette (being courteous, fulfilling all tasks, and showing respect 

for others) that is vital to successful collaboration in the writing class (92). Grimm warns 

that the lack of peer group etiquette will compromise the overall process of collaboration 

(94). She further advises that a" ... typical group session starts awkwardly, gropes for 

direction, ends on uncertainty, ... motivates and guides revision" but will improve over 

time (94). 

After carefully describing the issues in collaborative peer reviews that she 

observes in her composition classes, Grimm then proceeds to a detailed series of 

proposed solutions that I have summarized below: 

1. She first advises that students should spend two days on peer revision, since

doing so assures students will provide more thorough critiques of their peers'

compositions.
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2. The author emphasizes that the first type ofresponse should be oral followed

by a written response.

3. In accomplishing this initial phase of the peer review process, a writer should

read his or her paper aloud and then wait for peers to create thoughtful

responses.

4. Following initial reading of the paper, a writer should then ask his or her peers

about any problem areas noted in the essay. Grimm indicates that this is an

important phase in the overall process because it enables a writer and peer

group to develop a sense of audience and reach agreement on those items that

should be implemented to improve the paper.

5. Grimm points out another aspect that is important to the overall process:

students must role-play the audience to which the final paper is submitted or

evaluated. She emphasizes that students must know the criteria that will be

applied by the evaluator to the paper.

6. A very important aspect that the author services is her comment that students

should "[ e ]llaborate on one another's responses and encourage everyone to

contribute. Discussion should be between three or four people, not two

people."

7. Grimm advises that students should point out the specific parts of a paper that

seems strong to them and ask others for their responses on these parts as well.

The author qualifies this group activity with the comment that giving

compliments on the student's paper often and early in the peer review process
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sometimes proves counterproductive and inhibits important critical insights 

from surfacing in the group. However, Grimm is quick to point out that the 

collaborative process should be concluded in a positive manner to foster 

positive group relationships. 

8. Grimm also suggests that a forty to sixty minute conference be held with each

peer group. The rationale for this comment is based on her observation that

"[s]tudents frequently tell me that they have a better idea of what is expected

of them after having watched a 'pro' do it."

9. Grimm designates collaborative group work as twenty percent of each

student's grade and in response, students are" ... more comfortable accepting

the responsibility of group work."

10. Grimm makes a very strong point when she asserts that in doing peer work

students should always keep in mind the assignment and the audience, so that

this knowledge will help to serve to strengthen the student's paper (92-94).

Grimm's problem and solution approach to those issues enumerated above 

highlights the careful analysis that one composition scholar undertakes to adequately 

determine the impact of collaborative pedagogies in her composition classes. Her 

methodology is very sound in terms of its assessment of collaborative theory: she 

carefully observes those aspects of collaborative learning that generate issues in her 

classes and then proposes workable pedagogical solutions. In this manner, Grimm 

exhibits to other composition instructors and scholars how theory can be effectively 

examined for its pedagogical application in the crucible of the first-year writing class. 
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Grimm's solutions to issues in collaborative peer work should be considered 

essential reading for composition instructors since her focus directly addresses common 

objections that some first-year writing instructors share regarding their attempts at 

collaborative learning. I argue that these objections similarly follow the premises I have 

heard over the years from instructors that first-year writers are not ready for collaborative 

learning since they have not been sufficiently prepared for it in high school or other 

undergraduate courses. Also, a common objection I hear often is that students know very 

little about the basics of writing, and because of this, they cannot effectively learn from 

each other. Another objection, but one which I am reluctant to note here, is that first-year 

writing students are considered academically and socially "immature"-a condition that 

prevents them from working effectively in peer groups. It appears that Grimm's 

solutions, as proposed in her article, address each of these issues effectively in terms of 

the requirements that students must undertake as members of collaborative peer groups. 

Unless scholars specifically analyze theory in terms of its praxis in the composition 

classroom, accurate and complete understanding cannot be realized regarding the effects 

of collaboration on the writing process model. 

Continuing in the chronological succession of scholars critiquing collaboration in 

the composition classroom is Mara Holt's 1992 published article, "The Value of Written 

Peer Criticism." In her article, Holt argues that the main problems with collaborative 

peer critiques is that they are often hastily completed, produced in checklist format, and 

emphasize "editing" techniques, instead of focusing on the more intrinsic areas of writing 

(348). Holt argues that these several situations only produce an "exercise" that is not 
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being taken seriously enough by either student or instructor (384). Holt's examination of 

collaborative peer reviewing in the composition class also surfaces, in the same manner 

of Newkirk and Grimm, the students' feelings of inadequacy. They experience these 

feelings of inadequacy as they attempt to perform peer critiquing without sufficient 

training in how to write for academic communities or audiences (392). The author also 

identifies a major recurrent problem in peer group work and that is collaborative sessions 

often devolve to students' "editing" their peers' composition drafts with varying degrees 

of success. Holt perceptively develops the structure for effective peer reviews by 

developing a schema that incorporates a balanced blending of expressivist and social 

constructivist approaches 16 to composition pedagogy. Recognizing that many instructors 

would not completely abandon their expressivist orientation even amid the popularity of 

collaborative pedagogies, she astutely assimilates the theoretical constructs from the 

published works of Kenneth Bruffee concerning collaboration, and also from 

composition scholars Peter Elbow and Patricia Belanoffwho value a more expressivist

centered approach in writing pedagogy. In doing so, Holt advocates that this melding of 

two theoretical views used in composition pedagogy will "work best in tandem in the 

collaborative classroom because together they capture the struggle between individual 

expression and social constraint that most ofus experience as writers" (384). Holt 

assimilates peer critique guidelines that Bruffee describes in his text A Short Course in 

Writing and Elbow and Belanoff in their jointly-authored text Sharing and Responding 

16 
An expressivist approach to writing emphasizes a more individualistic approach, as contrasted with the 

social and interpersonal aspects of social constructivist theory. 
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(387). Holt's combination of these two orientations enable composition instructors to 

have the "best ofboth worlds" regarding peer reviews in their writing classes. 

In so doing, Holt believes that the individualist or expressivist voice is accommodated 

while students undertake their collaborative peer critiques of their writing assignments. 

I find Holt's peer review schema are very insightful and certainly meaningful for 

any instructors who wish to convey in their teaching that there is an appropriate balance 

between the expressivist and constructivist approach to peer review work in the 

composition class. Holt's tabular synthesis 17 of the peer review orientations developed by 

Bruffee, Elbow, and Belanoff is very creditable because it focuses on those aspects of 

collaborative peer work that directly influence the students' invention and revision 

activities of the writing process. While her study does not use any testing or surveying

based findings regarding instructor and students' collaborative work in the writing 

process, it does focus the expressivist-constructivist tension that inevitably occurs in 

composition pedagogy. Her published study proposes workable solutions for this 

frequent tension using the scholarship of several noted composition studies scholars. 

In the late 1990s, David Bleich proposed some very liberating principles 

encompassing collaboration in the composition class. Bleich viewed composition and the 

college curriculum as essentially social or socially-communicative. His basic polemic is 

composition instructors should embrace the differences shared by students, yet encourage 

collaboration. Bleich's "pedagogy of disclosure" asks instructors and students to share 

17 
Holt's schema, found on page 387 in her article cited above, assimilates Bruffee's collaborative peer 

review guidelines, which can be found on pages 140-52 in his text A Short Course in Writing. Elbow and 
Belanoff s expressivist peer critique guidelines can be found on pages 64-67 in their text Sharing and 
Responding. Both of these texts are included in the Works Cited page of this dissertation. 
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and explore their inner feelings and thoughts, moving them from "their traditional 

ventures of complete privacy to the classroom" (Bleich 44). To participate in this very 

liberating form of collaboration, the author argues that instructors should be willing to 

change their curriculum based on the makeup of students who are in their classrooms and 

also subscribe to the position that curriculum content is contingent upon the variables 

constituted by the members of each class (50). One of the assumptions of this "pedagogy 

of disclosure" is that both instructors and students possess an individual history or story 

that they can share as part of their collaborative activity. Bleich emphasizes that the 

pedagogy of disclosure provides a sense of meaning for the group, as well as the 

individual and provides a meaningful way to focus on issues of authorship. I included 

Bleich's views on collaboration since they seem to expand the concept of collaboration 

and its social learning aspects to a very idealistic degree. 

Collaborative Pedagogy: A Solution for the Needs of Multiculturalism? 

Multi-cultural diversity in the college composition classroom becomes 

increasingly important to our understanding of social constructivist thought and its 

impact on collaboration. In the opening sentence of their jointly-authored article, 

"Embracing a Multicultural Rhetoric," Bonnie Lisle and Sandra Mano emphasize that 

while diversity is a "hot topic" in today's composition classroom, the "talk" does not 

match actual classroom practice (12). While the general sentiment expressed by 

composition instructors is that multi-cultural diversity needs to be appropriately 

acknowledged, there appears to be a dearth of change in our writing classes to 

accommodate such variances in cultures and ideologies. Based on my experiences, I 
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believe that first-year writing instructors would candidly validate that multiculturalism 

does exert an important influence in the design of syllabi and pedagogical approaches. 

But, in reality, does it? In response to this strategic question, Lisle and Mano propose a 

discourse that will facilitate the "awareness of varied audiences, purposes, and social 

contexts" in collaborative activities in the writing classroom. Creating a classroom, in 

which all students can examine differing ideologies and cultures through the perspectives 

of students whose backgrounds and views are different than their own, seemingly 

empowers the students to think more critically. This critical view is considered by the 

authors as a key foundational component of social constructivist theory (26). Their 

arguments build credence for their guiding principle that instructors should develop 

collaborative classrooms that can effectively accommodate the ideological and cultural 

orientations of students in order that effective pedagogy can be designed based on these 

needs. 

Lisle and Mano's polemic focuses a situation that may continue to exert its impact 

on not only the collaborative pedagogies of the first-year writing class, but on the content 

of syllabi and pedagogical strategies as well. While their main proposal could be 

characterized as being more theory than praxis, their arguments address a key need that 

will continue to influence the direction of collaborative pedagogies in the writing 

classroom. The authors spotlight an issue, which if not appropriately accommodated by 

the collaborative strategies undertaken in the classroom, could negatively impact quality 

of instruction in first type in your writing classes. The authors call for more scholarship 

in the area of multiculturalism and its impact on the writing classroom. 
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Collaboration: Helping Students Join the Academic Discourse Community 

Another scholar who voices a problem that impacts the collaborative culture of 

the composition classroom is Patricia Bizzell. Her article entitled, "What Happens When 

Basic Writers Come to College," addresses the needs of students who are least prepared 

for college. Bizzell emphasizes that basic composition should be instructed so it will 

benefit each student. Engaging students in social learning to accommodate their frames 

of reference is central to the heart of collaboration and social constructivism. 

Collaboration in the writing classroom, to be truly accommodating, must also engage 

very basic students in the "conversation" of social learning. Bizzell's arguments promote 

a first-year writing pedagogy that is very inclusive and very supportive of students who 

are joining the college discourse community for the first time and who are unfamiliar 

with its requirements and idiosyncrasies. Bizzell views collaboration as one means of 

creating effective bonds among students that will help them in transitioning from their 

prior discourse communities to the first-year writing community. While Bizzell does not 

offer any short-term or long-term strategies for helping students overcome the problems 

they would probably encounter as they acquire facility in writing in their new academic 

discourse community, she points out a very significant hurdle that students often deal 

with in their first year composition classes. It is a problem that needs to be further 

examined in depth and further qualified by scholars since its continuance militates against 

students successfully engaging in the academic writing process. 
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A Union Made in Cyberspace: Collaboration and Digital Media 

As one ofmy graduate teaching colleagues said to me several years ago, 

''collaboration and technology were made for each other." As one ponders the 

implications of this statement, several aspects come into sharp focus regarding how 

digital media provides the tools, resources, and strategies to augment the collaborative 

environment in the first-year writing course. While I examine online technology and 

digital pedagogies in the following chapter three of this study, perhaps the following 

findings in my literature review in this chapter will serve to focus current scholarship 

concerning the nexus between collaboration and technology and also provide an effective 

transition to the next chapter. 

Researching this literature review in the year 2010 enables me to accurately state 

that remarkable innovations in digital technologies over the last two decades have also 

brought numerous changes in the ways that first-year writing is viewed by faculty and 

students and in the ways it is now being instructed. With only a few exceptions, every 

college and university's first-year writing class either uses networked student 

workstations or computer-assisted instructional media to teach and enable students to 

apply their writing skills. A cursory view of the titles of published journal articles 

dealing with composition studies over the last decade reveals a growing scholarly interest 

in examining the various facets of collaborative learning and collaborative writing as they 

are facilitated by digital media. 

This literature review of recent scholarly publications regarding the relationship 

of technology to collaboration in the writing classroom led me to several revealing 
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perspectives on the topic. Composition and rhetoric studies scholar Lester Faigley's 

"Beyond Imagination: The Internet and Global Digital Literacy" advocates how 

collaboration is reinforced by the use of digital media. The author notes that "introducing 

technology has made learning more student-centered, encouraged collaboration, and 

increased student teacher interaction" (138). Patricia Boyd concurs with Faigley's central 

premise noted above by identifying this type of collaborative classroom as a learner

centered environment (LCE). She advocates that a "LCE positions students as co

constructors of knowledge by situating them as active, disciplined participants in their 

education rather than passive receivers of pre-constructed "truths" (224). Boyd has 

undertaken an extensive study of the effects of online and hybrid composition courses on 

LCE collaborative classrooms: 

The courses described in my survey used the discussion board feature 

extensively, suggesting that the instructors valued the kinds of interaction 

that online environments make possible. Some of the students' responses 

to the open-ended questions emphasized that the discussion boards fit well 

with the goals of a writing class because they were required to write their 

ideas ( emphasis added) rather than speak them as they would in an FTF 

course. (239) 

The author's comments above emphasize the use of discussion boards or forums 

and online digitally-based course management systems (CMS) that enable students to 

provide written responses or "threads" to online electronic texts. These written responses 

are characterized by menu-driven routines and can be viewed online by other students. 
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Discussion forums enable students to read and comment on various written documents 

during simultaneous "live" (synchronous) online encounters or during subsequent 

(asynchronous) encounters at any time students choose. The value of such discussion 

forums in CMS platforms, such as Blackboard, Moodle, or Drupal, to mention a few 

popular ones, is that they require students to write their peer critiques. They do not 

necessarily detract from the desired "conversation" that Bruffee argued was so important 

in collaboration; rather, they enable students to practice their writing skills as they 

provide their peer critiques and responses regarding their compositions. Another 

perceived advantage of using discussion forums in an online LCE is that students can 

view one another's comments, thereby expanding awareness of the assignment and the 

overall peer review process. 

Recent studies validate that when students engage in collaboration in the writing 

process through wikis or blogging, it" ... enhances peer interaction and group work, and 

facilitates sharing and distributing knowledge and expertise among a community of 

learners" (Parker and Chao 58). Further studies show that when blogs and wikis are used 

in the composition class, this activity enhances the ongoing use of collaboration in 

writing assignments since it " ... allows the focus to shift away from the instructor as the 

sole audience" (Vie 69). Writing in her 2008 essay, "Teaching with Wikis: Toward a 

Networked Pedagogy," Rebecca Lundin proposes strategies in which wikis can be used 

to accomplish the growing requirements for collaborating with new media in composition 

classrooms. She emphasizes that some of the key advantages of using wikis are that 
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"they require little specialized knowledge and no specialized software to manipulate 

multimedia elements" ( 436). 

Composition scholars are acknowledging that inherent in the collaborative 

pedagogies of first-year writing are the evolving elements of networked (collaborative) 

writing and peer criticism. The term "networked writing" connotes that a writing 

assignment is shared online among multiple peer audiences and receives the benefit of 

their critiques. According to Elizabeth Klem and Charles Moran, "a networked 

computer environment may encourage previously unheard voices to enter [the] discussion 

.... " (90). Lundin shares her views how such networked activity helps to socialize the 

process of writing: " ... By viewing writing as a networked activity, students focus on the 

connectivity and complexity of rhetorical situations rather than understanding writing as 

the decontextualized product of a single, isolated worker"( 432). 

The continuing adoption in the first decade of the twenty-first century of digital 

media--online discussion forums, biogs, and wiki's- for collaboration in the first-year 

writing class is making the writing process more of a social undertaking since more of 

the writing process is conducted through peer participation. These digital media help to 

minimize the isolatio� that occurs in the individualized writing process by enabling 

students to collaborate at every point in the process. Rather than only collaborating to 

revise drafts, students are facilitated by these digital media to engage with their peers at 

the earliest stages of pre-writing and also actual draft creation. 

In their 2006 article, "Remediation, Genre, and Motivation: Key Concepts for 

Teaching with Weblogs," Kevin Brooks, Cindy Nichols, and Sybil Priebe examine the 
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experiences and attitudes of first-year writing students regarding weblogs. Their findings 

demonstrate that weblogging (i.e., online "journaling") is more popular and most 

successful when introduced as a journal on a community blog. Their findings show that 

collaboration is more widely accepted by students, perhaps because students use many of 

these collaborative technologies outside the classroom already (Brooks, Nichols, and 

Priebe). The authors used basic questionnaires to obtain responses from their students. 

Cited below, their recommendations highlight the need for instructors to more fully 

understand how students perceive the value ofweblogs or journals in the context of a 

first-year writing class: 

The preference for journal weblogging is a generic issue (in terms of form 

and motivation) that instructors will want to heed. In both semesters, our 

students preferred the journal weblog regardless of which course they 

were enrolled in, and as student awareness of weblogging increases, the 

personal, daily reflection seems likely to be the defining characteristic of 

weblogging. As academics, we might be more comfortable and familiar 

with notebook weblogs and filter-weblogs, but our students coming out of 

high school are likely to know the genre as an expressive and social space. 

Rather than work entirely against the grain of the dominant weblog genre, 

instructors in any discipline might draw on scholarship in rhetoric and 

composition that values :freewriting and sharing. Peter Elbow ( 1981 ), a 

leading advocate of both practices, recommends ten minutes of freewriting 

each day in order to help students learn to "separate the producing process 
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from the revising process," to develop the habit of writing "even when you 

don't feel like writing" and, quite simply, to "improve your writing." 

(Brooks, Nichols, and Priebe 14-15) 

The authors' study ofweblogs demonstrates substantial credibility in its scholarship as it 

provides findings and comparisons from questionnaires used in both the fall and spring 

semesters of the first-year writing class. 

Based on the findings of the studies above, I contend that collaborating through 

blogging and similar online discussion forums provide enhanced meaning to student

writers. They are engaged in writing for reasons other than they must complete 

assignments that are scheduled on a syllabus. Blogging, and its related forms of 

discussion forums and wikis, clearly provides platforms for students to write and develop 

their writing skills. In one very important sense, I believe when students collaborate 

through these forms of digital media, they are writing in ways that may well empower 

them and give them the confidence that they could not acquire from only writing their 

assigned essays. First-year writers may have difficulty recognizing and appreciating 

opposing views. Continuing exposure to the views of other students through the 

commenting features ofwikis, CMSs, discussion forums, and biogs can provide student

writers with meaningful opportunities to interact with and learn to intelligently argue 

these differing views. While this interaction can be undertaken in a traditional FTF 

( onsite) classroom, students with differing views are sometimes hesitant to share their 

views in these settings to avoid contending with opposing viewpoints. Computer

mediated discussions provide sufficient "distance" so that students may be more willing 
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to voice their ideas and viewpoints. Composition researcher Jane Fife, writing in her 

2008 published study, "Enhancing Face-To-Face Class Discussion through Electronic 

Discussion Forums," notes that "online discussion forums are wonderful tools for 

exploring multiple viewpoints" (64). The commenting or discussion features ofwikis and 

blogs provide students with the collaborative tools to exchange ideas about their writing 

and also examine others' ideas in peer group work. 

Challenges to Collaborative Theory 

In reviewing the current literature about collaboration in the composition 

classroom, I believe it is important to research how instructors and their institutions view 

collaboration. According to Shawn Bohen and James Stiles' published article on faculty 

perceptions regarding collaboration, the authors note that many faculty members are still 

apprehensive about the growing use of collaboration in academe. The authors' main 

argument is that "[t]he sole experience of collaboration for many faculty members has 

been through serving on academic administrative committees that are characterized by 

endless meetings readily described as painful, process-intensive events in which little 

happens" ( 41 ). Bohen and Stiles' study surfaces several issues that hinder instructors' 

endorsement of collaboration in the curriculum. Based on their study, the authors argue 

that college faculty members are not trained effectively to work together. Furthermore, 

they argue that tenure often favors individual effort, and that academic administrative 

structures often do not recognize and promote individuals for their contributions which 

are collaborative in nature ( 41 ). Instructors must "practice what they preach" regarding 

collaboration. In other words, if instructors are reluctant to give up a portion of their 
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instructor-centered authoritarianism to foster a more student-centered pedagogy, then 

students and instructors will doubtlessly experience a "bumpy ride" when it comes to 

implementing collaborative work in their writing classrooms. Bohen and Stiles' journal 

article also conveys the notion that it is important that departments and universities 

attempt to mitigate any problems that might hinder collaboration in the writing 

classroom. Instructor training in collaborative pedagogies could be scheduled as a 

recurrent activity for first-year instructor workshops. 

In order to acquire a better perspective as to how one large community college, 

with over 30,000 undergraduate students, views collaboration in its first-year writing 

courses, I reviewed the instructors' first-year writing syllabi that are linked on the 

college's website. Since the college is state-supported, the state legislature requires that it 

post all of its instructors' syllabi for public access. My cursory review showed there are 

approximately 500 individual syllabi for class sections posted for academic year 2010 

( encompassing two full semesters and four abbreviated sessions ("Winter-mester and 

'"Spring-mester") by all the instructors who teach first-year composition classes and 

writing-based literature classes ("First-Year Writing Syllabi"). While this number may 

seem somewhat high, it is important to realize that it represents all the multiple sections 

that approximately 70 instructors (including fulltime and "adjunct" instructors) teach 

during the academic year. All of the syllabi contain "boiler-plate" thematic statements 

regarding collaboration as part of student learning objectives, such as this one: 

"Understand and utilize the collaborative and social aspects of writing processes by 

learning to critique their own and others' work." I would agree with the inflection of the 

121 



statement that basically those ofus who teach first-year writing at the college "learn by 

doing" as it relates to collaborative activities. I believe all of the instructors, in varying 

degrees, explain the peer review process to their students. Certainly, instructors provide 

guidance as well as written instructions, and even, sometimes, written guidelines and 

checklists. However, I am not certain if all instructors engage in collaboration and social 

learning beyond the most perfunctory routines of student peer criticism. I cannot recall 

the subject of collaboration or even workshops on small group collaboration being 

offered either through the English department or through another training and 

development area at the community college where I teach. Perhaps, this review of all the 

first-year writing syllabi published online at the community college validates the 

assumption that many scholars who write on the subject of collaboration convey. The 

assumption is that instructors are using collaborative theory to some degree in their 

classrooms, but are not sufficiently knowledgeable or are not sufficiently trained to use 

those pedagogical strategies that will assure their students receive optimal desired 

benefits. 

Implications of Collaborative Practices in the Writing Classroom 

Kenneth Bruffee's theories on collaboration in the writing process have been 

adopted over the last 35 years by many American college composition programs. 

Bruffee's collaborative learning approach is designed to develop a "community of 

writers" in the classroom where students work together in small groups, converse about 

their writing, review it, and critique it. Bruffee's theories on collaborative practices 

convey an intrinsic dynamic for the writing classroom. This dynamic is found in the 
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ways that collaboration fosters active peer discourse between each phase of the writing

as-process model. Collaboration facilitates the interactions of students engaged in peer 

groups whose singular focus is improving their writing skills. Such interaction fosters 

student discourse about writing. It would be impossible for students in collaborative 

writing classes to develop their compositions in isolation. Bruffee's theoretical notions, 

based predominantly on the social learning theories of Lev Vygotsky, spawned numerous 

subsequent studies, most of which focused on testing and validating the theories of 

collaboration through analytical studies of student-writers. Several of these studies, as 

noted in this chapter, expound and expand upon Bruffee's notional concepts of working 

toward consensus in collaborative activities in the writing community through a dialogic 

approach or consensus-building approach. Several other scholars published writings that 

basically validated Bruffee' s concepts, but advocated that writing skills could also be 

facilitated from dissensus, not just consensus in collaborative practices. Other published 

studies actively challenged Bruffee's assumption that the students' goal in collaborating 

should be to join and participate in an academic discourse community, noting that an 

effective understanding of the discourse may be difficult for them to grasp and then apply 

in their writing assignments. Lisle and Mano emphasize in their published article that 

instructors should design collaborative strategies that can support the ideological and 

cultural orientations of students so that an effective pedagogy can be designed based on 

these multicultural needs. 

The important implications of these evolving scholarly examinations of 

collaborative theory is their critical focus on praxis. Expressed another way, "how and 
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what ways does collaborative theory foster or inhibit writing pedagogy for first-year 

writers? I argue that one of the key benefits of Bruffee's published articles on 

collaboration and social learning theory is that such theories generated a lengthy 

succession of composition studies scholars who examined collaborative theory through 

the lens of analysis. While many first-year writing instructors might say that 

collaboration seems to be a positive influence in their classes, numerous scholars in the 

1980s and beyond began to investigate the pedagogical applications of collaborative 

theory, rather than just critiquing collaborative theory. These studies created a growing 

scholarly temperament toward validating how collaborative theory is applied in the first

year writing class. Some of these studies provided important insights into the benefits 

that students can accrue from collaborative pedagogy. However, the primary research I 

personally undertook in 2010 showed that collaborative practices may only be receiving 

"lukewarm" acceptance in some settings. I reviewed approximately 500 first-year 

writing syllabi linked online at a large community college's website for the duration of 

one academic year. My own findings revealed that other than generalized "boilerplate 

statements" regarding the theme of collaboration as a desired student learning outcome, 

none of the syllabi provided specific or directional language concerning how 

collaboration would be used to improve students' writing skills. Complementing this 

finding is my own observation that no published or announced training sessions on 

collaboration for English faculty occurred during the same one-year period at the college. 

One of the key conclusions of this chapter-that also has direct implications for the 
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future of collaborative practices in first-year writing-is that training in collaboration for 

writing instructors should be provided at least annually at the departmental level. 

Another important conclusion obtained through the literature review in this 

chapter is that student training in collaboration should be undertaken. Clearly, Grimm's 

published article focuses predominantly on the importance of training students in the 

rudiments of collaboration. Newkirk also references this important need in his article as 

well. The implication of such student training in peer group collaboration is that 

heightened students' awareness of their roles in collaborative practices is tantamount to 

the successful use of small group work in a first-year writing class. Very few, if any, 

studies are being undertaken that validate the benefits of small peer group collaboration 

in the first-year writing class .. The above are a few of the noteworthy studies reviewed in 

this chapter that highlight the need for more analytical studies of collaborative pedagogy 

in the college writing class. 

Implications of the Blending of Collaborative and Digital Media Pedagogies 

Faigley and Boyd's investigations encompass how the tools of digital media are 

truly making collaboration a learner-centered experience, wherein students can be co

constructors of know ledge rather than "passive receivers of preconstructed truths." 

Online discussion forums, wilds, and blo gs are expanding the discourse about 

writing through digital networks with multiple participants. An important conclusion for 

this chapter, with future implications for first-year writing pedagogy, is the progressive 

incorporation ofblogs, discussion forums, and wikis into the composition classroom. 

Such digital media can help mitigate the authoritarianism of the writing instructor and 
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serve to make the class more student-centered. The written response or commenting 

features of discussion forums, wikis, and blogs can provide students with the opportunity 

to interact with others of differing views and ideas. Computer-mediated discussions are 

believed to be an aid to help students become more willing to voice their views in digital 

formats over an FTF classroom. Again, such benefit-laden ideas about the uses of digital 

media need to be validated through analytical studies in the writing classroom. The use 

of pre and post-assignment studies, planned by writing program directors and 

implemented by instructors, possess the potential to assess if students-and their writing 

skills-are truly benefiting from digital media as aids to further collaboration. 

A Key Requirement: Continue Analytical Studies of Collaboration 

Collaborative theories initiated a far-reaching transformation of the traditional 

teacher-centered writing class toward a more student-centered class. Of course, in actual 

practice, the degree of student-centeredness is contingent on the willingness and the 

comfort level of many instructors to facilitate effective collaborative pedagogies. 

Increasingly, composition classes are being organized around small "peer groups" in 

which students function as supportive audiences for each other, instructed through a 

workshop approach. 

One of the key revelations of my literature review involving collaboration is that 

composition studies scholars have engaged in the kinds of analytical studies that will help 

validate if the theoretical notions supporting collaborative theory, when applied as praxis, 

will help students improve their writing. My strategic question concerning this effort is: 

will such systematic inquiry continue in the future? I argue this is the only way that we 
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can effectively judge the merits of collaborative theory as applied currently in the first

year writing classroom. Scholars must continue to investigate collaborative pedagogies 

to determine if they are being truly supportive to student-writers at each phase of the 

writing process. 

In chapter six of this study, I will address the continuing need for instructors and 

first-year writing program directors to use systematic inquiry to better assess 

collaborative pedagogies by proposing a series of evaluative pre-and post student writing 

assessment instruments to validate the effectiveness of their pedagogies. As this 

evaluative effort continues, I argue that instructors and students will begin to reap its 

benefits. These ongoing assessments will serve a very important function. They will 

provide validated findings that enable instructors and first-year writing program directors 

to make the necessary modifications that improve collaborative pedagogies in the first

year writing class. The continuing credibility of composition studies in the college 

curriculum may well hinge on how its adherents and practitioners assess and validate 

theoretical approaches, such as collaboration, in the writing classroom. The findings in 

this literature review prompt me to advocate that such assessments should encompass 

systematic studies of composition theories, such as collaboration, in order to validate with 

analytical findings to what degree they are actually providing benefits to first-year 

writers. 
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CHAPTER III 

ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF DIGITAL MEDIA ON COMPOSITION PEDAGOGY 

If you don't know where you are going, any road will get you there. 

-Lewis Carroll, Alice Through the Looking Glass.

Early Developments: Computers and Writing 

Beginning in the middle 1980s, computer technology occupied a growing 

presence in the college composition class. Once confined to the domains of science and 

technology in the form of mainframe operating systems, or cumbersome card-punch 

machines, computers evolved as desktop models during this time to become increasingly 

popular in academic environments. Most of the impetus for this surge was the 

development of a disk operating system (DOS) and the development of word-processing 

and related software. In this context, the computer was considered a "stand-alone" 

personal productivity machine that greatly increased the efficiencies of typing and 

generating documents and then printing them as paper documents. While some 

electronic archiving of documents was available, such storage capacities were limited and 

often used removable disks with limited storage capacities. In retrospect, these early 

desktop computers increased efficiencies in generating text, but also generated 

substantially more printed documents than its predecessor, the typewriter. 
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The progressive contributions of the Apple™ computer and operating system, Microsoft 

Windows™ operating system, word processing software, presentation software, as well 

as increased computing efficiencies and digital storage space, made the desktop computer 

increasingly widespread in academic, business, and home settings. Except for some of 

the networking capabilities of very large mainframe systems, desktop computing was 

essentially a one-on-one environment involving the user and the computer. 

During this period of rapid development in the 1980s of computer-based 

technologies, composition studies scholars began appreciating the application of the 

computer in the writing process. In 1979, Hugh L. Bums, Jr. authored the first 

dissertation in the United States on the subject of using computers to teach the writing 

process. His dissertation, "Stimulating Rhetorical Invention in English Composition 

through Computer-assisted Instruction," examines how computers could assist students in 

the invention and composing process (Bums). Burns' examination signals an increasing 

interest in using digital technology in the writing classroom during this time. Subsequent 

to Professor Burns' initial research on the topic, other scholars, such as Gail Hawisher, 

Paul LeBlanc, Charles Moran, and Cynthia Selfe, advocated the benefits that 

microcomputers could provide to composition studies and to the writing process (31). 

During the initial introduction of desktop computing into the college writing classroom, 

computers were basically used to increase the efficiency of word processing of the 

writing process and to help students proofread for grammar and spelling mistakes. 
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In one very ironic sense, this initial use of computers in the composition class essentially 

focused on the end-product of writing, a situation that seems very antithetical to the 

prevailing pedagogy of writing-as-process. Throughout most of the 1980s, increasing 

numbers of composition studies scholars wrote articles on the application of computer 

technology to writing pedagogy. While progressive innovations in the WindowsTM

operating system, word processing software, and localized computer networking 

occuned, it was not until the commercial launch of the World Wide Web (Web) in the 

U.S. in the early 1990s that the relationship of digital technology and the pedagogy of 

writing was strengthened. 

The Influences of the Web on Composition Pedagogy 

At the start of the 1990s, several U. S. commercial firms developed programs 

wherein users could access the Internet. The Internet or Web had been evolving over the 

prior decades through a succession of developers, starting with the Department of the 

Defense in the 1960s and proceeding to the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and 

the University of Minnesota development teams in the 1990s. Delphi was the first 

national commercial online service to offer Internet access to its subscribers. It started 

email connection in July 1992 and offered full Internet service in November 1992 ("A 

Brief History of the Internet"). Scholars describe this early Internet as "Web 1.0." It was 

the digital learning environment of the mid 1990s to approximately the end of the 1990s. 
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During this time, people received information in a user "read-only" format from web sites 

or similar Internet locations. 

In the current digital technology environment of the new millennium, now known 

commonly as "Web 2.0," users have advanced from being "one-way" consumers of 

digital information to users who share information between a variety of other users and 

web sites. The dynamic change that Web 2. 0 brings is not only its read-only 

environment, but also its read, write, and collaborative digital environment. Learning 

technologist Stephen Downs, writing in the October 17, 2005 edition of eLearn 

Magazine, argues that Web 2.0 represents a dramatic shift from being a medium" .. 

. where information was transmitted and consumed, to being a platform, in which content 

was created, shared, remixed, repurposed, and passed along" (Downs). The author also 

outlines what he believes are the key components of this new Web 2.0 learning 

technology: 

... [T]he dominant learning technology employed today is a type of 

system that organizes and delivers online courses the learning 

management system (LMS). This piece of software has become almost 

ubiquitous in the learning environment; companies such as WebCT, 

Blackboard, and Desire2Learn have installed products at thousands of 

universities and colleges and are used by tens of thousands of instructors 

and students. The learning management system takes learning content and 

131 



organizes it in a standard way, as a course divided into modules and 

lessons, supported with quizzes, tests and discussions, and in many 

systems today, integrated into the college or university's student 

information system. (Downs) 

Notably, the innovative digital media comprising and evolving in Web 2.0 

represent a major paradigm change in how instructors and students use such media in 

their college composition classes. This change occurred during the last 10 to 12 years-

and is still occurring. Perhaps, the easiest way to distinguish Web 2.0 from the previous 

Web 1. 0 is the operative concept that users ( such as students and teachers) are now 

providers to the knowledge that they receive from online web pages and networked sites, 

rather than just consumers of such knowledge. Web 1.0 websites could be characterized 

as fairly "static": any changes or modifications to their content were made by 

"Webmasters"-specialists who maintained them on a regular basis. In Web 1.0, the 

flow of information was one-way-from the online source to the end-user. 

Digital Media Enhances Social Learning 

An important finding in this literature review is that digital technologies, as encompassed 

in the concept of Web 2.0, strongly gravitate toward social constructivism 1
8

, a significant

development in this study prompting scholars to use these technologies in ways to foster 

18 
I discuss and document the sequential development of social constructivism and social learning theory in 

the first-year writing class in chapter two of this dissertation. 
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collaboration and social learning. As personal computers became more efficient, 

computer-mediated instruction (CMI) also evolved in the classroom. 

Accompanying the growth of personal computers in this country in the late 1980s, 

CMI----or digital pedagogy as it is sometimes called-emerged in academe as well. As 

Stephen Bernhardt, Penny Edwards and Patti Wojahn note in their 1992 study of20 

classrooms of student writing with computers, "Teaching College Composition with 

Computers: A Timed Observation Study," instructors agreed that composition classes 

using computers showed more improvements than in classes without them-a strong 

validation of their worth in writing pedagogy (65). 

However, CMI or digital pedagogy is not without its critics. As scholars Ellen 

Evans and Jeanne Po reveal in their well-received 2007 article, "A Break in the 

Transaction: Examining Students' Responses to Digital Texts," ... the efficacy of 

incorporating digital culture into the English classroom often dissolved into the now quite 

familiar disputes between the 'technophiles' who extolled the endless virtues of new 

technologies and the 'technophobes' who avoided technology altogether" (57). Edwin 

Sapp's informative and sometimes amusingly-written perspective on the subject probably 

captured the thoughts of many composition instructors in the 1990s considering the use 

of digital pedagogy: 

Computers have never qualified in my mind as docile household pets. 

They eat data and delight in rearranging the written word ( emphasis 
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added). They perversely warn you in an alternate language just before 

doing something drastic, but they often give no indication at all of what 

lies deep within their hearts. So it was with fear that I first contemplated 

using a computer as a teaching too 1 in a writing class. ( 13 7) 

The Rise and Implications of a New Literacy 

Computers and the Teaching of Writing, by Hawisher et al. is a very foundational 

text. The authors relate one very important reason why CMI/digital pedagogy is 

becoming more accepted in the first-year writing classroom. This reason foregrounds 

how the presence of digital technology, particularly in the form of personal digital 

assistants, smart phones, wilds, biogs, forums, and laptop computers, creates an evolving 

type of literacy that spans all cultures and global regions. This new type of developing 

literacy, known as digital literacy, or multimedia literacy, was prioritized in the early 

2000s for further scholarly inquiry by both the National Council of the Teachers of 

English (NCTE) and the Conference on College Composition and Communication 

(CCCC). The NCTE's "Guidelines on Multimodal Literacies" advocates that" ... the use 

of different modes of expression [text, speech, art, visual graphics, etc.] in student work 

should be integrated into the overall literacy goals of the curriculum and be appropriate 

for time and resources invested" (''NCTE Guidelines on Multimodal Literacies"). In like 

fashion, The "CCCC Position Statement on Teaching, Learning, and Assessing Writing 
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in Digital Environments," published in 2003, issued a very expansive, and at the same 

time, important manifesto. CCCC's policy statement advocates that" ... the focus of 

writing instruction is expanding ... composition is widening to include not one but two 

literacies: a literacy of print and a literacy of the screen (emphasis added)" ("CCCC 

Position Statement"). CCCC and NCTE's official pronouncements on the topic of digital 

literacy legitimizes its status as an area that influences writing pedagogy and is deemed 

worthy of further research effort. In Computers and the Teaching of Writing, Hawisher 

and her fellow authors unequivocally advocate why digital literacy is tantamount to 

students' success, not only in the college composition class, but in society as a whole: 

In the United States, for example, the ability to read, compose, and 

communicate in computer environments--called variously technological, 

digital, or electronic literacy-has acquired increased importance not only 

as a basic job skill but also, every bit as significant, as an essential 

component of literate activity. Today, if students cannot write to the 

screen-if they cannot design, author, analyze, and interpret material on 

the Web and in other digital environments-they may be incapable of 

functioning effectively as literate citizens in a growing number of social 

spheres. The ability to write well-and to write well with computers and 

within digital environments-we believe will continue to play an 
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increasingly important role in determining if students will be able to 

participate and succeed in school, work, and community. (643) 

Further validation of the growing acceptance of digital technologies in the writing 

classroom can be found in Selfe and Hawisher' s text, Literate Lives in the Information 

Age: Narratives of Literacy From the United States. In this effectively argued and 

documented text, both authors advocate that the" ... heavy use of computers in the 

United States, and increasingly elsewhere, for education, entertainment, employment, and 

empowerment has also changed the use and meaning of 'literacy,' which now needs to be 

linked with such words as technological, digital, and electronic" (2). An additional 

important perspective from Selfe in another co-authored text addresses academe directly: 

... [I] f we continue to define literacy in ways that ignore or exclude new 

media texts, we not only abdicate a professional responsibility to describe 

accurately and robustly how humans communicate, and how they compose 

and read in contemporary contexts, but we also run the risk of our 

curriculum holding declining relevance for students" ( Wysocki et al. 55). 

Kathleen Yancey has written extensively on the changing panorama of 

composition studies created by new digital media. In her article, "Made Not Only in 

Words: Composition in a New Key," Yancey notes that" ... [l]iteracy today is in the 

midst of a tectonic change. Even inside of school, never before have writing and 

composing generated such diversity in definition" (298). 
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In his 2007 book, The Two Virtuals, Alexander Reid discusses the evolution of 

symbol systems (such as writing) by correlating their evolution directly to the evolution 

of technology. Reid's polemic highlights that" ... this shift can be characterized as 

moving from a limited, internalized form of consciousness to consciousness that 

functions liminally between internal and external cognitive processes ( emphasis added) 

and intelligent networks" (23). Reid's scholarship surfaces another critical component 

dealing with contemporary post-process theories about writing and the writing-as-process 

pedagogical model. Reid calls for writing teachers to develop an awareness that inherent 

in the cross-cultural currents of multiculturalism are the ideologies that assume important 

roles in social learning and thereby help develop our students' discourse communities. 

Writing in her article, "Writing, Technologies, and the Fifth Canon," Andrea 

Lunsford calls for a new and more relevant metaphor for writing, while providing her 

own innovative one in the following: 

... Writing: A technology for creating conceptual frameworks and 

creating, sustaining, and performing lines of thought within those 

frameworks, drawing from and expanding on existing conventions and 

genres, utilizing signs and symbols, incorporating materials drawn from 

multiple sources, and taking advantage of the resources of a full range of 

media. (171) 
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Lunsford's definition of writing is demonstrative of a perceptible shift in the way that 

many people in many cultures generate and consume information. Unlike printed text, 

digitally-created documents can include a variety of multimedia to accompany the written 

word to enhance the audience's more complete understanding of their content. 

The Impact of Social and Networking Media 

I do not believe I would be guilty of hyperbole if I state that the incoming college 

freshmen classes over the last decade constitute a segment of the U.S. population that has 

literally "grown up" with digital technology in some form. Many new high school 

graduates in first-year composition are more adept with the tools of technology than 

instructors might initially believe. Over the last five years, I have conducted informal 

surveys in each ofmy first-year composition classes to determine to what degree my 

students are conversant with the tools of technology. My principal reason for doing so is 

to assess if there might be any issues that could arise if some students are not proficient in 

basic computing skills. Another reason I conduct these surveys is to assess my students' 

familiarities with online CMSs and determine if they participate in what we call "social 

networking" web sites, such as MySpace and Facebook. These findings are important to 

my overall pedagogical approaches since I use Blackboard in all my classes-particularly 

employing its discussion forums-to foster peer collaboration. Without only a few 

exceptions, students' responses to my informal surveys reveal that they have been active 
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computer users since middle school, and over 90 percent are actively engaged in a social 

networking site. In my writing classes over the last three years, every student has 

indicated that he or she daily carries a cell phone. More recently, I have learned that 

approximately 50 percent of my students use cell phones or "smart phones" that also 

enable them to have Internet access. Nearly 30 percent of my first-year composition 

students who own laptops also have them configured with a wireless modem so they can 

benefit from using the free "Wi-Fi" zones available at the two colleges where I teach, as 

well as in their homes and in campus residence halls. A growing number ofmy students 

inform me that they participate in live video conferences with other colleagues or 

customers in varied regional location as part of their work environments. I also continue 

to observe a growing number ofmy students come to class with I-Phones and I-Pads, 

both of which represent leading-edge digital technologies. These digital technologies 

clearly signify those social and communicative phenomena that strongly influence our 

students' lives on a daily basis. Such digital devices also circumscribe how they 

socialize with others and relate to the world around them. 

Our students' experiences with a wide variety of digital technologies are important 

factors that instructors should acknowledge as we develop our composition pedagogies. I 

believe it is important for instructors to recognize that a significant daily amount of our 

students' interpersonal relations occur through digital media. As instructors, should we 
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not use the innovative aspects of digital media in our pedagogies to make.first-year 

writing more relevant for our students? 

Digital Media: The Right Technology for Collaborative Pedagogy 

Hawisher et al. share in their informative 2004 article, "Becoming Literate in the 

Information Age: Cultural Ecologies and the Literacies of Technology," that many writing 

program directors design their composition curriculums with distinct orientations toward 

collaboration and peer group work, as well digital pedagogies (642-92). Writing program 

directors' responses to interview questions that I designed and implemented for this study 

dealing with curriculum preparation reinforce the assertion made by Hawisher et al. 

above (Appendices A-J). These findings are discussed and analyzed in detail in chapter 

four. Computer technologies have been used since the early 1980s to help students in 

their prewriting or inventional activities (Burns) and in their "peer reviewing and editing" 

routines. However, the social constructivist and collaborative aspects of Web 2.0 digital 

technologies foster innovative media and CMSs that now clearly enhance such 

pedagogies. As my literature review in chapter two dealing with collaborative 

pedagogies reveals, writing-as-process pedagogy presently incorporates the use of digital 

media and online CMSs that facilitate collaboration and peer communications during 

each phase of the writing process. The discussion forum modules in Blackboard, Google 

Docs, Wimba Classroom, Drupal, Desire2Learn, and Sakai, to mention only a few CMSs 
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with which I have familiarity, have progressively improved during the last decade to 

facilitate the instruction of collaborative and social composition pedagogies. 

These CMSs provide online electronic forums ("discussion boards") where student

writers can interact and exchange ideas online-an important modality that is currently 

being used in online distance learning and FTF classes as well. 

One of the key goals of a writing-as-process classroom is to foster students' 

writing skills not only so it will enable them to complete their "assignments," but also to 

stimulate the practice ofprewriting (freewriting, outlining, diagramming) and journaling. 

Online forums, as provided in CMSs and biogs, are very effective in facilitating students 

to write about the writing process and surface issues that may be addressed by others. I 

believe that online discussion forums offer students the settings where they can learn 

from others and where they expand upon the peer "conversations," as Bruffee calls them, 

in the writing classroom. Importantly, online forums, as provided through CMSs and 

biogs, generate more writing activity by students and also enhance the learner-centered 

environment-a direction toward which our contemporary composition classes are 

clearly heading. Scott Warnock advocates in his informative 2009 text, Teaching Writing 

Online: How and Why, that online discussion forums serve to enhance the" ... sheer 

amount of writing exchanged among students and the teacher." He continues this line of 

discussion by emphasizing that" ... few onsite courses offer the chance for this amount 

of writing" (xi). 
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Kenneth Bruffee writes in his frequently cited article, "Collaborative Learning and 

the 'Conversation of Mankind,'" that" ... to study and teach English is to study and teach 

the social origin, nature, reference, and function of symbolic structures" ( 432 ). His 

article conveys that teaching and learning English is a socially-constructed activity, and 

for composition pedagogy to be relevant, it should adopt social learning and collaborative 

approaches. John Trimbur echoes these views in his 2003 article, "Consensus and 

Difference in Collaborative Learning." He argues that" ... collaborative learning is a 

process of re-acculturation, of learning to participate in the ongoing discussions of new 

communities" ( 465). As I mentioned in chapter two of my study, Trimbur and Bruffee 

advocate in their own respective studies that social constructivism and collaborative 

pedagogies in the composition classroom provide the pathways that help students acquire 

the abilities to discourse about their writing as part of an evolving academic discourse 

community. The use ofCMSs, biogs, and wikis are those New Media that reinforce 

social learning, as well as the cognitive and creative aspects of the writing process. 

These digital media can help first-year writing students understand the influences of 

social learning and how they can correctly apply these collaborative media during each 

phase of the writing-as-process model. The discussion forums in CMSs can also be used 

to enhance students' efforts during the invention phase of their writing-a key benefit 

that I see working in the first-year writing and writing-based literature classes that I 

currently teach. 
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Writing in the early phase of the personal computer revolution in the U.S., 

Colette Daiute notes in her 1985 book, Writing and Computers," . .. [w]riting on the 

computer is more interactive than writing with traditional methods" (66). 

Writing some 25 years later, Donald Wolff echoes Daiute's views noted above in his 

article, "Asynchronous Online Teaching,". The author's polemic formulates that 

" ... the Web can furnish teachers and students with innovative tools for 

supporting already existing educational goals such as involving students in 

the learning process, using collaboration as a teaching and learning 

strategy, and creating a space for active learning, exploration, and 

innovation" (455). 

The Impact of Online Course Management Systems and Discussion Forums 

Composition instructors, including me, are beginning to realize the benefits of 

using blogs, discussion forums, Blackboard, Google Docs, and even the globally 

pervasive YouTube (to assist in the invention phase) in college classrooms. In 2003, 

Evan Davis and Sarah Hardy published a very instructive article on how to use the 

pervasively popular Blackboard learning management system (LMS). In "Teaching 

Writing in the Space of Blackboard," they examine Blackboard based on how students 

assimilate its technologies and use them to expand their horizons gained through social 

learning and also improve their writing skills. Pedagogies informed by social 

constructivist theory decidedly benefit from the CMSs, LMSs, blogs, and discussion 
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forums now in use on college campuses, an assertion validated in my literature reviews in 

chapter two. Blackboard currently enjoys a presence in a majority of college writing 

programs. While other free and "open architecture" CMSs also abound (such as 

Desire2Learn, Sakai, and Drupal), Blackboard's routines exemplify the benefits that its 

discussion forums provide to students during each phase of the writing process. 

Facilitating Student Collaboration with Blackboard 

As shown in Figures 10 and 11 below, Blackboard's forums enable students to 

respond to weekly essay questions about their reading and writing assignments, as well as 

"thread" (respond) with comments to their peers' responses as well. This activity 

represents, in my viewpoint, the real value of Blackboard as an inducement to 

collaborative learning in composition and writing-intensive undergraduate literature 

classes. The examples shown below were captured from a recent reading assignment on 

Shakespeare's Hamlet in one ofmy onsite World Literature classes. In responding to 

three weekly discussion forums, students were also engaging in important prewriting or 

inventional activities in preparation for a future critical essay on the play. The screen 

capture below in Figure 1 O does not do justice to the vibrant exchange of ideas regarding 

the students' responses to the questions and their threading to one another's responses. 

However, this image does serve to completely highlight what I believe is the key benefit

that Blackboard provides to the writing process-collaborative discourse and as a

creative digital space to enhance invention.
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® Description ( click to collapse) 

In the famous 11grave digger" scene ln Act V,i, Shakespeare uses a 
type of common humor that is prevalent through many of his 
plays. This type of humor maintains the audience's attention and 
provides a sense of comic relief. In this scene, Shakespeare's 
humor certainly achieves these purposes; however, the interplay of 
dialogue and ideas seem to suggest deeper and more intrinsic 
meanings. Argue what you believe are several dimensions or layers 
of meaning that are suggested in this famous scene. Argue your 
answer in 300· 350 words, and cite several lines from the scene to 
support your own arguments. 
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Fig. I 0. Screen capture of Blackboard's discussion forum module. Blackboard's discussion 
forum module provides the "collaborative electronic spaces" for students to write online 
responses to weekly reading questions and respond to their peers' responses as part of their 
prewriting activities for an assigned future critical essay. 
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/ls Hamlet and Horatlo approach the man lelt preparing the grave, Hamlet 
asks the man, "Whose grave's this, slrrah?" (Shakespeare 2905). The man 
answers that It belongs to no man; it belongs to no woman. In truth, It 
belongs to none \\ho lives. The wise man knows that life ends In death for 
all persons, and those who own the grave own nothing at all. 

Fig. 11 . Screen capture of an expanded student 's response in Blackboard' s discussion 
forum. This screen capture enlarges one student's response to one of the discussion 
fo rum questions that will be used to help students focus their insights for a 1,500 word 
critical essay on the uses of comedy in Hamlet. As part of this discussion forum activity, 
students are also required to thread succinct comments to their peers' responses as part of 
the collaborative routine inherent in a social learning-based and student-centered writing-

intensive literature class. 

In this chapter' s literature review of the influences of digital media on 

composition pedagogy and the writing-as-process model, I intentionally chose to 

comment on Blackboard's asynchronous discussion forums as representative of similar 

discussion forums in other CMSs currently used in composition programs today . While 
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Blackboard's other features provide for synchronous chats on writing and reading 

assignments, this CMS does not (yet) provide features for students to synchronously 

comment on the text of an essay posted in a common virtual space for everyone to view. 

This oature would significantly expand the scope of Blackboard's role in facilitating 

collaboration on students' composition. However, Google Docs, another CMS does 

provide this important feature. I came to this conclusion as result of weeks ofresearch 

conducted as part of this literature review. I reviewed the features and benefits of five 

other major learning management systems or CMSs that rival Blackboard. As a result, I 

concluded Google Docs (developed and licensed by Google, Inc.) encompasses those 

additional aspects of real-time online collaborative commenting and revising features that 

best fulfill, at this point in time, the type of collaborative engagement strongly supportive 

to students working in peer groups and the writing-as-process pedagogy.
19 

While blog 

sites and wilds clearly facilitate discussion forums and asynchronous students' 

commentaries on writing projects, their versatility is limited as compared to the inherent 

collaborative routines in Google Docs. In the following sections of this chapter, I 

explored some of the numerous online tutorials that Google™ (the parent company) 

19 
Some scholars might consider that identifying and analyzing a specific CMS anchors my comments and 

"dates" them to a product's features that could be outmoded in a few years-thus mitigating the credibility 
of my analyses. Even though I considered these perspectives carefully, I decided to identify Google Docs 
by name and discuss an actual online digital courseware in concrete terms, rather than discuss desirable 
benefts and features of a CMS in more abstract or euphemistic terms. At the current rate of technological 
advancement in digital media, CMS "modifications" and new product ''upgrades" are becoming almost 
annual occurrences. 

147 



disseminates about Google Docs so I could better understand its capabilities and how it 

can support collaboration-centered and digitally-supported composition pedagogy. 

Google Docs: Supporting Collaboration throughout the Writing Process 

My examination of Google Docs reveals that this CMS incorporates several 

innovative components to support collaborative and digital pedagogy in the first-year 

writing classroom. First introduced by Google™ in its initial format in 2005, I have 

witnessed Google Docs evolve so that it now enjoys a global following of educators, 

business professionals, healthcare practitioners, and numerous other audience segments 

that require online and real-time collaborative activities in generating documents, 

presentations, and even spreadsheets. From my critical perspective, Google Docs' word 

processing capabilities used for writing and revising are similar to those in Microsoft 

Word™ . However, Google Docs differs from stand-alone word-processing software 

because it is accessed online. Although documents created in Google Docs are accessed 

online via the Internet, the program itself is secured through user password protection that 

inhibits any unwarranted external searches by "outsiders" of online text documents and 

participants' comments or identities. As Nancy and Steve Holzner note in their 2009 book, 

Google Docs 4 Everyone, this innovative online collaborative platform" ... has changed 

the landscape of word processing: the ability to share a document with others, 

collaborating on it simultaneously in real time" (91). 
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After carefully reviewing Google Docs, I discovered some important and enhanced 

features and benefits that clearly address the needs of collaborative pedagogy in first-year 

11 
. . 20 

co ege wntmg. 

Considered as an inducement to online collaboration, Google Docs facilitates 

students' interactions and exchanges. For example, the student culture in first-year 

writing classes reflects growing numbers of students with differing views and ideologies. 

Sometimes, these students are reticent to join the "academic discourse" in FTF classes 

since they perceive situations as filtered through their own cultural mindsets and 

language idiosyncrasies. As observed in the classes in which I have used Google Docs , 

the vibrant real-time discussions and revision activities afforded by Google Docs enables 

students from diverse cultures to better visualize and appreciate how other students think 

and revise during an active writing process. I have also observed in my classes that 

Google Docs is an easy to use online platform that promotes collaborative exchanges 

during the prewriting phases of composing. Its on-screen displays of text and its key 

benefit to enable up to 1 O participants at any one time to revise a shared draft in real

time-with on-screen display of all such occurrences-strongly validate its use during all 

phases of the writing process. Google™ provides access to this online CMS free of 

charge. It requires only that the user open a free Google email (Gmail) account to 

establish a password and pass code. 

20

My assessment of Google Docs reflects the program's benefits and features operative during the period 
August 2010 through February 2011. 
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As one writing instructor using Google Docs notes: 

Take, for instance, the dramatic impact it [has] had on the way I 

communicate as a teacher. No longer am I shuffling through copies of old 

papers with illegible comments on them to piece together a cohesive 

picture of a student's progress. Instead, I'm able to pull up multiple writing 

samples with just a few mouse clicks, and to review a student's revisions 

as well as the final product. This has been an invaluable teaching tool 

because my discussions with students about their writing are more clear, 

timely, and content-driven. ("Instructor Comments about Google Docs") 

Before Google Docs came on the scene in 2005, Microsoft Office™ was the 

software that most educators and students used to create documents, presentations, and 

spreadsheets. When they wanted to have others "collaborate" on their drafts, they were 

required to email these items to people who, in tum, had to open them and use the editing 

and commenting functions available in either Microsoft Word™, PowerPoint, or Excel. 

All collaboration is still performed asynchronously in these programs and is rather 

tedious. The applications in Google Docs (known as Google Apps) perform most of the 

same functions of the three programs in Microsoft Office TM-Word, PowerPoint, or

Excel-with the added benefit of online collaboration. Such collaboration can occur 

immediately, in a real-time scenario (synchronously), or later (asynchronously) as 

required. 
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When a document is created in a word-processing program, it can be shared with 

other registered users simply by entering their email (Gmail) addresses, after which 

Google (the parent company) automatically emails to these other registered users 

instructions regarding access to the document to be shared. The originator of the 

document initiates the "invitation" to other registered users and also stipulates which 

invitees are deemed "collaborators" or "viewers." Only collaborators can revise or edit 

the shared documents. 

For composition instructors and students alike, Google Docs' most innovative 

feature supporting collaboration in the classroom or distance learning modality is its 

ability to enable multiple users to work on a single composition draft simultaneously. 

This feature has developed over the last several years to become a beneficial writing 

process resource. Presently, instructors and students no longer have to engage in the 

tedious and time-consuming routines of using the Text Editor ("Comments" as they are 

often called) in Microsoft Word™ to comment on writing drafts, save the document, and 

then email it as an attachment to others. In using Google Docs and comparing its 

benefits to other CMSs, I have noticed that the delays associated with other software and 

courseware programs that incurred hours (for emailing attached texts to respondents) can 

now be accomplished in a matter of minutes or even seconds. Importantly, as the Google 

website and its linked tutorials demonstrate, Google Docs enables its users to share links 

that guide peer reviewers to documents that are currently being developed and revised 
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("Google Docs Web Page"). Students are empowered to view or revise these shared 

written documents synchronously (in real-time) if they desire. Google Docs also 

provides a chat modality, wherein students can communicate (make quick comments or 

ask and answer questions) while they peer-review one another's compositions. What I 

consider is a minor issue for this CMS is that Google Docs presently limits the number of 

synchronous (real-time) collaborators to 10 people at one time working on written 

documents. What this would mean is that an instructor would have to hold duplicate 

online sessions for any remaining members in a composition class. However, when using 

Google Docs for peer critiques in small groups (usually comprised ofno more than four 

students), this synchronous function is very efficient. When multiple students are 

collaborating on a document at the same time, all changes that the collaborators make can 

be viewed by other users. According to the tutorials at the Google Docs web site, these 

revised pages "refresh" (update) every minute, an important benefit that allows others to 

see the revisions and comments as they are being made ("Google Docs Web Page"). 

My examination of Google Docs' features reveals another important benefit to 

users: it provides an archived record in its "Revision History" tool of all of the changes a 

particular user has made, including the time and date of such changes. Progressive 

enhancements to Google Docs now allows users to select two or more revisions to the 

same document and then see the differences in these revisions by using the "Compare 

Check" tool. Figure 12 below shows a generic screen capture from the Web that is 
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intended to show the comments of numerous collaborators who are revising and editing 

the same document. Such comments can be viewed synchronously (in real-time) as they 

are being made by other collaborators working on the same document, or they can be 

viewed subsequently and users can enter their revisions later (asynchronously). These 

features in Google Docs clearly address students' needs to access documents efficiently 

and respond in real-time modes, similar to live collaborative peer work in a FTF 

classroom, as shown in Figure 12 below. 
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Fig. 12. Multiple collaborative peer reviewers' comments on one document in Google 
Docs. The screen capture above shows how "Edit" mode in Google Docs provides the 
creative "digital space" facilitating synchronous collaborative comments and revisions 
made by users or "collaborators" working on a shared document. 

Note: The responses in Figure 13 are intentionally displayed out-of-focus to conceal the 
identities ofrespondents and their responses. (For demonstration purpose only). 
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Fig. 13. Collaborative revision log in Google Docs. This screen capture shows a 
chronological ''revision log" of all participants' revisions to a shared document. The 
revision log enables the document's author and "collaborators" to read the comments 
written in their entirety. Email addresses in this display are intentionally distorted to 
avoid disclosing users' identities. (For demonstration purposes only). 
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Digital Pedagogies in the Composition Classroom: Summary and Implications 

My literature review in this chapter validates that students' writing skills can be 

enhanced through the collaborative processes provided through the innovative digital 

media of Web 2.0. These digital media include CMSs, online discussion forums, biogs 

and wikis. Specifically, online CMSs, such as Blackboard's discussion forums, provide 

effective routines for students to engage in important revision commentaries during the 

prewriting (invention) and revising stages of their writing. Based on my findings in this 

chapter, I advocate that Google Docs takes collaboration in the first-year writing class to 

higher and more meaningful levels through its enhanced online features that provide 

effective collaborative activities. Daiute provides a suitable conclusory perspective that 

"[t]he computer's ability to copy and to incorporate the writer's changes automatically 

simplifies the logistics of collaborative writing. Since collaborative writing is easier on a 

computer than it is with pen or typewriter, the computer can be used as a catalyst for 

shared writing" (emphasis added) (28). Rebecca Lundin's perspectives are worthy of 

citing in this summary to focus how digital media provides the seamless synergies for 

meaningful collaboration in the first-year writing class. In her 2 0 08 published article, 

"Teaching with Wikis: Toward a Networked Pedagogy," she comments that that digital 

pedagogy can" ... challenge the practice of single authorship and help overcome the 

spatial and temporal hurdles of productive collaborative writing" ( 4 3 8). 
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Using CMSs like Google Docs in real-time (synchronous) online collaborative 

activities provides students with a sense of "connectivity" in the writing classroom. As 

Andrea Lunsford might argue, such connectivity is "dialogic" and generates, as Bruffee 

and Trimbur might also argue, a sense of a "writing community." Hewett emphasizes in 

her article, "Synchronous Online Conference-based Instruction: A Study of Whiteboard 

Interactions and Student Writing," that" ... [f]rom the theoretical perspective, online 

dialogue, like its oral counterpart, presumably can foster collaboration, a concept 

common to social constructivist epistemology, which holds all knowledge to be socially 

developed and relative to the group to which it applies" ( 6). In a collaborative learning 

environment, such as that supported by Google Docs, instruction is oriented toward a 

learner-centered environment as students collaborate and learn, and their instructors 

facilitate such social learning. 

CMSs emphasize students' abilities to learn not in individual isolation, but in a 

vibrant digital setting where students become less passive and more interactive. In such 

environments, the studies in this literature review show that composition instructors 

become less authoritarian and more learner-centered in their pedagogies. Google Docs, 

as well as other CMSs, empower students by challenging them to participate in an 

expanding discourse of learning about how to write-and then applying these skills to 

improve their compositions. This approach to learning, I argue, will increasingly 
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become more institutionalized in academe and impart important changes in the ways 

first-year writing is instructed and applied in the early decades of the twenty-first century. 
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CHAPTER IV 

INTERPRETATIVE ANALYSES OF FIRST-YEAR WRITING PROGRAM 
DIRECTORS' INTERVIEWS 

Interviewing Process Overview and Purpose 

During the period May-August 2009, I conducted nine interviews with directors 

of first-year writing at various colleges and universities. Additionally, I also interviewed 

one director of instructional technology who trains college instructors in the use of digital 

learning courseware. These interviews constitute the qualitative component of my 

Institutional Review Board (IRB)-sanctioned doctoral research and complement the 

online surveys of first-year writing faculty and students that are categorized and analyzed 

in Chapter V of this study. These interviews consisted of 12 standard questions approved 

by the IRB of Texas Woman's University, Denton, Texas. These standard interview 

question and answers are included with the transcribed notes of each interview in the 

Appendix. This interview instrument was designed to facilitate responses from first-year 

college and university writing program directors pertaining to the following specific 

areas: instructional objectives for writing programs, pedagogical theories and strategies, 

evaluation and assessment of students and faculty, instructor training, digitally-supported 

pedagogy, and one open-ended question designed to facilitate responses that respondents 

considered relevant to the topic. 

Research scholars classify the type of interview questions and format I used as a 

standardized open-ended interview. This type of interview reflects careful configuration 
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in the wording of its questions. All participants are always asked the identical questions, 

but the questions are worded so that responses facilitate open-ended responses (Johnson 

and Christensen 203-08). This attribute of open-endedness allows the interviewed 

participants to contribute as much detailed information as they desire. Standardized 

open-ended interviews are currently the most accepted form of interviewing used in 

primary qualitative research because these open-ended questions allow the participants to 

fully express their viewpoints and experiences (Creswell 113, 180-81 ). As research 

studies scholar John Creswell further notes, the respondents in an interview will not 

always answer the immediate question being asked by the researcher and may provide 

comments more suitable to other questions posed later in the interview. In addition, the 

interviewer must be prepared with follow-up prompts in order to assure that they obtain 

optimal responses from participants ( 1 79). 

The 12 interview questions were developed after discussing my research focus 

with two first-year writing program directors at regional institutions and the chair of my 

dissertation committee.21 The first-year writing program directors with whom I consulted 

regarding this research project were purposely not subsequently selected to participate in 

these interviews so as not to bias findings. Two of the interviews were conducted 

through one-on-one meetings and eight were telephonic interviews. All respondents in 

these qualitative research interviews were chosen based on my objective, as the principal 

investigator, to generate responses from an effective cross-section of institutions of 

21 
Dr. Renee Paulson, statistician in the University's Office of Research and Sponsored Programs, provided 

assistance in developing the interview questions and formats used in the PsychData® online survey 
instrument. Dr. Paulson also verified the results of the surveys and my statistical analyses of the surveys' 
responses. 
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varying sizes, as well as geographic locations. As the principal investigator, I contacted 

and invited the writing program directors to participate. All of the invited respondents 

consented to participate in the interviews that required an average of 38 minutes to 

complete and collectively generated over five hours of respondents' answers. 

Except for the two interviews I convened in one-on-one meeting environments, I 

electronically recorded the telephonically-interviewed respondents' answers to the 

questions to supplement my own note-taking. These transcriptions of the telephonic 

interviews were erased to further maintain respondents' identities after I converted and 

edited them into the text formats shown in Appendices A-J. 

In complying with the requirements of the IRB, the names of all respondents and 

their institutional affiliations are kept anonymous. Respondents were informed of these 

IRB non-disclosure provisions in an email message that I sent to each respondent before 

his or her interview was conducted, along with an attached copy of the IRB letter 

approving my doctoral research (Appendix K). When referenced or cited in this study, 

all respondents in this interview are referred to as "Writing Program Director (A through 

J)." All interview questions were posed continuously and consecutively once the 

interview began. For clarification purposes, I made two follow-up calls to two of the 

respondents. These follow-up calls are permissible in this type of interview as long as 

they are directly related to the original interview questions. All respondents indicated 

they were very interested in the focus of this primary research about composition studies 

because they felt more original research should be undertaken in this field. Some of the 

writing program directors indicated the reasons for the insufficiency of primary research 
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in the feld of composition studies stem from the workload demands of instructors and 

what several of them believed was a general reticence among faculty to participate in 

qualitative and quantitative research activities. 

Interpretative Analyses of Respondents' Answers: Purpose and Methodology 

The purpose of this chapter is to undertake an interpretative analysis of the 12 

interview questions that correlate to the numbered sequence of the interview questions 

that can be found in the appendices. Not every single respondent's answer to a particular 

question is analyzed since some of the answers to the questions closely parallel one 

another. If this is the case, then these respondents' similar answers are referenced 

collectively as providing comparable responses to the question. Aggregately, there are 

over I 00 responses by the 10 respondents to the 12 standardized interview questions, 

comprising over 60 pages of edited transcribed text. All participating respondents 

provided answers to each of the 12 interview questions, except for the college director of 

instructional technology who does not administrate first-year writing and, therefore, did 

not answer questions specific to the first-year writing program. He did answer, however, 

those questions associated with digital instructional technology, instructor training 

programs in digital learning media, and the one open-ended question. His face-to-face 

interview also provided important perspectives on the relationship of pedagogy and 

technology. Due to the lengthy responses from some of the respondents, I have arranged 

and analyzed their answers in topical patterns below each of the enumerated interview 

questions. Although my analyses follow the sequence with which these answers appear 

in the transcribed and edited interviews, I endeavored to make sense of these responses 
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and to convey them in a meaningful and logical manner. This process requires that I 

engage in an interpretive relationship with the interview transcriptions and also with 

background notes that I took during the actual interviews to accurately convey the 

respondents' meanings, connotations, and denotations. I followed this approach 

assiduously in order to coherently structure the analysis through identifying and 

organizing themes and recurrent patterns in the respondents' answers. 

As scholars in the field of qualitative research studies will validate, a qualitative 

analysis is inevitably an individual process, since the analysis itself is the interpretive 

work done by the principal investigator (Corbin and Strauss 49-51). It is noteworthy that 

some of the interview questions generated responses that were more substantive than 

others and, therefore, required more analysis and explanation. In the following analyses, 

some of my statements summarize, paraphrase, and directly quote the respondents' 

answers to the questions that are shown in their complete form in each of the appendices. 

Analysis of Question 1: Which Specific Program Assessment Tools do You Believe 
Work Better than Others? 

In nine of the writing program directors responses to this question, omitting only 

that of the instructional technology director whose professional position does not entail 

the evaluations of first-year writing, each respondent emphasized that the most effective 

tool or approach for assessing students' writing is the student writing portfolio system. In 

clarifying the context of the respondents' comments to this question, we should be aware 

of the varying approaches used to assess student learning outcomes with writing 

portfolios. For example, in one approach, a student recursively revises his or her writing 
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assignments and receives an end-grade on the final draft of each assignment. In another 

approach, a student receives a final course grade based on his or her own multiple 

revisions of what are deemed as the student's "best" essay drafts in the portfolio. 

Regardless of which writing portfolio assessment strategy the instructor uses, the overall 

consensus of the writing program directors was that this approach offered the most 

effective way to assess and facilitate students' ongoing revisions of their written 

assignments during this semester. Nine of the writing program directors' responses to 

this question indicated that the key benefits of the writing portfo lio assessment tool are 

found in its inherent abilities to facilitate recursive revision, which, in turn, also enables 

students to engage more completely in the writing process model. These respondents 

stressed that the students' recursive revisions of their composition drafts, based on the 

instructor's comments on consecutive drafts and on their peers' feedback, were the most 

effective means to teach students and to enable them to improve their writing during the 

progression of the semester. These writing directors' responses closely correlate with a 

large-scale study conducted in which educational researchers examined how students 

responded to varied writing pedagogies ("NAEPFACTS"). 

All of the respondents to Question I additionally indicated that the end-of-course 

surveys were valuable in two dimensions: I.) assessing instructors' classroom skills; and, 

2.) the degree to which students believed they attained course learning objectives. 

For purposes of clarifying several of these instructors' individual responses 

regarding their unique program descriptions, it is important to note that writing across the 

curriculum (WAC) and writing in the disciplines (WID) signify different writing program 
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approaches and program organization. WID emphasizes that the differences in the 

conventions of writing experienced in different academic disciplines require students to 

learn to write within the specific contexts of their chosen academic fields so they can 

pro6rrcss as effective writers within those discourse communities. On the other hand, 

WAC stresses that the elements of writing for college courses are generically applicable 

across the variances of disciplinary practices. The theoretical underpinning of WAC 

conveys the notion that college students can understand and apply the conventions of 

writing in their own academic majors as a result of their adaptation of writing tasks 

across disciplinary contexts, discourse communities, and audiences (Bazerman et al. 48). 

Based on the explicit responses of Writing Program Directors B, C, D, F and J, who 

emphasized they are engaged in either WAC or WID programs, it appears that the key 

distinction that they were making between these two programs is that in WID 

environments first-year writing courses are offered in the varied academic major fields 

and instructed by a member of the respective academic department (Appendices C, D, F, 

and J). Their description of a WAC approach suggests one whereby all academic 

divisions and institutions privilege writing assignments in the instruction of each course, 

regardless of academic discipline, to foster students' basic writing skills. An important 

finding that surfaces through my analyses of the respondents' comments cited 

immediately above is that writing centers in WAC and WID environments appear to be 

expanding their range of services and resources provided to students and faculty, as 

punctuated in the comments by Writing Program Director C (Appendix C). 
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Writing Pro gram Directors F and J noted that the freshman writing placement 

examination is an important component of assessing students' writing skills and 

facilitating the placement of the students in the correct first-year writing courses 

(Appendices F and J). Writing Program Director F stressed the importance of the 

freshman writing placement exam, particularly as it supported meeting the objectives of 

the University's WAC program. It is feasible that all of the colleges and universities 

represented in the 10 interviews used some form of a freshman writing sample or 

placement exam. However, only two of the respondents specifically referenced its 

importance in the freshman student writing assessment and placement process. 

Writing Program Directors B, C, D, F, and J emphasized the relationship of their 

first-year writing programs to the curriculum-wide writing objectives of their respective 

universities and colleges (Appendices B, C, D, F, and J). These respondents also 

indicated their respective universities, throughout the academic curriculums, emphasized 

the importance of the first-year writing program. These factors were based on the degree 

to which the institutions placed on using WAC or WID environments as institutional 

strategies to enhance first-year writing students' academic writing. 

Writing Program Director D commented that his university's stature as a leading 

research institution required all student writers to develop a strong proficiency in 

academic writing before entering their chosen fields of study or academic majors. This 

particular writing program director noted that the Program for Writing and Rhetoric 

(PWR) assumed a key responsibility for supporting the institutional emphasis on 
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academic writing proficiency, although the institution's department of English offered 

hasic writing courses in its curriculum as well (Appendix D). 

Writing Program Director C elaborated how several academic departments 

provide a first-year writing course as part of its WID program (Appendix C). In this 

regard, the writing program director's role was to provide pedagogical direction and 

facilitate the resources for these instructors to teach first-year writing courses in their 

respective disciplines. In this university's WID organizational structure, the core first

year composition program was offered in several academic departments and also in the 

Department of English. For example, the Writing Programs Office (WPO) within the 

Department of English administers the department's undergraduate writing courses and 

supervises graduate assistants and lecturers teaching these courses (Appendix C). This 

writing program director noted that her role was challenging and dynamic since she was 

required to provide guidance to the WID program instructors' needs in terms of 

pedagogical strategies and training. She also indicated that she was required to help 

support the development of outcome assessments of the overall institutional first-year 

writing program objectives reported to the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 

(SACS). Her comments below provide constructive perspectives from an instructor and 

administrator who has acquired substantial experience in composition studies: 

The trend I am seeing [in frst-year writing programs] is that assessments 

are really a function of the individual institution, rather than pursuing 

generic benchmarking and objectives that can be somewhat measured to 

show student improvement or progress .... It is really up to a group of 
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writing instructors to design assessment criteria that can be measured on a 

course basis. The portfolio method seems to be the best way to validate 

levels of students' writing. It is an ongoing process that involves 

instructors and students working on a common piece of writing with the 

objective to make it better. You can assign incremental grades to show 

progress or assign an overall final grade and then rank-order your students' 

grades to show collective levels of writing skills. A standard writing 

rubric that provides guidelines as to what constitutes various levels of 

writing performance is helpful in getting both instructors and students on 

the same page. (Appendix C) 

Writing Program Director F mentioned that, while the key accountability for 

meeting institutional first-year writing program objectives at her university was levied on 

the Department of Languages and Literature, an interdisciplinary committee on 

developing and assessing first-year composition provides the main impetus for 

coordinating learning outcomes, improving curriculum, and reporting the outcomes of 

WAC objectives (Appendix F). Similarly, Writing Program Director J highlighted the 

positive synergy between the first-year writing program in her university's Department of 

English and other academic departments at her institution (Appendix J). This writing 

program director noted that the other academic fields of study relied substantially on the 

first-year composition program to prepare students so they would become competent 

writers in their academic majors. Due to the continuing interdisciplinary support that the 

first-year writing program receives as an institutionalized WAC program at her 
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institution, the English Department's first-year writing program has been successful in 

maintaining the size of all first-year writing course sections at 18 students per class 

(Appendix J). Writing Program Director J argues that this class size is an optimal number 

for both semesters of her first-year writing program. She further noted in her remarks 

that her program's rationale for keeping this class size is referenced in a scholarly 

publication on composition studies (Homing 25, 32). 

While all nine of the writing program directors indicated that classroom 

observations of first-year composition instructors were essential, only Writing Program 

Director H emphasized that classroom observations should be a continuing program 

assessment component in developing or modifying course learning outcomes and syllabi 

content (Appendix H). 

Notably, all nine respondents "logically" categorized their responses into the 

areas of assessing students' writing skills and also that of assessing first-year writing 

program outcomes. In the former category, all nine writing program directors revealed 

that the student writing portfolio was the most beneficial student writing assessment and 

evaluation tool. The principal reasons given were that it enables instructors and students 

to successively engage in multiple evaluations and revisions of students' texts, while 

facilitating the basic aspects of the recursive writing process-prewriting, composing, 

revising, peer reviewing, and editing/proofreading. Although student writing portfolio 

pedagogical approaches vary in their applications, it is essential to mention that the 

writing program directors unanimously and consistently identified it as the dominant 

student writing assessment tool and overall program assessment tool. In other words, the 
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respondents viewed the strategies and processes inherent in the student writing por(folio 

as integral and organic to their writing programs' success. Any program measurements 

related to learning outcomes would derive from the interrelated processes and 

transactions intrinsic to the writing portfolio pedagogy. Only one of the writing program 

directors-Writing Program Director H-commented on the importance of the evaluative 

comments that writing instructors write on their students' drafts in their portfolios as an 

important assessment strategy (Appendix H). Such evaluative comments, he noted, need 

to be emphasized as critical instructional elements, particularly during instructor training 

workshops. Similar emphasis on the value of instructors' evaluative comments in 

establishing effective instructor-student "dialog" on writing assignments are supported by 

a growing focus on this topic among composition studies scholars. For example, 

Richard Straub has developed student feedback guidelines and assessment language that 

help instructors and students engage in the meta-discursive environment of thinking 

about and responding to the writing process (Straub 355-365). 

Five of the writing program directors interviewed, Writing Program Directors B, 

C, D, F, and J, revealed in their responses to the first question that their assessments 

encompassed evaluating first-year composition courses taught in either their WAC or 

WID program settings (Appendices B, C, D, F, and J). While the terms WAC and WID 

are often conflated, it appears that first-year writing courses are offered and administrated 

through WID environments in the institutions of Writing Program Directors C and D 

(Appendices C and D). Responses from the writing program directors of the other seven 

institutions indicate that the first-year writing programs are positioned as core writing 
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course requirements provided in WAC settings per se, or settings that thematically 

emphasize the interdisciplinary importance of first-year writing. In these settings, the 

first-year writing program administration and overall instruction is the responsibility of 

the respective Departments of English (or first-year writing programs) that coordinate 

with the other academic divisions through interdisciplinary committees. Each of the nine 

writing program directors' responses to this question reveal that an interdisciplinary 

institutional or WAC approach is becoming increasingly important to foster and validate 

first-year students' writing skills. The nine writing program directors further indicated 

that documentation of students' writing skills and evaluation of first-year writing program 

outcomes are routinely required by their respective regional college accrediting agencies. 

Writing Program Directors A, D, E, and J specifically referenced in their comments that 

the higher education committees of their respective state legislatures are presently 

undertaking either the development of assessments of undergraduate learning skills or 

are actively evaluating undergraduates' writing skill levels at state-supported institutions 

(Appendices A, D, and E). When prompted to elaborate on these mandated requirements 

by the accrediting agencies,and state legislative committees, all nine writing program 

directors commented that first-year writing program assessment will continue to occupy a 

central role in the administration of first-year writing courses. 

Writing Programs Director A, B, C, D, F believe that the growing institutional 

emphasis on undergraduate student writing skills, the reporting requirements of regional 

accrediting agencies and, in some cases, state governmental bodies, are those factors that 
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will continue to influence the enhancement and growth of WAC programs at state-funded 

institutions (Appendices A, B, C, D, and F). 

Several important findings surfaced in the collective responses to Question I. 

First, the references to the student writing portfolio as an assessment tool used not only to 

evaluate students' writing, but also to assess overall program learning outcomes by all the 

respondents signified its importance. All nine of the writing program directors 

referenced the growing importance of first-year writing within the curriculums of 

universities and colleges. Writing across the curriculum approaches seem to be 

interrelated with the objectives of the writing program directors' institutions to enhance 

the writing skills of their students. In the cases of the Writing Program Directors C, D, E, 

F, and J, their WAC or WID program approaches involve the development of 

interdisciplinary first-year writing program assessments of student writing, course 

learning outcomes, and instructor evaluations (Appendices C, D, E, F, and J). These 

interdisciplinary WAC or WID programs were tasked with the responsibility of 

developing learning outcomes and assessments of first-year writing courses that are 

reported to the institutions' academic divisions and to the regional college accrediting 

agencies. Because of these factors, the assessment activities of these writing program 

directors' programs encompass a well-organized and functioning interdisciplinary 

approach to first-year writing. Even though first-year writing courses in some of the 

institutions with WAC approaches are principally developed, instructed, and 

administered in the English departments' curriculums, the references to either WAC or 

WID by the respondents signify their potential growing importance as a strategy for 
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fulfilling writing program administration, instruction, and evaluating student writing 

proficiencies. The significance of these responses clearly surfaces the heightened 

attention that undergraduate writing now receives within and also outside the walls of 

academe. Based on the similarities in these responses, first-year writing is apparently 

acquiring more vitality within academe as a subject that is integral to undergraduate 

students' success in a variety of academic disciplines (Kuh et al. 183, 184, 324). 

Five of the writing program directors-8, C, D, E, and J-mentioned the use of 

student learning objectives or outcomes that are formalized and published in their first

year writing programs as important ways to assess program effectiveness (Appendices B, 

C, D, E, and J). Writing Program Directors D and J referenced their respective learning 

outcomes that are published on their institutions' websites. In reviewing the first-year 

writing courses syllabi for these two specific institutions, I found that the learning 

outcomes were fundamentally written as normative goal statements, or what are often 

termed "student learning outcomes." These goal statements were focused on the writing 

skills that each institution sets as the acceptable or satisfactory student writing standards 

for their institutions. For example, the following goal statements excerpted from the 

website of Writing Program Director D reflect the typical language that are found in the 

desired student writing skills and aptitudes applicable to all of the institutions' WAC and 

WID programs included in this interview: 

1. . .. define a manageable topic and a provable, original thesis within given limits

of time, research materials, and the writer's own knowledge.
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2. . .. shape an essay: to impose a clear, coherent form on a mass of facts,

impressions, and ideas. In particular, ability to argue from, rather than toward, the

thesis.

3. . .. understand what proofs a given thesis requires. In particular, [possess the]

ability to discriminate between description and analysis, between repetition and

development, and between relevant evidence and irrelevant detail. ("Outcomes

Assessment")

I also reviewed the first-year writing learning outcome statements for all of the

respondents' institutions. All of the institutions publish their desired learning outcomes 

or student learning outcomes for first-year composition on their respective websites. This 

information can be found in documents on departmental web pages, or in the course 

syllabi linked on the departmental web pages ("Institutional Web Pages"). In the case of 

all the state-supported institutions in one southwestern state, this information is linked to 

state governmental web pages where such information can be accessed by the general 

public according to state public law ("THECB"). 

After reviewing these first-year writing program goals and learning outcomes, 

several important collateral findings emerge First, each of the 10 institutions' first-year 

writing program learning outcome statements was focused on what the institutions 

wanted their first-year writers to achieve in terms of their students' abilities to focus, 

organize, and clearly express ideas in correctly formed sentences and organized 

paragraphs. None of the institutions' program learning outcomes that I examined based 

these outcomes with specific quantitative evaluative criteria. 
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There were no specific numbers or percentages levied regarding these goal statements for 

the purpose of satisfying any departmental or institutional goal attainment completion 

levels. In other words, the reporting of such goal attainments is achieved through 

narrative commentaries without any substantive quantifiers. Any statistical or numerical 

reporting regarding program measures would be based more on the consolidation of 

numbers ( such as the number of students receiving certain grades in a course), rather than 

on arbitrary numerical indicators (such as trying to assign a number value to measure if 

students are writing at acceptable levels). All nine of the writing program directors 

responded that they were not aware, at the time of the interviews, of any institutional or 

outside agencies' interested in setting specific quantifiers to measure students' writing 

abilities or learning outcomes in the first-year writing program. As Writing Program 

Director D noted, any quantification of overall program measurements would fall within 

the purview of his university's office of research (Appendix D). As Writing Program H 

commented, any linking assessments of students' writing abilities to numerical quantifiers 

would be rather arbitrary in terms of truly communicating how students were learning 

and determining overall instructional effectiveness (Appendix H). Writing Program 

Director F commented that while the overall institution and regional accrediting agencies 

may apply numbers to assessment areas that can be quantified, such as students receiving 

various grades with a specific course, the program assessments provided by the 

Department of English would continue to be submitted in predominantly written narrative 

formats. 
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The writing program directors' responses pertaining to the submission of program 

learning outcomes to the regional accreditation agencies did not suggest any additional or 

unique requirements for the development of measurements or evaluations. From my own 

perspective, I believe this situation might change in the future if state legislatures adopt 

so-called student "exit tests" to validate learning outcomes of graduating seniors at state

supported institutions of higher learning. However, I believe the impetus for quantifying 

students' writing skills would be on the part of the higher education committees and not 

from the institutions themselves. 

As Writing Program Director C observed, numerical or statistical reporting of 

first-year writing program assessments are generated by the end-of-semester course 

surveys that students complete (Appendix C). This survey data is then compiled in both 

numerical and written formats and submitted to the instructors and their writing program 

directors for subsequent review. 

Unanimously, all nine of the writing program directors' responses revealed that 

the assessment tool or approach considered most effective in evaluating students' writing 

is the student writing portfolio. They considered this assessment tool to be the most 

effective because it enables students to successively revise their writing assignments and 

engage in the recursive writing process model of composition
22 • As Writing Program 

Director H emphasized in his response to the question, the end-of-course surveys could 

22 
Recursion foregrounds a dynamic concept in the writing process that describes how students are enabled 

to begin, draft, revise, reflect, stop, and return to any phase of the writing process at any time. The concept 
of recursion has evolved in composition scholarship to signify not only the repetitive nature of the 
cognitive and creative actions in which students participate during any phase of the writing process, but 
also how cognitive and creative activities interrelate during students' thinking and creating (Flower and 
Hayes 365-87). 
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be useful tools in assessing the content and effectiveness of the instructors' classroom 

teaching skills (Appendix H). The student feedback regarding course learning objectives 

and content is useful for enhancing or modifying course syllabi and instructional 

objectives. I would also advocate that students' evaluations of their instructors' teaching 

abilities, and the annual classroom observations of writing instructors, are those two 

important areas that address quality of instruction issues in the first-year writing program 

assessments. 

Analysis of Question 2: What Specific Aspects of Your Composition Program's 
Instruction Do You Believe Should Be Evaluated and Measured and then Subsequently 

Shared with Your Instructors and Students? 

The inflection of this question is focused on the sharing of first-year writing 

program evaluations among students and faculty. This question was designed to closely 

parallel the first question regarding assessments in order to enable the respondents to 

expand on any aspects of the topic of assessments that they might want to clarify or to 

more specifically focus regarding the sharing of program evaluations among the two 

specific audiences mentioned. All nine of the writing program directors interviewed 

responded that the student writing portfolio approach to teaching is an invaluable tool for 

both assessing and sharing the evaluation of a student's first-year writing. I found their 

response to this question very revealing in terms of their principal focus. Their responses 

indicate that their prime focus is on assessing and sharing the outcomes of actual 

students' writing projects and not on evaluating the overall program per se. While the 

respondents also alluded to the requirement to report program learning outcomes to 

satisfy institutional and regional college accrediting agencies, these assessments were 
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conveyed through a tone that suggested such assessments were provided more to fulfill 

more expansive institutional reporting requirements or requirements needed by the 

regiona] accrediting agencies or other external sources. The key focus on sharing 

assessments of students' writing was highlighted in their repeated mentioning of the 

utility of the student writing portfolio. The sharing utility of the student writing portfolio 

appears to be not just dyadic dialog-between the instructor and the student-but also 

between other students in a peer collaborative context. 

Each of the nine writing program directors mentioned, either in their responses to 

Question 1 or to Question 2, the value of using findings from the students' end of 

semester course surveys to assess the instructors' teaching skills and also the students' 

perceptions regarding course content and the student learning outcomes. All of the 

writing program directors referenced the value of sharing such information with 

instructors, either in one-on-one meetings or during training workshops. All of the 

respondents acknowledged in their responses to the first two questions that training 

workshops were appropriate venues to share information about course requirements, 

syllabi content, and pedagogical strategies. While it is feasible that any required changes 

in learning outcomes or syllabi content are made by the writing program directors prior to 

the instructor training sessions, this important point was not made by any of the 

respondents to any of the questions. I believe it merits noting that while feedback from 

instructors during training workshops regarding course and standardized syllabi content is 

encouraged, such feedback should optimally occur several weeks prior to the training
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workshops to allow sufficient time for any changes to be incorporated into the course 

content. 

Writing Program Director H emphasized in his response to this question that the 

evaluative comments that instructors place on their students' essay drafts are very 

important in the assessment process (Appendix H). This writing program director also 

mentioned that he felt that the instructors' comments on students' essay drafts were under

emphasized as an assessment and learning tool, and should be given priority in training 

workshops. None of the other respondents noted the use of instructors' comments on 

their students' drafts as part of the overall student assessment process. I concur with his 

views that convey that the instructors' comments on students' compositions are vital to 

how students understand what changes need to occur in order for them to improve their 

writing. 

As a conclusory perspective to the responses to Question 2, I have paraphrased 

remarks from Writing Program Director H: 

... I guess the most important thing in terms of instructor evaluation is to 

assess how they [instructors] are instructing the learning outcomes for all 

each course. It is important to know that our instructors respect their 

students and their students respect them: this is the proper attitude that 

creates a strong learning environment for freshman composition. Before 

we become too immersed in various theories and pedagogies, we 

[instructors] need to be aware that most of our freshman writers are 

entering the college classroom for the first time since high school. Many 
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are teenagers and some are returning to college after years in the 

workplace. We [writing program directors] need to be able to assess how 

our instructors are accommodating and teaching changing freshman 

writing class demographics. (Appendix H) 

Analysis of Question 3: In What Ways Do You Use the Findings of Your Writing 
Program Assessments to Formulate Instructional Objectives for Your First-Year Writing 

Program? 

The design of this question was intentionally prepared so that the writing program 

directors could identify and discuss how they use the findings of their writing program 

assessments. The question was also conceived in a non-restrictive way regarding the 

terms "program assessments" and "instructional objectives" so that the respondents could 

contextually define and elaborate regarding how they were using the findings of 

assessments to develop learning outcomes and objectives in their first-year writing 

courses. 

The respondents' replies to this question reveal recurrent patterns. First, all nine 

of the respondents indicated that the findings of the end-of-course student surveys were 

important to assessing the quality of the instructors' teaching skills. Second, these very 

same end-of-course surveys were considered valuable tools to assess students' 

perceptions regarding the quality of the course content and if they learned what they 

should have learned based on the learning outcomes documented in the course syllabus. 

Eight of the writing program directors, excepting only Writing Program Director A, also 

referenced the value of classroom instructor observations conducted by them, other 

senior instructors, or even peer evaluations as ways to foster quality initiatives in the 
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classroom instructional environment of the first-year writing program. None of the 

writing program directors provided sufficient detail, however, in responding to the use of 

classroom observations as assessment tools. None of the writing program directors 

mentioned if there were standardized evaluation forms used during the classroom 

observation process or if there was an active mentor program among the teaching faculty 

of first-year writing. Writing Program Director D does qualify his response to this 

question with a specific viewpoint: 

... The point here may be perhaps obvious, but it is one that needs to be 

emphasized. Given a standardized syllabus or even a common assignment 

across a first-year writing course, the outcomes will differ in terms of 

students' writing performance and grades dependent upon the pedagogical 

process used. If some instructors facilitate more peer collaboration and 

more writing conferences during the span of the writing assignment than 

do other instructors, this difference in instructional approaches may 

produce differences in students' performances and grades or grading could 

very as a consequence. (Appendix D) 

This writing pro gram director's astute comments suggest that the variances in the 

instructors' teaching methods and what they actually teach undoubtedly introduce 

variables that will influence the measurement of course learning outcomes. This would 

be the case even in first-year writing program courses [such as in the first-year writing

courses offered at this writing program director's university] where he comments in the

interview that standardized course syllabi are used. This writing pro gram director's
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comments tangentially address the concept that learning outcomes should be written so 

that they can accommodate flexibility in teaching styles and not be too limiting in their 

purpose. For example, I argue that the use of restrictive language, such as "100 percent 

of all students will become proficient in writing focused thesis statements by the end-of

course," is unnecessarily arbitrary (as well as unrealistic!) in terms of its percentage goal. 

A more effective learning outcomes statement might be: "students will become proficient 

in focusing and organizing their essays with a specific thesis statement." This latter 

learning outcomes statement is written clearly and normatively-it indicates what the 

content and instruction of the course should achieve. The actual specific assessment of 

each student's attainment of this goal statement can be individually validated during the 

instructor-student encounters that occur successively throughout the semester as each 

student revises his or her compositions in completing the writing portfolio. When the 

student submits his or her final drafts in the writing portfolio for a final evaluation grade, 

the attainment of this normative learning outcome measurement pertaining to thesis 

statements can then be validated individually for each student. 

From the perspective of formulating instructional objectives based on the varied 

program evaluations-end-of-semester course surveys, instructor classroom teaching 

evaluations, and the student writing portfolios-the consensus of the respondents was 

that each of these three key areas provide their own unique way of assessing overall first

year writing program effectiveness. The responses of all nine of the writing program 

directors substantiate that each of the three main assessment categories noted above 

provide their own unique findings that can be used to formulate or modify certain aspects 
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of the frst-year writing program. Additionally, all nine respondents indicated that the 

end of semester course surveys were beneficial in identifying any issues or opportunities 

related to desired learning outcomes. While eight respondents referenced the instructor 

classroom teaching observations, they did not go into any detail as to their importance in 

the overall evaluation scheme or discuss their applications. The student writing portfolio 

assessment category seems to be the preferred method to provide optimal feedback on the 

first-year writing program effectiveness in terms of students' writing skills and as a means 

to determine if the course content and the instructors' pedagogical skills are facilitating 

the desired learning outcomes. 

I found the writing program directors' recurring emphases on the student writing 

portfolio to be very encouraging to me as a first-year writing instructor. Their emphasis 

on the writing assessment portfolio approach signifies that the program writing directors 

are focused primarily on the lessons learned from the actual application of the recursive 

writing process. My own judgment about the primacy of the student writing portfolio is 

that it will inherently surface the problems and successes that occur as students and 

instructor work together in the writing process. These events will then proceed through 

varied communications by instructors to the writing program decision-makers for review 

and any action required. While this perspective may appear somewhat one-dimensional, 

it was validated in the respondents' answers to the first three questions in the interview. 

A content analysis of the respondents' answers to the first three interview questions 

reveals that their responses regarding assessment and pedagogy cluster predominantly 

around the utility of the student writing portfolio system. My analysis of the responses of 
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the nine writing program directors' responses to Question 3 indicated that, in terms of 

prioritization, they felt that the end-of-course surveys were secondarily contributive to 

providing the type of information that is beneficial in enhancing or modifying course 

learning objectives. My analysis of the respondents' answers reveal that the classroom 

teaching observations ranked third or behind the other assessment tools mentioned in 

terms of their efficacy in providing information relevant to modifying instructional 

objectives. 

Of the areas that the writing program directors mentioned were sources for 

obtaining evaluative information regarding the teaching and learning of first-year writing 

learning outcomes-end-of-course surveys, student writing portfolios, classroom 

instruction observations, and instructor training workshops-the student writing portfolio 

method was identified with the most frequency due to its ability to provide program 

evaluation and feedback. Frankly, I presumed before conducting these interviews the 

writing portfolio system is more conducive to only facilitating the writing process and 

conducting individual evaluation of students' writings. In order to acquire some 

additional insights into these findings, I made a follow-up telephone call with Writing 

Program Director J to ask her opinions why the student portfolio was ranked by all the 

respondents as the key assessment source to evaluate not only individual student writings,

but overall program effectiveness. The basic responses I received from her in answer to 

this question were that the writing portfolio was viewed as the foundation for facilitating 

the student writing process and also revealing the quality and influence of student

instructor interactions. From my perspective, I believe one can amplify what this writing 
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program director was suggesting in the following manner. The writing portfolio method 

reveals, continuously during the semester as well as at the end of the semester, the 

pedagogical effectiveness, the resources, and the attainment of the learning outcomes on 

an individual student basis. I argue it is accurate to assume that the reason or reasons for 

each writing program director's preference for the writing portfolio method as the 

foundational component for assessment is because each respondent differently perceives 

and articulates its functionalities. It is not over-reaching the point to argue that the 

writing portfolio method is the pedagogical strategy through which all of the desired 

learning outcomes and quality of instruction objectives are ultimately instructed and 

learned. A researcher on the varied applications of the student writing portfolio 

complements the respondents' views with her own findings: 

... Students cannot assemble a portfolio without using clearly defined 

targets ( criteria) in a systematic way to paint a picture of their own efforts, 

growth, and achievement. This is the essence of assessment. Thus, 

portfolios used in this manner provide an example of how assessment can 

be used to improve achievement and not merely monitor achievement. 

... In fact, portfolios contain several features that might make them very 

attractive for large-scale assessment. For example, portfolios usually 

contain more than one sample student work, thus providing a more 

complete picture of a student's achievement than the typical one-shot 

essay or speech in an end-of-term performance assessment. Also, since 

portfolios are generated during the process of instruction, their content 
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might represent work used in a more realistic context. (Spandel, Arter, 

and Culham 202) 

This preference for the student writing portfolio does not only surface in the instructors' 

responses to Question 3, it also surfaces as a prime learning and assessment tool in the 

respondents' answers to the first three questions of the interview, as illustrated in the 

following figure. 
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Fig. 14. Writing program directors' preferences for program assessment tools. This 
figure illustrates the writing program directors' perceptions of the most meaningful 
approaches for assessing first-year writing program instructional outcomes. 

The noticeable clustering of these respondents' recurrent similarities in their 

answers prompts principal investigators, such as me, to classify these responses as a 

significant convergence of views, beliefs, and perceptions. In the type of qualitative 

research that is used in these interviews, I would be clearly over-stepping the parameters 
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of its findings if I argue that such similarities in the respondents' answers would closely 

correspond to the answers of other first-year writing program directors from other 

colleges and universities. However, the findings of such similarities in the answers from 

the writing program directors participating in this study suggest that a quantitative survey 

conducted with a greater number of institutions might corroborate or validate the 

hypothesis that a significant number of writing program directors could share the same 

views in their responses regarding the utility of the student writing portfolio's functions. 

Analysis of Question 4: What Do You Believe Are the Most Effective Pedagogical 
Theories and Strategies to Use in Teaching Composition? 

The succinct response provided by Writing Program Director E highlights the 

similarities in responses from all nine of the writing program directors: 

I believe that teaching the writing process that encompasses invention and 

ongoing or recursive revision is a very meaningful approach that has 

revealed over time to be very effective in improving students' writing 

skills. I believe ifwe teach our students how to write rhetorically, and 

emphasize the strategies of the rhetorical canons and appeals, then we can 

prepare them to write in any rhetorical situation. I believe that peer 

collaboration is an important aspect of developing students' writing skills, 

so I would endorse this type of pedagogy as well. (Appendix E) 

Consider the significance that all nine of the writing program directors used the terms 

rhetoric or rhetorical process, repetitive revision or the recursive writing process in their 

responses to this question. Again, these similarities in responses encompass what was 
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termed previously as a "convergence" of shared beliefs or perspectives. It appears that 

using a rhetorical approach as the basis for first-year writing pedagogy enables students 

to improve their writing skills for application in differing academic disciplines and 

writing occasions. Williamson, McDougall, and Brien's 2009 study demonstrates the 

merits of the adaptive application that rhetorical theory provides for student writers who 

must write in a variety of academic disciplines and contacts (Williamson, McDougall, 

and Brien 363). 

All nine of the writing program directors mentioned the use of peer collaboration 

in their classroom pedagogies, either in responding to this question, or in referencing it in 

their responses to other questions. Writing Program Director J specifically mentioned the 

socio-collaborative aspects of composition pedagogy. This respondent noted how one 

evolving approach to collaboration in the writing classroom is generating positive results 

at her university: 

We have also had very positive experiences and feedback from students 

and instructors regarding what we term as genre writing ... facilitating the 

unique ways that language frames experience or is used in certain cultural 

ideologies in cultural segments of contemporary American society. This 

approach would be somewhat similar to a writing studio environment 

whereby students explore and collaborate on themes that they consider 

relevant to their cultural and learning experiences. We are finding this 

approach to be very effective with certain cultural ethnicities, such as our 

Hispanic students. Students tend to value assignments whereby they feel 
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they have somewhat of an appreciation of the current issues that affect 

their lives and their mindsets. (Appendix J). 

This perspective on student collaboration in the writing classroom was emphasized 

additionally by Writing Program Director C: 

There is a growing emphasis on genre theory as it relates to facilitating 

writing based on the student-writer's past cultural and learning 

experiences. Genre theory associates closely with the canon of invention, 

and it can be an important inducement to learning and applying writing 

skills. However, I believe students should be challenge beyond their 

comfort zones of what they have experienced or will continue to 

experience in their cultural and social background or environments. One 

of the enabling aspects of a college degree is to foster students' 

perceptions oflife and relating to others in ways that go beyond those 

patterns that they have used or experienced previously. (Appendix C) 

This writing program director also emphasized the growing importance and developing 

role of the University's writing center in first-year writing. 

Revealingly, the responses from the nine writing program directors each show 

their awareness that the teaching of first-year writing from a rhetorical and writing-as

process model approach accommodates important socio-collaborative strategies23 • These 

23 

Socio-collaborative pedagogies can be viewed as the teaching and learning of knowledge and writing 
skills through varied planned encounters with others (peers, mentors, and instructors) in face-to-face 
(onsite) classrooms, as well as through digital media accomplished in synchronous (real-time) interactions 
and asynchronous learning encounters (based on the time and frequencies students choose to access the 
learning system). Consequently, learning is not a single defined situation or time interval, with spaced
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strategies were identified as peer collaboration and genre theory approaches. Genre 

theory posits the notion that empowering students to write about topics and issues 

relevant to their own ideological and cultural views facilitates their inventing and 

composing during the writing process. This pedagogical strategy acknowledges the 

presence and importance of cultural ideologies that are currently influencing the 

development of pedagogical strategies and first-year composition theories in U.S. 

colleges and universities (Herrington and Moran 1-18). 

Writing Pro gram Director A noted that the use of an on line electronic text was 

P!oving to be a very useful strategy to focus students' writing activities and enhance 

collaboration. His university's proprietary online learning management system, known 

as Carmen, provides digital learning tools and courseware that enable first-year writing 

instructors to develop peer collaborative activities for each writing assignment. This 

digital learning system is presently used in traditional face-to-face classroom 

environments and effectively empowers students to maintain a virtual "network 

presence" outside the scheduled class meetings (Appendix A). 

The following Figure 14 illustrates the writing program directors' answers that 

rank-order the pedagogical strategies they currently use in their first-year writing 

programs. 

intervals, but also a flow of peer interactions involving the writing process. Social and collaborative 
writing pedagogies in either traditional classroom settings or online writing classes assimilate knowledge 
from individuals and written texts and make them available to a peer network so that all students can 
benefit and add their own contributions. In this regard, socio-collaborative pedagogies tend to be Sfudent

centered. The Internet, digital software, and digital learning courseware (such as Blackboard) create_ new
t�ols for students to learn collaboratively. Socio-collaborative strategies also facilitate th_e_incol'J?oration of
differing cultural ideologies into the writing process to foster invention and students' wntmg skills. 
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Fig. 15. Writing program directors' identification and ranking of pedagogical strategies. 

Note: "Other" category includes the respondents' mentioning of genre theory, using the 
university's writing center more strategically, and using an electronic course text as 
pedagogical strategies. Respondents' answers do not imply that one strategy is used 
indcpcndcntly of others, but can be combined in varying ways for use in the writing 
classroom. 

One of the key aspects that I derived from the first-year writing program directors' 

responses to this question about writing pedagogies is their shared perception that 

composition pedagogy is trerxling toward student-centeredness. Their specific references 

regarding peer collaboration and the genre approach to writing underscore this notion. 

Their implicit answers also frame an important issue in the first-year writing 

classroom: the balance between instructor-centered and student-centered pedagogical 

strategies 24
• The application of social learning theories and collaborative strategies have 

24 
lnstructor-ce11 tered writing pedagogy suggests instructors' teaching styles are dominant er authoritarian 

in the assigning of compositions and during the teaching of the varied phases of the writing process. 
Student feedback is often secondary to the vertically-downward lbw ofinforrnation from instructors. 
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accelerated over the last decade due to the advent of the Web, social networking 

websites, and digital media used both in the traditional face-to-face classroom and in 

online environments (Alavi and Dufner 183-206). The important research question that 

surfaces here is, "How are pedagogical strategies shaped by the conscious choices of 

using certain theoretical approaches in composition?" Regardless of which theories or 

strategies are used to teach first-year composition, their orientation seems to depend on 

what the respective institutions believe are the main purposes of first-year writing and 

how these purposes should be fulfilled. Based on the respondents' answers to this 

question, one could argue that each of the colleges and universities' first-year writing 

programs represented in this interview employ pedagogical strategies that are trending 

more toward student-centeredness and are receptive to using students' cultural 

backgrounds and ideologies. In this context, all nine of the first-year writing programs 

accommodate a student-centered pedagogy that uses the canons of rhetoric implemented 

through the recursive writing process model. This finding should be considered 

important for future research. 

Analysis of Question 5: To What Degree Does Your First-Year Writing Program Allow 
Your Instructors to Use Their Own Specific Pedagogical Approaches in Their Classes? 

Or, Does Your Program Require that Instructors Follow Specific Pedagogies? 

The writing program directors' responses to this question point out that the 

standardized syllabi used by each respective first-year writing program identify specific 

Student-centered instructional approaches suggest that students are empowered by their instructors to exert 
a stronger influence in their writing instruction, beginning even during the selection of writing topics. 
Student-centered pedagogies also accommodate a wide spectrum of socio-collabor�tive strategi

_
es 

_
and

facilitate the inclusion of differing cultural ideologies into the writing process. While the descnpt1ons of 
these two concepts tend toward polarization, a balance of these styles often presupposes the "ideal" in 
teaching and learning styles. 
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objectives and readings in prescribed texts. Due to the use of uniform syllabi in their 

first-year writing programs, instructors are requested to follow the prescribed 

assignments and learning routines outlined in their syllabi. All nine of the writing 

program directors noted that they follow the recursive writing process strategy as the 

fundamental pedagogy for teaching first-year composition. In identifying this approach, 

the respondents signify that they endorse a first-year writing process that encompasses 

prewriting, composing, revising, and editing/proofreading and also facilitates recursion 

throughout each recurring phase of the writing process. Either in their responses to this 

question, or to other questions, all nine of the writing program directors also endorsed 

using a rhetorical approach to instruct first-year composition. The following several 

responses from four of the writing program directors illustrate the other respondents' 

answers as well: 

My experience here at this university spans the English department writing 

program and the core writing programs in several other academic fields. 

... [W]e employ a rhetorical approach to writing. We also encourage 

what we would call as writing instructors a recursive writing process 

model in which students can overcome their deficiencies through revision. 

Another way of answering this question would be to say that the 

objectives outlined in the course syllabus would not always be achieved if 

instructors preferred their pedagogical theories over those that would help 

students understand the assignments and spend sufficient time in revising. 
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... That is also not to say that there are some theories that would not 

conflict with the overall objectives of the program. 

Generally, our instructors focus their teaching approaches in ways that 

implement a writing process model that entails collaboration with 

instructors and students, and also access to other resources, such as the 

University's Writing Center .... (Appendix C) 

Writing Program Director F amplifies in her response: 

Our writing instructors, both full-time and part-time, are not rigidly 

mandated to follow a specific pedagogical theory or approach. However, 

the recursive writing process approach seems to be universally adopted, 

with varying adaptations, within the department here and also at many 

other universities with which I am familiar. I believe it is because this 

writing model focuses on thinking about the writing process, then actually 

writing, and then going back and reflecting and revising what you have 

written several times. (Appendix F). 

The writing program director at one of the largest community colleges (44,000

students) in the southwestern United States provides some practical guiding principles: 

In our undergraduate composition program here at our community college, 

we provide standardized syllabi with learning objectives that we expect 

our full-time and adjunct instructors to follow. I suppose if some 

instructors can achieve their learning objectives with some of their own 

unique pedagogical theories that would be acceptable. As a baseline 

194 



requirement, however, our first-year composition instructors arc following 

the process model of writing that emphasizes recursion and facilitates peer 

critiquing. Although I am sure there might be some instructors who might 

want to amend some areas ... , I do not think there is any resistance to 

teaching composition this way, since it is proving year after year to be an 

effective pedagogy. (Appendix E) 

As another writing program director notes, flexibility in first-year writing 

instruction is accommodated as long as it does not impede learning program objectives or 

student learning outcomes based on the pedagogical strategies she outlines below: 

I do not want to inhibit any of our instructors from using instructional 

approaches that they consider are effective in the context of our first-year 

writing program objectives. Having said that, we would not want our 

instructors to teach oppositional strategies that would conflict with our 

rhetorical emphasis in the writing process model and our use of the writing 

portfolio approach. We spend substantial time in our training workshops 

clarifying our objectives and discussing how varied approaches will work 

to achieve the desired instructional goals for each writing assignment. 

I believe there should be some latitude in the instructional approaches that 

our instructors use as long as they fulfill the requirements of our program 

and help our students become more effective academic writers. 

( Appendix J) 
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One of the key findings pertaining to this question is that all of the nine 

respondents indicated that standardized syllabi are used in their first-year composition 

courses. Developing common learning outcomes and common assignments that are 

basically evaluated using common writing rubrics makes it possible to assess student 

learning within and across sections of a first-year writing course. Based upon the 

respondents' answers to the first three questions on assessments and evaluations, wherein 

WAC and WID environments were highlighted, it follows that standardized syllabi would 

facilitate the instruction of courses in such environments. In such environments, there is 

a major emphasis placed on conformance to the desired learning outcomes for first-year 

writers. If the course is part of such a curriculum, as all nine respondents noted, it should 

be guided by the resources and guidelines inherent in a standardized syllabus approach. 

A department-wide syllabus is often very helpful for large programs in which graduate 

students and adjunct (part-time) faculty teach nearly all of the first-year writing courses. 

Common assignments and syllabi can help instructors understand the direction and levels 

of commitment that need to occur for effective student learning and writing to take place. 

Pragmatically, these tools can assure that appropriate course content is being followed 

(e.g., no instructor is allowing students to write in any manner that they choose). Lastly, 

the consistency of course content can also help students benefit from a similar experience 

across all course sections. This consistency can be particularly important, as Writing 

Program Director J noted, for those first-year students who will complete the initial first 

semester composition course and then take the second semester course at a future time 

period. Since in nearly all first-year composition programs the second semester course 
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builds upon the basics learned in the first semester, consistency afforded through 

standardized syllabi will help students continue to focus on those areas that will improve 

their writing skills. 

An effective instructional support system for students is instrumental to the 

success of first-year writers and can be focused and implemented through a standardized 

syllabus approach. Due to the increasing levels of requirements and expectations placed 

on first-year writing programs by not only institutions, but by employers as well, the 

usage of standardized syllabi will undoubtedly persist and may increase among 

undergraduate courses due to the growing emphasis placed on improving students' 

writing skills. According to a 2009 Hart Research Associates survey of 302 national 

employers with over 25 employees, commissioned by The Association of American 

Colleges and Universities, employers indicated that four-year institutions should 

predominantly emphasize students' writing skills over any of the other 16 areas of 

emphasis ranked in the survey questions ("Raising The Bar" 9 ). While the topic of 

standardized syllabi often generates debate among faculty members, the respondents' 

answers indicate that standardized syllabi provide a valuable function in meeting the 

objectives of their first-year writing programs by focusing pedagogies to meet student 

learning outcomes and other program requirements. 

Analysis of Question 6: In What Areas or on What Topics Do You Provide Training for 
Composition Instructors? How Often Is this Training Provided? Who Typically 

Provides Instructor Training? 

All nine of the writing program directors' responses noted that training delivered 

through instructor workshops was provided to all first-year composition instructors. The 
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respondents mentioned that these workshops usually were held a week prior to the start of 

each semester. These workshops training sessions were set up so that the syllabi, course 

objectives, and student learning outcomes could be reviewed, in most cases, with a one

day period. Workshop presentations on varied topics were provided by both the full-time 

first-year writing program staff and also by graduate teaching assistants (GT As) who had 

taught in the program for several years. All of the respondents indicated that it was 

important to review topics and assignments on the standardized syllabi and review the 

scheduled reading and writing assignments. All of the nine writing program directors 

indicated that the composition textbooks (augmented by topical readings texts) for their 

classes were determined by a textbook committee ( comprised of instructors and GT As) 

for standardized program use. 

Importantly, the respondents' answers reveal that their instructors' training was 

episodic. Their responses also indicated that they focused on preparing the instructors to 

teach those topics scheduled in the syllabus for the upcoming term. Only Writing 

Program Director B mentioned informal training in the context of its accessibility on an 

as-needed basis (Appendix B). Based on the pedagogical strategies and learning content 

requirements that I found in samples of their syllabi, linked at their respective websites, I 

argue that the respondents' answers regarding training were relatively one-dimensional

predominantly focusing only on subject content and not on pedagogy per se 

("Institutional Web Pages"). 

Based on my appreciation of the writing program directors' responses, as well as 

my own experiences as an instructor attending these pre-semester workshops, I believe 
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that workshop-based training can help raise awareness of and enthusiasm for the subjects 

and instructional requirements encompassed in a first-year writing program. It can create 

what I term is a "shared vocabulary" or foundation of knowledge, as well as function as a 

catalyst for increasing instructional skills. Training workshops are particularly helpful to 

first-time instructors. However, when these episodic training sessions are finished, 

training support levels often wane if program resources cannot be accessed easily from 

other venues, or if program resources are limited and if instructors' availability to attend 

meetings becomes an obstacle. Only Writing Program Directors Band C specifically 

mentioned that instructors could access informational materials from links on the first

year writing website for incremental training and resources (Appendices B and C). This 

disappointing response prompted me to review the first-year program websites for all of 

the institutions interviewed to determine if electronic text-based training guidelines or 

scheduled activities were disseminated. 

My online investigations pertaining to each of the institutions' first-year writing 

program departmental websites revealed that all of the 10 departmental websites provided 

direct links or referral links to syllabi and first-year writing program information. As 

might be expected, some of the departmental websites were more comprehensive than 

others and provided more training resources for instructors. 

The training materials and resources linked on the first-year writing program websites of 

Writing Program Directors A, B, C, D, and H appeared to be very current and training

oriented ("Institutional Web Pages"). These websites also provided links that provided 

specific topics of interest to first-year writing instructors. Writing Program Director B 

199 



also specifically mentioned that information supportive to instructor training was 

available on some departmental Blackboard websites, and that he was aware that some 

first-year writing instructors also created biogs or Wiki sites that included topics of 

interest that could provide continuing informal training on a variety of topics (Appendix 

B). Writing Program Director E commented that more ongoing training in Blackboard at 

his campus would motivate him-and other instructors-to use Blackboard more 

effectively in his classes (Appendix E). One noteworthy aspect missing in the 

respondents' answers regarding instructor training areas was digital media. The 

development of digital technologies and courseware in the first-year writing curriculum 

now offer nearly all instructors in most private and public institutions an extensive menu 

of digital learning resources. As research shows, writing instructors are increasingly 

being challenged to modify their "traditional" roles and to function in varying ways as 

facilitators of knowledge, encouraging, at the same time, collaborative writing practices 

("Writing Now" 6). Furthermore, they are expected to be conversant with digital media 

and become "media-literate" teachers who can manage a variety of contemporary 

learning scenarios. I contend that one universal goal shared by all first-year writing

programs is that professional development should foster meaningful change in the writing

classroom. The development of collaborative training venues, where instructors are 

provided the opportunities to enhance their proficiencies with digital media and 

pedagogical strategies in actual situations with mentors, have the potential to improve the 

quality of first-year writing programs. All of these programs can be developed with only 

minimal increases in dedicated staff-hours to achieve specific training objectives 
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established by a departmental oversight committee whose members can serve as a team 

of dedicated mentors. Instructors, students, and institutional support staff will benefit 

from the synergies that accrue in creating a collaborative and mentor-centered training 

model within the first-year writing program. My brief comments above are offered as an 

"antidote" to the wide-scale practices I have observed in several college English 

departments and first-year writing programs that just "refer" instructors to online tutorials 

for digital media or learning courseware. Even an ongoing dialog between instructors, or 

between instructors and program directors regarding digital learning, was negligible. 

Based on the responses to this specific question, it would appear that enhanced 

and departmentally-integrated training of first-year writing instructors in digital media 

can serve to improve instructors' use of digital media in first-year writing courses. My 

experience over the last decade in teaching first-year writing courses motivates me to 

mention that writing instructors feel most satisfied when they succeed in using digital 

instruction for the first time and their students provide them with positive feedback. The 

opportunity for instructors to share their needs in using technology with peers in a 

mentor-based training scenario will serve to make them feel more positive about using 

digital learning media.

Analysis of Question 7: What Percentage of Your First-Year Writing Courses is 
offered in Face-to-Face Classrooms where Some Form of Computer-Mediated Instruction 

or Digital Media is Used? 

All (100 percent) of the respondents' answers to this question indicated that first

year writing instruction at their respective institutions provide for the use of computer 

workstations in almost all of their classroom settings. These workstations are linked to 
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the institutions' computer systems or file servers so that students can access learning 

management systems, such as Blackboard, proprietary course management systems, Wiki 

networks, blogging sites, and the Internet. Writing Program Director G indicated that 

several lecture-type classes in his first-year writing program did not provide computer 

workstations. His follow-on candid remarks, however, were forthcoming in that they 

acknowledged that a "lecture approach" in first-year writing was not conducive to 

teaching and learning in a first-year writing program. He also emphasized that he was 

trying to work with university administrators so that all first-year writing classes would 

be scheduled to have computer workstations for at least all first-semester courses 

(Appendix G). Writing Program Directors B and C indicated that Wi-Fi (wireless) 

Internet connectivity was available in many of the classrooms on campus-enhancements 

that contributed to increased use of digital learning media by students and instructors 

alike (Appendices B and C). 

Writing Program Director E commented that the prevalence of digital technology 

on college campuses, and in society in general, does not suggest that all first-year writing

program instructors perceive its usefulness as a pedagogical resource. This writing

program director surfaced a key point in his response regarding the use of digital media

in writing instruction. He noted that some of the first-year writing instructors-graduate

teaching assistants, adjunct instructors, and full-time instructors-fall into the category

known as "late adopters" of technology (Appendix E). This term suggests that, for a

variety of reasons, instructors are hesitant to use digital media to augment their

instructional strategies. While these assumptions may be reasonably accurate, it is more 
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important to note that the subject of instructor reticence in using digital media did not 

surface in any of the interviews. Writing Program Director A indicated that all first-year 

writing program instructors must be proficient in the use of digital media since the 

teaching environment required them to access and use it (Appendix A). Each of the 

writing program directors generally responded during their interviews that basic 

proficiency in computer skills was also a required prerequisite for students to successfully 

complete first-year composition. However, my own review of the first-year writing

course syllabi showed this requirement was not explicity noted in most of the syllabi. 

In heeding Selfe's caveat proclaimed throughout one of her early books on digital 

pedagogy, Creating a Computer-supported Writing Facility: A Blueprint for Action, first

year writing instructors and course developers must be careful to balance the pedagogy 

versus technology "predicament" (Selfe). Selfe advocates in her 1989 publication that 

current writing process theory and writing pedagogy should inform every decision 

regarding the use of digital learning technology. Using digital media successfully in first

year writing courses results from disseminating sound pedagogi�al practices through 

digital media that support the learning objectives of the course. Taking this approach 

allows the instructor's pedagogy to direct the technology and not vice versa. 

Analysis of Question 8: What Percentage of Your First-Year Writing Courses is offered 
through Your Institution's Distance Learning Program (i.e., Online Instruction)? 

Eight of the writing program directors noted that their first-year composition 

courses were offered through their respective institutions' distance learning programs in

online formats. Blackboard ( or Blackboard/Web CI) was identified as the digital learning
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management system by the eight respondents� Writing Pro gram Director A indicated that 

the first-year writing program was not provided as a stand-alone online offering. 

Although the course uses the university's own proprietary learning management system, 

known as Carmen, to access an electronic text, the course is instructed in a workshop 

approach where there is substantial face-to-face instructional time and peer collaboration 

inside the class and online. 

Collectively, the respondents' answers to this question seemed to be somewhat 

desultory. My preconceived notion was that the writing program directors would provide 

more details regarding their online first-year course offerings and those courses that they 

teach with digital media. Except for the response from Writing Program Director A, who 

briefly touched on the pedagogical aspects of the university's own online learning system 

(Appendix A), the other writing program directors provided very "sketchy" responses 

regarding the use of digital instructional media. These cursory responses may result from 

the construction of the question itself or other reasons not specified. In listening carefully 

to the writing pro gram directors' responses to this question, I perceived that the online 

course offerings were more the function of their respective institutions' distance learning 

programs, rather than something they felt was central to their own writing programs or 

English departments. The feasibility of these reasons prompted me to investigate the 

websites of the institutions' writing programs regarding digital instruction. In doing so, I 

found that �ne of the 10 institutions used Blackboard as the learning management system 

either for their online first-year writing program offerings or as a "digital aid" to 

complement their face-to-face teaching environments. 
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Briefly, I believe it is appropriate to correlate the respondents' comments with my 

own recent experiences using digital learning media. I have instructed writing and 

literature courses in distant learning pro grams for six years at two undergraduate 

institutions. In 2007, I was selected to teach the initial freshman composition course 

(English 1013) offered online in the English department's undergraduate curriculum 

where I was a GT A. The comments regarding why I was selected to instruct the class 

could basically be summarized in the following manner: "You instructed online classes 

previously in the English department," and "none of the other GT As have experience in 

teaching writing online or have not expressed an interest in teaching online." I was 

certainly enthusiastic about teaching the first-year writing course online, using the 

Blackboard learning management system, since I had been mentored by a professor in 

using the creative synchronous and asynchronous collaborative writing routines that the 

courseware can support. However, I did not perceive at the time any first-year writing 

instructors' positive feelings toward using Blackboard to teach first-year composition. 

In 2005, I began teaching freshman composition and undergraduate literature classes at a 

large regional community college, using the Blackboard/WebCT learning management 

system. In my discussions with the English department faculty at this community 

college, I did not construe from their conversations on the topic that they were strongly 

motivated to teach courses online. The faculty members' responses regarding teaching 

online were basically that they disliked the routines or the characteristics of the 

Blackboard/WebCT courseware and any follow-up training after the initial training 

workshop·was insufficient, available only through online tutorials. However, in the last 
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several years, I have observed a more positive orientation by instructors to teaching first

year writing online at both institutions because faculty members can now obtain 

incremental hands-on training from training staff at the instructional technology centers 

of both institutions. The instructors' positive acceptance and proficiency with digital 

media appears to be directly related to the quality and accessibility of instructor training. 

Also, as the instructors' comments reveal above regarding training, the availability of 

incremental training is tantamount to first-year writing instructors' continued usage of 

digital media in face-to-face and online environments. 

Online digital instruction of first-year writing courses, using course management 

software, appears to be explicitly related to the user-friendly functionalities of the digital 

courseware and the quality of sustained training available to faculty. While my 

observations here are somewhat subjectively experiential, I will further examine these 

notions in my analyses of first-year writing faculty responses to questions dealing with 

digital pedagogy in this study's online surveys examined in Chapter 5. 

Analysis of Question 9: What are the Key Needs in Your First-Year Composition 
Program? 

The remarks of the writing program director from Writing Program Director E 

provided an appropriate overview that encompasses all of the responses to this question: 

... I believe that digital media will continue to offer new ways that we can 

instruct students both in traditional and in online settings. I began to 

realize that because of the utility of such programs like Blackboard, the 

distinctions between traditional in-class teaching environments and the 
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new virtual or digital teaching environments are beginning to blur and 

blend. I also realize that for some instructors these changes and 

innovations in teaching environments will require the development of new 

skill sets (emphasis added). (Appendix E) 

The comments cited above also closely parallel the answer to the question from Writing 

Pro gram Director J: 

... [W]e feel our ability to keep our class sizes at 18 students in the first

year composition program is imperative to maintaining a high level of 

quality in our instruction. We hope that the current economic climate 

within the university permits us to maintain these optimal class sizes. We 

would like to continue our leadership role in supporting our curriculum

wide writing initiatives. We would like to use digital instruction 

technologies as they are proven to help improve our students' writing 

skills. We have a strong presence within the university setting here and 

we want to continue to facilitate through committee interaction our role in 

supporting institutional writing requirements. (Appendix J) 

The following comments from Writing Program Director B complemented the responses 

from the two writing program directors above: 

In a large state university setting, classrooms are always a premium. We 

do try to keep our class sizes in the first-year writing program at or below 

25 students per section. And, we would always like to have digital 

instructional resources in each classroom to facilitate in-class writing. As 
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graduate students phase through the program as instructors, the training of 

new instructors is a key program need. (Appendix B) 

These three excerpts highlight the respondents' key needs in the areas of quality of 

instruction that can be maintained through relatively small class sizes, the use of digital 

media instruction, and instructor training. As the other responses from all of the nine 

writing program directors revealed, the excerpted responses above summarize and closely 

correspond to the key needs in all of the respondents' first-year writing programs. 

Writing Program Directors D and F also noted that they wanted their programs to 

continue to maintain a strong leadership role in their respective WAC programs at their 

institutions (Appendices D and F). 

Analysis of Question 10: What Instructional Approaches or Pedagogies currently Used in 
Your First-Year Composition Program do You Believe Should be Changed or Modified? 

Why Should these Approaches be Changed? Do you Believe that the Composition 
Textbooks You Use Favor any One Instructional Approach or Pedagogical Theory? 

Overall, none of the respondents to this question indicated there were any major 

requirements to change their texts due to issues in content or pedagogical emphasis. 

Except for Writing Program Director C, whose staff role does not include textbook 

evaluation used in the University's WID programs, all of the other writing program 

directors expressed that textbook selection or content was not a curr�nt predominant issue 

(Appendix C). The following comments from Writing Program Director B correspond 

closely to the other writing program directors' responses: 

We are always open to modifying or changing our pedagogical practices 

in order to better support our teaching faculty and also improve our 
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students' writing abilities. Our current texts emphasize a rhetorical 

approach to composition pedagogy. We supplement these texts with other 

readings that enable students to analyze topical issues and write on topics 

of contemporary interest. (Appendix B) 

The only exception to the response above is noted in the answer from Writing Pro gram 

Director A who indicated instructors currently use an electronic ( digital) text that is 

accessed online using the university's proprietary digital course learning management 

system (Appendix A). 

Analysis of Question 11: Do You Believe that Professional Organizations, such as the 
Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National 
Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) Should Provide more Research Findings on 

Writing Program Assessments? 

The comments below from Writing Program Director A encompass the 

sentiments of all nine writing program directors regarding the published :findings that 

each of these professional organizations provide to the academic community: 

. . . Any research data and assessment tools that these organizations are 

willing to provide would be beneficial. Since there are variances in the 

curriculum of first-year writing programs, as well as other variables, 

research findings would have to be viewed in a context-based environment 

that would account for the variance in student demographics, learning 

resources, and strategies that we presently use and some that we do not 

use. Both organizations publish scholarly research papers about the 
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writing process and the teaching of writing, so this information would be 

shared if it is considered beneficial or relevant. (Appendix A) 

This question was posed to determine if any of the respondents would mention 

any specific published findings or topics of interest from either of these two professional 

organizations that have been used or were currently being used as references or as 

guidelines in their first-year writing programs. While it is plausible that published 

articles from these organizations have been used or are being used currently by these 

respective writing program directors, none of the nine writing program directors indicated 

that topical articles from these organizations were being used in their current 

communications with instructors in their programs. A cursory review of both these 

professional organizations' websites reveals that both organizations provide an extensive 

electronic archive of published articles on a vast array of topics pertinent to the first-year 

composition instructor ("Institution W eh Pages"). Both the professional organizations 

now provide links to current activities, blogging sites, networking sites, and ongoing

schedules of webcasts and online events of interest to the writing instructor. I noticed

that none of the writing program directors' departmental websites provided online links to

the home pages of these organizations. However, it is plausible that journal articles

covering topics pertinent to first-year writing are circulated among instructors on a

recurrent basis.
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Analysis of Question 12: Do You have any Responses or Perspectives on the Subject of 
Composition Pedagogy not covered in the Questions above that You Would Like to 

Share? 

The following comments from Writing Program Director E highlight the 

responses from most of the other writing program directors: 

I think we can continue to build upon and instruct the recursive writing 

process model from a rhetorical perspective for a long time to come. I 

concur that assessment seems to be an area that is receiving more and 

more attention, especially in light of how state-supported colleges and 

universities are being asked to validate their teaching and the levels of 

achievement of their graduating students. I think the state legislature's 

committees dealing with higher education are asking the fundamental 

questions along the lines of "what kind of product are our state colleges 

and universities generating based on the funding they receive?" This has 

been an enjoyable conversation, and one in which I have not engaged for 

some time. I think it will be interesting to see how digital media changes 

the complexion of how we teach our first-year writing courses .... 

(Appendix E) 

Writing Program Director B also foregrounds the present and future role of digital media 

in the writing classroom: 

As you [the principle investigator] briefly mentioned in our conversation 

today, there seems to be a strong requirement at our university for students 

to be able to write persuasively and convincingly in most all other 
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academic disciplines. Online learning programs, such as Blackboard, 

provide meaningful extensions to one-on-one classroom instruction a 

factor that assures they will continue into the future. It also appears that 

online networking will continue to emphasize social collaboration in the 

writing classroom. I am sure over time collaborative routines in basic 

writing programs will change to accommodate new digital media and 

routines. Students helping students in the writing process is definitely 

something that digital media can generate effectively. (Appendix B). 

Writing Program Directors C, D, and J also emphasized the evolving and important role 

that the universities' writing centers will assume in the overall first-year writing program 

(Appendices C, D, and J). 

Summary and Conclusions: Putting It All into the Proper Perspective 

In using a standardized open-ended interview technique with the nine writing 

program directors and one director of instructional technology, I was able to obtain a 

number of current unique perspectives regarding the key components of a first-year 

writing program. Participants were very generous with their time during the interviews 

and often expanded their answers to particular interview questions beyond the purview of 

the questions themselves to provide additional insights about the topics. The following 

conclusions are based on the analyses of the interview questions and constitute findings 

that will be correlated with the quantitative online surveys examined in Chapter 6 of this 

study. 
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The first three questions of the interview pertained to program assessments. The 

respondents' convergence of similar responses on the subject endorsed the student writing 

portfolio as both the preferred or primary source for evaluating students' writing skills, 

instructors' teaching skills, and also the source for providing valid information for 

program measurements. It is important to emphasize that these findings constitute a 

rather unique perspective on how the student writing portfolio comprises the source of 

information that accommodates, according to the respondents' answers, varied pro gram 

assessments and learning outcomes. One of the limiting factors of these responses 

pertaining to the respondents' perceived adaptability of the student writing portfolio is the 

inadequacy of their answers to explain how each student's evaluated written assignments 

in the individual student writing portfolios should be aggregated or compiled to reveal 

learning outcomes measurements on a program-wide basis. Since the research 

methodology used in these interviews permits me, as the principal investigator, to use 

verbal prompts to facilitate amplified answers to provide enhanced clarity, my efforts in 

using these follow-on interviewing tactics did not effectively generate any additional 

explanatory details from the respondents regarding their expansive views of the student 

writing portfolio. I suggest that the principle reason for the writing program directors not 

discussing additional program activities or discussing them in further depth was that they 

believe their institutions' committee activities should be handled as proprietary 

information, and they were reticent in disclosing further details. Another reason may be 

that the writing program directors' appreciation of such assessment activities is rather 

unique to their own specific institutional setting. These processes are subject to changes 
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and modifications as they are fulfilled by the varied iterations of institutional committees 

dealing with writing program assessments. The respondents' time constraints during the 

interview itself could be a constraining factor as well. As I analyzed the responses in 

these first three questions dealing with assessment, I realized that fundamentally inherent 

in the respondents' answers was an unspoken notion that program assessments provided 

findings for three distinct areas: 1). the first-year writing program department or 

academic department; 2). varied institutional divisions; and, 3). outside accrediting 

agencies' and, in some cases, state legislatures' requirements to assess student learning 

outcomes at state-funded institutions. 

Each of the three principal areas or audiences the respondents indicated that 

required assessment information also accrue findings from surveys, reports, and the 

actions of university and college committees that assimilate and report evaluation 

findings from other available sources. Significantly, all of the interviewed writing 

program directors, from the perspective of their key preferences, endorsed the student 

writing portfolio as a primary source that they believe is the most useful assessment tool. 

I contend that we have to recognize that these writing program directors responded from 

the viewpoint of their preferences regarding the utility of assessment tools used in the 

first-year writing program. From an objective perspective, the assessment sources 

(student writing portfolios, end-of-course student surveys, instructor workshops, and 

classroom teaching observations) provide varied findings that can be categorized as well 

as aggregated to meet the needs of the three program reporting areas enumerated above. I 

did not sense in the respondents' answers that they were suggesting that the student 
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writing portfolio was the exclusive or only source that should be used to evaluate the 

learning outcomes for their programs. 

As a corroborating perspective to the findings of interview questions dealing with 

assessments, I can supplement my own experiences, as well as recount conversations 

with various faculty members over the last several years. These anecdotal experiences 

correlate that there is a substantial amount of departmental and institutional-wide 

committee work that is involved in assessing and generating program measurements in 

colleges and universities. These committees assimilate and review evaluative criteria and 

findings from all pertinent sources. A key point to emphasize is that the regional 

accrediting agencies request very specific program information and documentation to 

satisfy their program evaluation needs. All of the regional accrediting agencies now 

provide online assessment websites with online protocols whereby institutions can fulfill 

their reporting requirements on a proactive basis. In most all cases, providing such 

information to these accrediting agencies is a function of maintaining proper records and 

fulfilling all requirements with minimal interpretive actions required on the part of 

writing program directors or first-year writing committees. Statistical interpretation and 

reporting pertains more to end-of-course surveys that basically measure students' 

perceptions of instructors' teaching abilities and course learning outcomes. Typically, 

first-year writing program directors do not engage in generating statistical measurements 

for their institutional hierarchies. Such work falls within the purview of other 

administrative divisions at their respective institutions. 
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As I reflect on what the writing program directors noted in their preferences for 

the student writing portfolio as an assessment tool, I realize that they were implicitly 

viewing this tool as "organic" to writing pedagogy and to the ways students learn the 

recursive writing process. Apparently, the respondents perceive the student writing 

portfolio in two fundamental ways: to accurately assess if individual students are 

attaining necessary academic writing skills; and, also to assess the quality of instruction 

that is provided by each instructor. One might counter-argue this position by asserting 

that these writing program directors' views exceed the parameters of what the student 

writing portfolio can legitimately yield regarding overall pro gram assessment. Again, I 

would posit that the respective writing program directors would interpret and apply their 

findings in ways appropriate to their own instructional environments and reporting needs. 

As one writing program director emphasized to me several years ago, the care and 

specificity exhibited in the instructors' comments on students' essay drafts in their writing 

portfolios disclose revealing insights about the quality of instruction. Perhaps, the central 

question to ask regarding the validity of using student portfolios in an expansive manner 

is, "How do the findings correctly and accurately address overall program objectives?" 

The answers to this question ostensibly fall within the respective purviews of each of the 

writing programs directors as to how they might decide to assign their staffs to aggregate 

findings of individual writing portfolios on a more encompassing course-wide basis. 

One of the more intriguing aspects of the writing directors responses' regarding 

the utility of the student writing portfolios is the consideration of how they are being used 

presently and how they could be used even more astutely to provide additional useful 
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information about the quality of instruction and the writing skills of our students. Using 

simplified assessment criteria checklists that can be tabulated; instructors could easily 

annotate the presence, recurrence, and resolution of particular writing issues on an 

assignment basis as they evaluate each essay draft, and then assimilate and categorize 

such findings in ways that would be relevant to demonstrating writing skill improvements 

and attainment of desired learning objectives. These undertakings would result in 

generating more revealing and useful findings; however, they would also incur additional 

time burdens to instructors who are, for the most part, graduate teaching assistants trying 

to balance their teaching responsibilities with their own academic course loads. As one 

writing program director, whose identity is kept anonymous, mentioned to me during a 

conversation gleaned from memory: 

... Each year it seems we ask our composition program GTAs to take on 

more responsibilities and perform at higher levels in the classroom with 

only minimal levels of support and compensation. Considering all the 

intellectual creativity we share among our colleagues, I would like to think 

that we are smart enough to come up with better solutions than we have at 

this point. (Anonymous) 

A teaching colleague, whose identity is also kept anonymous, expressed to me recently 

her concerns that sometimes the flow of program assessment information is "one-way" 

only. I have transcribed her statements as accurately as memory allows in the following 

summary: 
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... We [first-year writing instructors] provide copies of final exam essays 

and course grading information in first-year composition, as well as 

electronic copies of each student's portfolio to satisfy the needs of the 

regional accrediting agency. However, in the three years I have taught 

here, I have never received any real feedback regarding how this 

information is being received [by the accrediting agency] or being 

subsequently used within our department to improve our teaching of first

year composition. I understand the importance of meeting program 

standards established by the regional accrediting agency. Could there also 

be additional ways this information is communicated to us in our training 

workshops during the semester? (Graduate Teaching Assistant) 

The respondents' answers to Question 4 (that asked their views on the most 

effective pedagogical theories and strategies) were all clustered around a rhetorical 

pedagogy implemented through a recursive writing process. All nine writing program 

directors' responses clearly converge on using a rhetorical approach (i.e., using the 

rhetorical canons) to facilitate their students' prewriting, composing, and recursive 

revising. In listening to their responses to this question during the interview, I 

determined that rhetoric constituted the basic theoretic framework for teaching 

composition that was implemented through the recursive writing process strategy. I was 

not surprised that their responses focused on using these approaches, since virtually all 

composition texts privilege these theories-but not all exclude teaching writing using a 

static linear end-stage process that is product-oriented. Some texts currently in use also 
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privilege as their writing pedagogy a "modes approach," wherein students are assigned to 

write essay types or modes ( e.g., persuasive, illustrative, narrative, compare/contrast, or 

descriptive essays) based on predetermined or formulaic end-product criteria. In the 

following chapter of this study, I will point out how writing instructors' responses to the 

online survey questions correlate to using rhetorical approaches based on the recursive 

writing model. 

The implications of the responses to Question 5 (preferences for pedagogical 

theories and the latitude afforded to instructors to use other than specified pedagogies) 

demonstrated that while writing program directors do not want their instructors to feel 

they are constrained by inflexible conventions, they also want their instructors to use 

pedagogies that attain student learning outcomes specified in the syllabi. The implicit 

theme that is woven into the respondents' answers is unity of purpose. The respondents' 

comments about the organization or structure of each of their respective first-year writing 

programs show that there is a desired unity of purpose. The critical student learning 

outcomes are achieved by instructors following the standardized syllabi and using the 

rhetorical theories implemented through the recursive writing process model. It is 

important to note that while several writing pro gram directors commented that they 

condoned some pedagogical flexibility, their answers also clearly emphasized that their 

learning outcomes required using pedagogical strategies that were focused to helping 

students and instructors achieve overall learning objectives. I did not perceive any 

inclinations in their remarks toward inflexibility. However, their diplomatic tone also 

belies the recognition that the conformity they required was fundamental to satisfying 
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established program assessment criteria at departmental, institutional, and accrediting 

agency levels. Pragmatically, the uniformity noted in the writing directors' responses is 

required so that instructors and students can attain learning outcomes and thereby satisfy 

the requirements levied by the institutions, the accrediting agencies, and state government 

higher education assessments of state-funded institutions. 

Notably, the respondents' paucity of comments regarding assessing the use of 

digital media, used in traditional face-to-face classrooms and in online distance learning 

environments, was a disconcerting aspect of these interviews. Only Writing Program 

Director A noted that digital pedagogies would continue to play a strong role in first-year 

writing programs through the continued use of the university's online learning system 

and its online first-year writing textbook (Appendix A). Instructional Technology 

Director I noted that institutional short-range and strategic plans called for continued 

support and development of learning management systems, such as Blackboard and 

Wimba Classroom. 25 These comments would apply to supporting all academic areas, 

including first-year writing (Appendix I). Additionally, he suggested that the instructors' 

proficiency in using digital media for classroom pedagogy will always be contingent on 

the level and consistency of training that instructors receive. Instructor training is 

25 
Blackboard is an online learning management system with synchronous ("live") and asynchronous (any 

time when users access the online system and engage its modalities) online learning routines. Blackboard 
currently enjoys an almost universal presence with colleges and universities worldwide. Wimba Classroom 
( current version 6.1) is a widely-used digital learning management system that provides a live virtual 
classroom environment with learning modalities that include audio, video, application sharing and content 
display, and other learning resources for instructors and students linked by their computers in real-time 
situations. Its pedagogical design enables college instructors and students to engage as if they were 
meeting in face-to-face classrooms. Instructors and students may be engaged in Wimba's digital learning 
process as long as they can connect via computers, audio, and video, if needed. 
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provided through his area of responsibility, as well as through an administrative dean 

who oversees online instruction at the college. Such training is provided in workshop 

environments and in a growing number of online venues offered for all fulltime and 

adjunct instructors (Appendix I). 

Composition studies scholar Charles Moran argues that instructors need to make 

"informed decisions" about technology use in their classrooms (205). It is becoming 

more evident each year that computers are gradually changing the dynamics of teaching 

and learning environments in higher educational settings. Margaret Roblyer and Aaron 

Doering note in their text, Integrating Educational Technology into Teaching, that it is 

common to find statements in instructor-training textbooks that advise teachers to 

carefully consider the application of learning technologies in their own pedagogies (7). 

As Hawisher and Selfe also counsel us in their article entitled, "The Rhetoric of 

Technology and the Electronic Writing Class," writing instructors must continue to 

develop a better understanding of those influences that precipitate pedagogical change in 

the new teaching environments we now see increasing in the technology-driven 

millennium (56). 

Due to the surge of digital media in the classroom, instructor training clearly 

presents a challenge for any writing program directors who do not emphasize its 

importance in the overall instructor preparation and teaching equation. Any oversights in 

training instructors could create situations in the future where instructors under-serve 

their students to learn in more relevant and dynamic contexts. For example, online digital 

learning enables students in China and the Pacific Rim nations to now enroll in a variety 
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of degree programs offered through the Web by several major U.S. universities ("USC's 

Plan"). The classes these students take are often the very same classes offered onsite and 

afford the students the opportunities to ask questions and participate in discussions via 

Internet TV camera connectivity, such as through Wimba Classroom. Given the growing 

research findings on the benefits of digital learning courseware aiding collaboration 

during the writing process, instructors need to be proficient in using such digital 

instructional resources as an inherent component in their pedagogies. 

The fact that all of the respondents' indicated workstations were used in their first-year 

writing classes supports the argument that digital instruction in writing is not going away. 

There is also another important aspect in instructor training that merits 

consideration. During my face-to-face interview with the director of instructional 

technology, he noted that instructional technologies must be closely aligned with 

pedagogy. Given the rapid pace at which digital technologies are proceeding, the degree 

to which these programs meet the needs of pedagogy is tantamount to their continued 

success. It is a ''two-way" street, however, where digital instructional media designers 

and instructors must work closely in the design of such teaching modalities. If there is 

not a close and ongoing relationship between instructor and technology designers, as the 

respondent noted, then it is possible technologies and pedagogies could become 

dissociative (Appendix I). For this reason, I envisage that training mentors can serve as 

instructional resources in every first-year writing program to facilitate instructor 

awareness and a working knowledge of available digital pedagogies, as well as provide

feedback to instructional technology staffs. As a first-year writing instructor who 
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presently teaches composition in face-to-face and online, I advocate that all instructors 

receive certified training in those digital learning management systems that they might 

use in their face-to-face and online first-year writing classes. This training, most likely 

provided by the institution's instructional technology division, should be a prerequisite to 

teaching in the first-year writing program. Although I have instructed composition and 

literature courses at a large community college for over 5 years, I undergo incremental 

training offered in workshops and through online venues to maintain a "certified online 

instructor" status. This training was very beneficial to me in revealing some of the newer 

learning platforms and courseware strategies available to instructors. However, this 

training in digital media should never become the exclusive domain of an instructional 

technology department. In addition to the training instructors would receive on the 

digital media from the institution's instructional technology resources, the first-year 

writing program should also provide pedagogy-specific training to instructors as a 

departmental priority, as well as providing training sessions demonstrating how the 

digital courseware can be adapted to their pedagogical requirements. I also advocate that 

first-year writing programs strongly consider the formation of a digital pedagogy 

committee that would function closely with instructors and administrators in the academic 

departments and also with the instructional technology staffs. 

Particularly, Writing Program Directors A, C, and J highlighted how collaboration 

is being used effectively to facilitate and improve students' writing skills (Appendices A, 

C, and J). Each of these three writing program directors orient their approaches to 

collaboration uniquely. Writing Program Director A uses an eletronic or digitally-based 
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writing text that complements the collaborative writing routines provided through a 

proprietary digital learning management program. The socio-collaborative aspects of 

genre theory provided Writing Program Director J with a meaningful framework to 

empower students to interact and learn along cultural and ideological lines to facilitate 

their writing assignments (Appendix J). Creatively expanding the resources of the 

university's writing center, and specifically using the collaborative aspects of writing 

biogs, are those key activities that Writing Program Director C facilitates in her 

institutional setting (Appendix C). Collaborative learning represents a significant shift 

away from the time-worn instructor-centered or lecture-centered milieu in college 

composition classrooms. The application of social learning theories and collaborative 

routines have accelerated over the last decade due to the advent of the Internet, social 

networking sites, and digital media used both in the physical classroom and in online 

environments. 

Responses from all of the writing program directors indicated that they 

acknowledged the pervasive influence of digital learning technologies. While the writing 

program directors expressed no negative sentiments regarding the use of digital 

technology in composition pedagogy, a comparative analysis of their responses revealed 

that there was a disparity between their recognition of the growing influence of digital 

technologies and the actual active use of them in their programs. A closer view of their 

first-year composition program or English departments' websites substantiated this 

notion. Importantly, only Writing Program Director A indicated that they were actively 

using digital technology in teaching first-year composition with an electronic text 
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(Appendix A). In analyzing the respective websites of each of the institutions 

represented in this interpretative study, I found that Writing Program Director H's 

program reflected a strong orientation to digital learning through its offering of several 

completely online and also hybrid first-year writing programs26 ("Institutional Web 

Pages"). Based on the findings regarding instructional technology adoption and the 

present indication of the lack of a strong commitment to departmentalizing its training, 

these sampled findings may suggest similar situations at other institutions. This apparent 

"gap" between the growing role of technology and its tepid adoption, signaled by 

nominal training emphasis in all of these interviews except for the one with the director 

of instructional technology, could generate future issues for both instructional technology 

staffs and first-year writing faculty in the future. Both sides could become static in the 

ways they perceive the application and the benefits of the digital instructional media. 

This dynamic is, decidedly, a lose-lose situation. 

I believe Cynthia Selfe' s comments made during a Spring 2010 interview serve as 

suitable rejoinders to this chapter's findings since her comments underscore the real crux 

of the issue that tacitly surfaces in the writing program directors' responses. Unless 

otherwise indicated, the italicized words noted in the following transcribed interview are 

found in the cited source: 

26 
Hybrid courses provide first-year writing instruction in both face-to-face and online environments. Such 

courses afford the flexibility of online distance learning and actual instructor-student encounters in a 
physical classroom. Ostensibly, these courses are beneficial for students. However, they can create time 
issues for some instructors who must prepare lessons for online and face-to-face instructional modalities. 
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CS [Cynthia Selfe ]27
: . . .. There are still a lot of humanists, who 

use technology, but don't think about focusing on it in their classes

especially in terms of critically informed production. So while these folks 

use a cell phone and use scholarly databases and use a lot of websites, and 

use technology in their classes in terms of making multimodal texts 

available for consumption by students, teaching students to analyze and 

criticize mediated texts, I still know plenty of teachers who avoid teaching 

students how to compose or produce such texts because they personally 

don't feel it's their responsibility to compose, or to teach composition, in 

any modality except the alphabetic. And I also know teachers of English 

who continue to be dismissive of vernacular multimodal literacy practices 

in digital environments, considering these to be undeserving of [ ... ] the 

serious attention that is so clearly paid to print texts. I still see a lot of that 

in English departments; I see a lot of fear in English departments 

( emphasis added). People think they're too old to take on the task of 

learning technologies, and they are stymied by the realization that they 

will never master technology, that they'll never get to where they 're 

comfortable with it ( emphasis added) because they recognize the pace of 

technological change is so fast that they don't have enough time in the day 

to become expert at it, and they don't see how they could teach it without 

27 

The actual printed text of the interview indicates the initials of the interviewee, Cynthia Selfe, as CS (in 
bold font) and the interviewer, Brian Bailie, only as BB (in bold font).
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becoming expert at it. So, that's the humanist camp: we are more 

sophisticated about technology than we were twenty years ago, but we're 

nonetheless resistant to seeing technological or digital texts as "serious" 

texts or even resistant to seeing multimodal composition as even "real" 

composition. 

BB: I've run into that problem, too, where anything perceived as 

''technology" shuts down all discussion among humanists. I mention I'm 

reading up on network theory, and they just turn away. I have to explain 

network theory .... Then they come around, and say "Oh. That's what it 

means. It's not just about the Internet or computers. (Selfe and Bailie). 

The emphasis that the first-year writing program directors place on the nexus 

between pedagogy, digital instructional media, collaboration, and instructor training 

appears to be the interdependent critical links that will, to some appreciable degree, 

strongly impact first-year writin� pro grams in the future. These interdependent links are 

particularly important in light of the respondents' comments about WAC and WID 

programs assuming an important place in their own institutional settings. While these 

program directors' responses should only be considered a sampled segment of all first

year writing pro gram directors, they do reveal the importance that institutional 

administrators outside the traditional English departments are placing on first-year 

writing. The development of first-year writing instructors, most of whom are GT As, is 

an imperative need that helps assure the vitality and the viability of any first-year writing 

program. While training and professional development were subjects not amplified in the 

227 



respondents' answers to Question 6, they bring into play an institution's ability to 

successfully administrate the first-year writing programs that they validate as critical in 

supporting WAC and WID programs. It also brings into play an institution's ethos-its

normative or ethical responsibility to strongly support and further empower its graduate 

students who provide nearly all of the instruction in the first-year writing program. 
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CHAPTER V 

INTERPRETATIVE ANALYSES OF FACULTY AND STUDENT ONLINE 
SURVEYS 

Quantitative Research Purpose, Design, and Methodology 

The second major component of my primary research encompassed the design 

and implementation of two online surveys (questionnaires) to first-year writing 

instructors and their students at private and public two and four-year institutions of higher 

learning in the United States. One survey was targeted to faculty and the second survey 

was targeted to the students of these instructors. The surveys' purpose was to obtain 

responses from faculty and their students to these key research questions: 

1.  What approaches and theories do first-year composition instructors at colleges

and universities follow to facilitate writing-as-process28 instruction?

2. What are the most prevalent changes and trends occurring in first-year writing at

these institutions?

3. What are the major or predominant contemporary computer-mediated instruction

(CMI) and collaborative writing pedagogies used by college composition

instructors? 

4. What are the predominant CMI courseware and learning management systems

28 
The terms ''writing-as-process" and ''writing process" as defined in these surveys refer to a recursive

writing process. As described in Chapter 1, recursion in the writing process signifies the dynamics of
repetitive composing and creative actions engaged in by a writer between any number of or all phases of a 
writing process (prewriting, composing, revising/editing, and proofreading). 
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currently being used in face-to-face {FTF) and in distance learning online 

instructional environments? As a corollary question, in what ways are these 

systems influencing and enhancing writing process pedagogy? 

5. As validated by the instructors and students who responded to this study' s online

surveys, what instructional needs and training in CMI and collaborative writing

strategies are necessary?

The surveys were implemented during the period from late April through August

2009. Both surveys were e-mailed with an explanatory note to the English department 

chairs or first-year writing program directors, in the case of stand-alone writing 

departments, outlining the purpose of the online surveys and requesting permission for 

their instructors' participation. If permission was granted, then these departmental chairs 

or program directors would then e-mail the surveys, with their accompanying 

instructions, to their first-year writing instructors. Participation was totally voluntary.

Survey completion instructions contained in the explanatory e-mail solicited instructors 

to voluntarily answer the online survey questions and also forward the student survey via 

e-mail to their students. The explanatory email conveyed the non-disclosure protection

of faculty, students, and institutions that voluntarily participated in the survey. Attached 

to this explanatory e-mail was also a copy of the Institutional Review Board's (IRB) 

approval letter for my doctoral research (Appendix K). The surveys used in my online 

surveys are classified as quantitative, since their responses can be statistically categorized 

and display the respondents' answers to questions that require selection and ranking of 
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multiple options. The surveys also included open-end�d responses whereby respondents 

could express their own views in response to the questions. 

The online surveys were developed using the PsychData® online proprietary 

survey system to which Texas Woman's University subscribes for use in its graduate 

research programs. PsychData® is professionally developed and maintained through its 

own website and uses it own centralized database comprised of strict security protocols 

and procedures for designing, sending, and maintaining survey documents online; 

Survey respondents are identified only by an anonymous I.D. number that the 

PsychData® program generates. Responses to the surveys, along with the respondents' 

I.D. numbers, are archived within the architecture of the online survey program and are

not sent directly to the principal investigator. To assure an additional level of security, 

only the principal investigator can access the surveys through a password and pass code 

entry portal. Actual survey response data can be downloaded into a variety of 

spreadsheet formats for. categorization and reporting. The online survey services to 

institutions of higher learning that PsychData® provides are designed to meet the IRB 's 

policies for the protection ofresearch participants. Texas Woman's University's Office 

of Research and Sponsored Programs (ORSP) provided guidance in creating the survey 

instruments and also in verifying the statistical validity of all survey responses. All 

questions and implementation procedures used in the online surveys were initially 

reviewed by my committee chair and the OSRP statistician. 

The faculty online survey (Appendix L) was designed to elicit responses from 

first-year writing instructors regarding their professional assessments of CMI learning 
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approaches, as well as writing pedagogies. The questionnaire was organized into three 

sections with 20 questions comprising the overall survey. The final seven questions in 

the survey were short-response questions. The survey was constructed so that, if 

respondents had not used CMI in their classes, they would be directed to complete those 

sections of the survey dealing with writing pedagogies and theories. This feature 

provided inherent flexibility and served to increase survey completion rates. 

Concurrently, the student online survey (Appendix M) was designed to generate 

responses from first-year writing students at the same institutions whose faculty members 

participated in the survey. For students to participate, their instructors were required to e

mail the surveys to them and then request their voluntary participation. F acuity members 

could opt to participate in the survey and choose to not have their own students 

participate in the survey. The student online survey consists of two sections: Section I 

involves multiple rating questions covering CMI/courseware and collaboration. Section 

II encompasses response questions covering teaching methods and digital learning 

technologies. For the surveys to be considered statistically valid, respondents must 

complete at least 80 percent of the survey's questions. 

A sample of 115 accredited U.S. universities and colleges (two-year and four

year) was determined as being a sufficient representative cross-section of institutions 

with first-year writing programs. The survey's response rate from first-year writing 

program instructors (encompassing fulltime, part-time faculty and graduate students) was 

predicated on three linked actions. First, the writing program directors (or English 

department chairs) had to provide their consent to participate and e-mail the introductory 
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email with online links to their instructors. Second, the first-year writing program 

instructors had to willingly complete the online survey. And, third, these instructors had 

to be willing to e-mail the student version of the surveys to their students who also had to 

be willing to complete the survey. Given this chain of multiple decisions required to 

fulfill the full disclosure and informed consent provisions of the IRB, as well as to obtain 

survey participation among each survey segment, a hypothetical response rate of potential 

faculty and students, either from the individual institutions themselves or overall, proved 

to be practically indeterminable. Even a cursory projection of the numbers of first-year 

writing instructors and first-year students within the representative sample of institutions 

could not be determined, since to obtain such information would compromise the 

anonymity of the names of the institutions' names and programs. Since there are 

approximately 4,140 public and private two and four-year institutions of higher learning 

in the U.S. of varying sizes ("U.S. Colleges, Community Colleges, & Universities by 

State"), precise statistical randomization is not considered a key determinant of survey 

validity in this research. 

The scope of my research is to assess the voluntary responses of faculty and 

students in first-year writing programs whose programs would be representative of such 

respondents in large, medium, and small public and private institutions, wherein 

geographic locale is not a key statistical influence. However, I did undertake some 

worksheet-based randomizing and sorting routines to assure, to the degree feasible, 

equitable geographic representation oflarge (15,000+ undergraduate students), medium 

( 5,000-15, 000 undergraduate students), and small (less than 5,000 undergraduate 
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students) public and private institutions ("College Data-Student Body Size"). I 

manually categorized the institutions, segmented by the undergraduate student sizes 

shown above, into the following geographic regions: Northeast, East, Southeast, South, 

Southwest, Midwest, West, Northwest, as well as Alaska and Hawaii. If this resulting 

sorting process generated more institutions than the desired sampling size, I then 

randomly sorted again to eliminate institutions from the geographic locales and size 

segments until the number fell within my desired sampling population of 115 institutions. 

Based on my preliminary research regarding survey response rates, several studies 

indicate that a 40% rate for online surveys is realistic if follow-up communications are 

implemented to foster response rates ("Smart Survey Design"). In applying these general 

guidelines to detemtjne rudimentary response rates, I determined that the faculty survey 

was estimated to generate approximately 46 instructor responses. Since there would be 

no feasible way to communicate directly with potential studentrespondents, the student 

response rate was adjusted to 30% or 30 valid responses. In response to the 115 e-mailed 

requests for faculty participation in the online survey, the PsychData® survey system 

documented that 66 faculty members anonymously responded to the online survey 

(Appendix N). Since the email addresses of the institutional chairs or program directors 

were used to e-mail the online survey requests, I sent "follow-up" e-mails to this 

audience ifl had received a reply from them after three weeks. After Dr. Renee Paulson, 

the statistician in the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs (ORSP) conducted a 

close analysis on the responses, 43 of the faculty surveys were deemed statistically valid 

since these respondents completed at least 80% of the survey's questions. 
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Thirty-nine students responded and attempted (or opened) the online surveys, but only 22 

students completed 80% of the survey. The 80% survey completion threshold assures the 

survey meets high standards for data reliability. 

Interpretative Analyses of Faculty Online Survey Responses 

The following analyses interpret and clarify the numerical findings downloaded 

from the faculty survey in Microsoft Excel worksheet formats. The university's OSRP 

provided a categorized download of the survey's raw data, and, where appropriate to the 

survey findings, calculated the mean and standard deviation (Appendix P). As noted 

previously, 43 of the 66 instructors' online surveys were considered statistically valid, 

and the results of these validated surveys could then be accurately reported in this 

study29
• However, even in some instructors' surveys that were considered valid (80% 

question completion rates), there were responses to some questions that were incomplete 

or noted as "non-responses." In these cases, the number ofrespondents, illustrated in the 

following tables, reflecfs the accurate number of valid responses for each question. For 

clarification purposes, "N' represents the total number of respondents to a particular 

question. "Percent" in the following tables represents the actual total of respondents 

(N=43) participating in the survey divided into the total number ofresponses to a 

particular question. "Valid percent" is calculated by dividing the actual valid number of

responses (reflecting those responses after any errors or incomplete answers are 

accounted) into the number of answers for a particular question. 

29 

The location-specific IRB requirements of some institutions were found to be obstacles to their 
participation in my !RB-approved surveys. Ironically, some institutions could not participate unless I 
engaged in yet another filing process identical to my initial process. Due to time constraints, I was not able 
to accommodate these additional requirements that could have added months to complete.) 
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The first and foundational question in the faculty survey was "Within the last four 

years, have you used Computer-Mediated Instruction (CMI) and/or·composition 

courseware to help support your classroom composition and writing pedagogy?" This 

baseline question was designed to determine the prevalence of CMI or digital 

courseware30 usage among first-year writing instructors. According to the survey 

findings, within the valid 38 instructor responses, 88.4% of these respondents indicated 

"yes" and 11.6% indicated "no." The overwhelming percentage of instructors using CMI 

strategies in their classes is consistent with the predictive arguments of composition 

studies scholars, such as Eldred, who view the advent of digital pedagogy as not 

representing a series of technological hurdles for writing teachers to overcome, but as the 

evolving new landscape in which composition instruction will find new identities and 

new directions (Eldred 239-50). As other scholars have recently argued, the 

pervasiveness of digital media is changing or "remediating" the pedagogies and contexts 

of the composition classroom (Yancey 297-328). If the respondents indicated that they 

had used CMI in the last four years, then the survey' s instructional prompt directed them 

to continue answering the questions regarding CMI/digital pedagogy. If they had not 

used CMI during this period, then the survey's instructions directed them to another 

section in which they could continue answering questions about collaboration in the 

30 

The terms "Computer-Mediated Instruction (CMI)" and "composition courseware" are often conflated 
and are used interchangeability by learning technologists and writing instructors with similar terms, such as 
"digital learning," ''virtual learning," or "course management software." Such terms connote teaching and 
learning with some form of digital media (software or online learning management system) and word
processing software (e.g., Microsoft Word™) in either traditional face-to-face physical classrooms, totally 
online, or in ''hybrid" class environments (hybrid classes combine online and face-to-face classroom
learning encounters in varying ratios).
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writing process, as well as pedagogical approaches and theories. My motive in designing 

the survey in this manner was to facilitate additional responses about key areas of 

composition pedagogy, even if the respondents had not used digital learning media in 

their writing classes. 

The following questions and the respondents' answers in tabular formats visually 

highlight the specific pedagogies respondents' rate for adoption into their first-year 

writing class. Respondents are enabled to identify one, several, or all of the choices and 

rate them according to their perceived frequency of use, levels of importance, or 

agreement. As the survey progresses, the questions entail more specific focus on how 

and in what ways various pedagogical approaches could be applied in a variety of 

instructional settings. In response to this question-"Within the last four years, have you 

used CMI/composition courseware in a face-to-face (FTF) classroom environment, in

class student workstation environments, or in distance learning/online learning 

environments, or all three?-the following figures and accompanying analyses clarify the 

instructors' answers regarding their use in these varied settings. Figure 16 below displays 

the respondents' preferences for using CMI in the FTF writing classroom. 
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Instructors' Use of CMI in Face-to-Face Classrooms 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never Use 2 4.7 5.3 5.3 

Infrequently Use 2 4.7 5.3 10.5 

Sometimes Use 9 20.9 23.7 34.2 

Valid 
Use almost every class 25 58.1 65.8 100.0 

Total 38 88.4 100.0 

Missing Non-response 5 11.6 

Total 43 100.0 

Fig. 16. Instructors' use of CMI in face-to-face classrooms. Instructors' survey 
responses illustrated in this figure indicate their :frequency (number of times) of using 
digital media in FTP ( onsite) environments. 

The responses to the choice "Use almost every class," clearly reveal a dominant 

preference (65.8%, N=38) by first-year writing instructors in this sample to use some 

form of CMI to teach in FTF classrooms. This strong preference, when combined with 

the finding that 23.7% of the instructors also "sometimes use" CMI in their FTF classes, 

demonstrates that 89.5% of instruction in FTP settings encompasses digital pedagogies. 

This fmding correlates with the survey' s findings in Question 1 and provides a means of 

understanding the importance ofCMI on first-year writing pedagogy. 

As shown in Figure 17 below, over 50% of the respondents answered that they 

sometimes use CMI/composition software in student workstation classrooms (51.4%, N = 

19) and 29.7% use the software in almost every workstation class (N = 11).
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Instructors' Use of CMI in Student Workstation Settings 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never Use 4 9.3 10.8 10.8 

Infrequently Use 3 7.0 8.1 18.9 

Valid Sometimes Use 19 44.2 51.4 70.3 

Use almost every class 11 25.6 29.7 100.0 

Total 37 86.0 100.0 

Missing System 6 14.0 

Total 43 100.0 

Fig. 1 7. Instructors' use of CMI in student workstation settings. 

These responses aggregately reveal over 81 % of the surveyed instructors indicate they are 

using CMl/composition software with varying frequencies in student workstation 

environments. This finding would also support the following assumptions: 

1. Students in these surveyed instructors' classes were using workstation

computers in some manner related to their assignments or the writing process a 

majority of the times they were in class. 

2. The instructor was using some form of CMI to teach the class during 81 % of

the class sessions. 

3. Only 10.8% (N 4) of the respondents never used CMI in their pedagogical

practices and/or never enabled their students to use the workstations in some 

manner related to the class assignments. One might believe that this percentage 

would be much lower due to the workstation teaching environment. However, 

there are other unknown variables or issues that could impinge on the 

respondents' answers not directly revealed in their responses. Hypothetically, the 
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respondents' might either prefer to teach writing without digital media, or they 

may not be adequately trained to do so. It is also conceivable that these 

respondents who replied they never used CMI may have been scheduled to teach 

in a workstation class due to classroom scheduling availabilities. 

A somewhat puzzling response occurs in the respondents' answers regarding their 

use of CMI in distance/online learning environments. Findings in the faculty survey 

reveal that a leading number of participants ( 43 .2%) stated that they never used 

CMI/composition software in distance/online learning environments. It would seem 

feasible that this number should be appreciably less since CMI is predominantly used in 

distance/online learning settings. Considered from an objectively interpretative 

perspective, some of the answers in the ''Never Use" category may reflect the 

respondents' orientation to the question. It is conceivable some of these instructors may 

have answered the question from the perspective that they do not teach first-year writing 

in distance/online courses, a factor that might account for skewing of these responses. 

Sound statistical inference compels us to consider this finding relative to the other 

respondents' answers. When comparing all category responses, the findings in the 

''Never Use" category, as shown in Figure 18 below, become less problematic. In 

varying frequencies, 56.7% (N=21) of the respondents actually use CMI. 
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Instructors' Use of CMI in Distance/Online Leaming Environments 

Frequency Percent Valid Percentllcumulative Percent 

Never Use 16 37.2 43.2 43.2 

Infrequently Use 7 16.3 18.9 62.1 

Valid Sometimes Use 7 16.3 18.9 81.1 

Use almost every class 7 16.3 18.9 100.0 

Total 37 86.0 100.0 

Missing System 6 14.0 

Total 43 100.0 

Fig. 18. Instructors' use of CMI in distance/online learning environments. 

An important multiple rating scale question asked in the survey is, "Please rate 

how helpful CMI/composition courseware is to each of the following generally accepted 

canons of rhetoric. " Respondents were required to rate their answers to the above query 

based on the following rating segments: "Very Helpful," "Helpful," "Occasionally 

Helpful," "Not Helpful," and "No Opinion." In terms of assessing the fmdings from 

multiple rating scale questions, statistical practices suggest that the arithmetic mean is 

useful for summarizing findings. Even with narrative scales, as used in this multiple 

rating question, we can assign a number value to each category and thereby calculate the 

mean (or arithmetic average). For example, the categories of "Very Helpful," "Helpful," 

"Occasionally Helpful," "Not Helpful," and "No Opinion" can be assigned the numerical 

values 4, 3, 2, 1, and 0. The mean rating for each item is calculated by multiplying the 

number of answers in the category by its rating (0, 1, 2, 3, and 4), obtaining the sum and 

then dividing by the total number of answers for that item. Statisticians point out that the 

disadvantage of the mean is that it places undue importance to figures at one end or the 
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other of a distribution of numbers (Taylor-Powell 4). The statistical measure of standard 

deviation (SD) is considered a useful statistical measure to help correlate and validate 

responses to multiple rating questions. It measures the degree to which individual values 

vary from the mean. The standard deviation is the average distance the average score lies 

from the mean. A high standard deviation indicates that the responses vary greatly from 

the mean. Also, a high standard deviation of 1.0 or greater suggests there is some 

polarity or uncertainty regarding the respondents' answers to a specific survey question. 

Survey question responses that reflect high standard deviations are those responses that 

should be reviewed carefully as they can reveal uncertainty on the part of the 

respondents. A low standard deviation ( e.g., .30 or lower) indicates that the responses are 

similar to the mean. When all the answers are identical, standard deviation would be 

"O. "
31 

Standard deviation from the mean is a useful statistical indicator to assess the 

variability between respondents' ratings to a specific question. Some survey questions in 

the online surveys that do not entail multiple ratings would not reflect standard deviation 

scores. 

The respondents' rating of choices pertaining to the "helpfulness" of 

CMI/composition courseware in the teaching of composition and in the writer's usage of 

the rhetorical canons in the writing process assumes a level of prominence in this online 

31 

To assure the accuracy of the survey's findings and facilitate the accuracy of my interpretative analyses 
of the survey respondents' answers, Dr. Renee Paulson, the statistician in the University's Office of 
Research and Sponsored Programs (ORSP) provided statistical measures of this survey's data, such as 
calculating the mean and standard deviation for multiple rating questions. Additional empirical statistical 
measures were performed on the respondents' answers to assure that the reported findings fall within the 
acceptable standard of a 95% confdence rating. The ORSP's assistance is routinely provided to principal
investigators engaged in doctoral research to assure the research meets the qualitative standards required by 
the university. 

242 



survey. Notably, teaching the writing process based on the canons of rhetoric is the key 

pedagogical strategy validated by all the first-year writing program directors from the 10 

colleges and universities who participated in the telephone interviews that comprised the 

qualitative research component of this study analyzed in Chapter 5 (refer to page 36). 

The findings pertaining to this question are illustrated below in Figure 19. 

Instructors' Perceived Helpfulness of CMI/Composition 
Courseware in Teaching Rhetorical Canons 

Rhetorical Canons N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Invention 37 1.00 4.00 2.7568 .92512 

Arrangement 36 1.00 4.00 2.8056 .95077 I 

Style 35 1.00 4.00 2.4286 .94824 

Memory 34 1.00 4.00 2.2059 1.09488 

Delivery 33 1.00 4.00 3.1212 .78093 

Valid N 31 

Fig. 19. Instructors' perceived helpfulness of CMI/Composition courseware in teaching 
rhetorical canons. 

The average rating of the helpfulness of CMl/composition courseware for the 

canon of invention is 2. 76 (SD = .93), indicating that participants believe that CMI is 

very helpful in discovering and inventing ideas during the prewriting phrase of writing. 

Correspondingly, the average helpfulness mean rating of CMl/composition courseware 

regarding the rhetorical canon of arrangement is 2.81 (SD= .95), indicating that 

participants believe that the software is also very helpful in helping writers arrange and 

organize ideas, sentences, and paragraphs in written compositions. Respondents to this 

question also rated the helpfulness of CMI/composition courseware in learning and 

applying the canon of style with an average rating of2.43 (SD = .95). 
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This average rating indicates that participants believe the CMI/composition courseware is 

occasionally helpful as a resource influencing the quality and clarity of writing resulting 

from a writer's sentence structure. Similarly, the average rating ofhelpfulness of 

CMI/composition courseware for facilitating the canon of memory is 2.21 (SD= 1.09), 

indicating that participants believe that CMI is also occasionally helpful in the writing 

process as a mnemonic aid. Finally, the average rating of helpfulness of 

CMI/composition courseware for the canon of delivery is 3.12 (SD= .78), indicating that 

participants believe that CMI is very helpful in conveying how something is written and 

communicated to a writer's audience. 

The high standard deviation rating for the category of "Memory" suggests some 

polarization in the respondents' answers away from the mean. This topic might be re

evaluated through a follow-on survey with the same or similar audiences at a future date 

to validate if there are some issues, uncertainties, or polarized viewpoints regarding this 

category. 

Findings from Question 3 demonstrate the respondents' ratings of the helpfulness 

of CMI used in teaching the rhetorical canons. Based on my own review of the literature 

pertaining to findings involving CMI and the writing process, this question appears to be 

the first time that it is directly used in a survey used in an academic setting. The 

important findings that should be emphasized resulting from this question in the survey 

are the instructors' preferential ratings that prioritize CMI's highest rating associated with 

delivery, followed by arrangement, and then closely followed by invention. It is 
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important to note here that none of the respondents indicated that CMI was unhelpful to 

teaching the rhetorical canons in their writing classes. 

In Question 4 of the faculty survey, I employ a series of multiple rating 

categories to acquire the instructors' perceptions of the importance ofCMI/composition 

courseware to teach collaboration, individualistic learning, creative expression, as well as 

its use as writing tools and "electronic spaces" for students' composing, writing, and 

thinking. Respondents were asked to rate these multiple categories as "Very Important," 

"Important," "Neutral," ''Not Important," or ''No Opinion." The varied categorized terms 

used in this question were specifically defined to eliminate any confusion and enhance 

the accuracy of the question's findings. Figure 20 below illustrates the respondents' 

perceptions of the importance ofCMI in teaching these learning approaches in first-year 

composition classes. 

Instructors' Importance Ratings of CMI/ Courseware for Teaching 

Approaches 

Minimum' Maximum Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Collaborative Interaction among Students 30 1.00 4.00 3.2333 .85836 

!Individualistic Thinking and Learning 30 1.00 4.00 2.6667 .88409 

Creative Thinking 28 1.00 4.00 · 2.5357 .79266 

Writing Aids and Tools 29 1.00 4.00 3.1724 .80485 

Electronic Creative and Cognitive 
28 1.00 4.00 3.1071 .87514 

"Spaces'' 
IValid N (listwise) 25 

Fig. 20. Instructors' importance ratings of CMI/Courseware for teaching approaches. 

As noted in the table above, the average rating of importance given to 

CMI/composition software for facilitating collaborative interaction among students is 
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3.23 (SD = .86), indicating that participants believe that CMI approaches the level of very 

important to the question's definitional areas of collaborative interactions among 

students. The average rating of the importance of CMI to individualistic thinking and 

learning is 2.67 (SD= .88), signifying that participants believe that the software is 

important to fostering ways to engage in self-reflection and individually applying those 

skills to writing. The average rating of the importance of CMI on creative thinking is 

2.54 (SD= .79), demonstrating that participants believe that the software is also 

important to developing new insights, ideas, and approaches in writing. The average 

rating of the importance ofCMI on writing aids and tools is 3.17 (SD= .80), representing 

that participants consider that the software is important for enabling students and 

instructors in applying CMI resources to directly benefit their teaching and learning 

strategies. In the final rated category of the question, the mean rating of the importance 

rating of the software on electronic creative and cognitive "spaces" is 3.17 (SD = .80) 

shows that participants also believe that CMI is important to the facilitation of students' 

writing exercises and ongoing revisions. These findings validate that all respondents to 

this question believe CMI assumes a role that ranges from important to very important in 

facilitating collaboration in the writing class. 

Note the similarities of somewhat high standard deviation scores for each 

categorical response. Such high scores suggest some volatility or uncertainty as they 

trend away from the mean. Such scores should prompt the investigator to pursue the 

category question with further follow-on surveys to ascertain any potential issues among 

the sample audience. 
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Question 5 logically follows Question 4 in that it asks respondents to write down 

the specific names (up to four) of the CMI courseware that they had used in the last four 

years. As shown in Figures 21-24 below, respondents were then asked to rate this 

software according to the following criteria: "User-Friendly Technology," "Moderately 

User-Friendly Technology," ''Neutral," ''Not" User-friendly Technology," "My college 

should provide more instructor training on courseware," and "My college should provide 

more student training on courseware." 
 

Sa. CMI/Courseware Name #1 Rating by Instructors 

Responses. Frequency Percent I Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

*CMI Name Not Provided 10 23.3 23.3 23.3 

Blackboard 23 53.5 53.5 76.7 

Drupal 2 4.7 4.7 81.4 

eCollege I 2.3 2.3 83.7 

Valid ICON/TOPIC I 2.3 2.3 86.0 

Moodie 1 2.3 2.3 88.4 

Turnitin.com 1 2.3 I 2.3 90.7 

WebBoard 1 2.3 I 2.3 93.0 

WebCT 3 7.0 7.0 100.0 

Total 43 I 100.0 100.0 

Fig. 21. CMI/Courseware name #1 rating by instructors. 

Of the 43 respondents to this question rating CMI/Composition courseware used 

in the previous four years, a majority of participants initially list Blackboard (53.5%, N = 

23) whereas some participants initially list WebCT (7.0%, N = 3), and also Drupal

(4.7%, N = 2). The remaining five participants (2.3%) each list one of the following:
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eCollege, ICON/TOPIC, Moodie, Turnitin.com, and WebBoard. The product names 

specified by the respondents predominantly encompass those LMSs available as 

commercial Web-based applications. Moodie and Drupal are open-source (free to the 

using institutions) learning management systems (LMS) operating on the Web. 

Blackboard and WebCT (Blackboard acquired WebCT several years ago) are 

commercially-vended course management systems. Blackboard is currently used as a 

LMS for both face-to-face (onsite) and distance learning courses in a majority ofU. S. 

institutions. Pearson Longman markets its proprietary eCollege learning courseware. 

ICON/TOPIC is actually a component program within Moodle's LMS. WebBoard is 

offered online by Akiva Corporation for use in academic and business settings. 

Turnitin.com is online software used primarily by faculty and students to detect and 

prevent plagiarism based on its extensive searchable database, with some enhancements 

in its program designed to help students research and validate their bibliographic 

citations. Ten of the respondents to this question failed to specify their CMI/courseware. 

The 53.5% respondents' rating of Blackboard as their preferred courseware correlates 

with its predominant presence whereby over 65% of U. S. institutions of higher learning 

using digital learning courseware are using some version of Blackboard or WebCT ("The 

Evolving LMS Market"). 

In the following question, respondents indicated and rated their next or second 

choice of CMI/courseware that they used in their first-year writing courses in the last four 

years, using the same rating criteria as in the prior question. 
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Sb. CMI/Courseware Name #2 Rating by Instructors 

Responses Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

*No CMI Name Specified 25 58.1 58.1 58.1 

Blackboard 1 2.3 2.3 60.5 

 Desire2Learn 2 4.7 4.7 65.1 

eCollege 1 2.3 2.3 67.4 

E-mail 1 2.3 2.3 69.8 

Encore MOO 1 2.3 2.3 72.1 

Mambo 1 2.3 2.3 74.4 

Valid McGraw-Hill Guide Online 1 2.3 2.3 76.7 

Mediawiki 1 2.3 2.3 79.1 

Moodle 2 4.7 4.7 83.7 

Morae Recorder 1 2.3 2.3 86.0 

MyCompLab 2 4.7 4.7 90.7 

Publisher's Software 1 2.3 2.3 93.0 

Turnitin.com 1 2.3 2.3 95.3 

WebCT 2 4.7 4.7 100.0 

Total 43 100.0 100.0 

Fig. 22. CMI/Courseware name #2 rating by instructors. 

The findings in Figure 22 above reveal that two people each ( 4. 7%) list 

Desire2Learn, Moodie, MyCombLab, and WebCT. One person (2.3%) each list 

Blackboard, eCollege, e-mail, Encore MOO, Mambo, McGraw-Hill Guide Online, 

Mediawiki, Morae Recorder, Publisher's Software, and Tumitin.com. Notably, 

Desire2Learn is a rapidly growing digital learning courseware that holds a 30% market 

share among private and public two and four-year institutions ("The Evolving LMS 

Market"). Encore MOO, Mambo McGraw-Hill Guide Online--The McGraw-Hill Guide 
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Online, Morae Recorder, Publisher's Software, MyCompLab, and Turnitin.com,-are 

digital courseware with varying degrees of applications for use in the first-year writing 

class. Some are "open source" (free) courseware that colleges and institutions can use, 

such as Encore MOO and Mambo; others, such as McGraw-Hill Guide Online, are 

commercially vended and often are associated with first-year writing texts published by 

several of the mainline publishers. As recent analyses of the LMS market of higher 

education show, Blackboard still dominates, although other LMSs, such as Desire2Learn, 

Sakai, and Moodie are growing ("The Evolving LMS  Market"). To a significant degree, 

the type of LMS used in first-year writing programs is often determined by two sources. 

First, at a program level, the choice of CMI courseware is strongly influenced by the 

first-year writing program's textbook publisher. Second, a principal factor that 

determines which LMS is used is based on the institution's overall requirements to use 

digital learning systems that can be adapted to all academic disciplines. 

Sc. CMI/Courseware Name #3 Rating by Instructors 

Responses Frequency Percent. 

*No CMI Name Specified 37 86.0 

Blackboard 1 2.3 

Moodie 1 2.3 

Non-academic, public and private 
1 2.3 

Valid collaboration platforms (Wilds). 

Turnitin 1 2.3 

Turnitin.com 1 2.3 

Word Comment Function 1 2.3 

Total 43 100.0 

Fig. 23. CMI/Courseware name #3 rating by instructors. 
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In Figure 23 above, instructors specify a third CMI/composition courseware or 

Each of the six respondents provide a single response in rating this question: Moodle 

(2.3%), non-academic, Wikis (2.3%), Turnitin (2.3%), Turnitin.com (2.3%), and 

[Microsoft] Word Comment function (2.3%). Turnitin and Tumitin.com were reported 

by respondents as two separate categories, so these classifications were not combined to 

maintain reporting authenticity. The ratings to this question reveal that Tumitin.com ( or 

Turnitin) is used at some point in the writing process. Microsoft Word's "Comment 

Function" is also potentially used by instructors ( and students) during the evaluation and 

peer review phases of the writing process. 

For those three respondents who listed and rated a fourth CMI courseware, their 

responses show in Figure 24 below that they use Facebook (2.3%, N = 1 ), Jing (2.3%, N

= 1) and Sakai (2.3%, N= 1). 

5d. CMI/Courseware Name #4 Rating 

I Responses Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

l 
*No CMI Name Specified 40 93.0 93.0 93.0 

Facebook 1 2.3 2.3 95.3 

!Valid Jing 1 2.3 2.3 97.7 

Sakai 1 2.3 2.3 100.0 

Total 43 100.0 100.0 

Fig. 24. CMI/Courseware name #4 rating. 

While a dominant social networking site, Facebook has limited application in a first-year 

writing class. Jing is a free Web-based service for screen captures and screen casts and 

would also have limited use in a writing class. Sakai is an open-source courseware that 
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currently experiences an increasing usage rate among higher education institutions ("The 

Evolving LMS Market"). 

The findings pertaining to Question 5 clearly demonstrate the pervasiveness of 

Blackboard as a digital learning management system used by first-year writing instructors 

at the varied sampled colleges and universities. Noteworthy, however, are those findings 

related to the increasing usage of open-source (free) LMSs, such as Desire2Learn, 

Drupal, Moodle, and Sakai. As the IT departments at various institutions become more 

familiar with using these open-source learning management courseware, they may 

progress to phasing-out the more expensive commercially-vended courseware, such as 

Blackboard. 

Additional important aspects of the faculty surveys are the training and 

institutional support provided to instructors using CMI courseware and learning 

management systems in their writing pedagogies. In Question 6, respondents are asked 

several questions related to the overall support of CMI courseware by their academic 

division. This question is predicated on the assumption that the respondents' perceptions 

of their academic division's support of CMI courseware is a contributing factor to their 

success and desire to continue using CMI in their writing classes. Respondents are asked 

to rate the questions shown under the topic heading of "Responses" in Figure 25 below, 

using the following rating criteria: "Strongly Agree," "Agree," "Neutral," "Disagree," 

"Strongly Disagree." 
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Respondents' Ratings of Their Perceptions of their Academic Division's 

Support of CMI Courseware Use 

!Responses Pertaining to the Academic N Minimum Maximum Mean l Std. Deviation 
1Division
;Endorses and Supports CMI 26 3.00 5.00 4.5385 .58177 

'.Offers Some Form of Training to 
27 2.00 5.00 4.1481 .86397 ;Instructors 

I Assesses the Effectiveness of CMI 25 1.00 5.00 3.6400 1.18603 

jCMI Topks Are Occasionally Discussed 21 2.00 5.00 3.9524 .86465 

jValid N (listwise) 19 

Fig. 25. Respondents' ratings of their perceptions of their academic division's support of 
CMI courseware use. 

The average rating of support by the academic division or faculty dean is 4.54 

(SD= .58), indicating that participants strongly agree that CMI/composition coursework 

in face-to-face and/or online environments is supported by their academic division. I 

would quickly point out here that if this finding were less than the "Agree" rating, then 

the instructors teaching writing using CMI courseware would be engaged in a Sisyphean 

ordeal. The average rating of training offered to instructors is 4.15 (SD= .86), indicating 

that participants agree that their academic division does offer some form of training to 

instructors who teach with CMI courseware. The average rating for the assessment of 

CMI' s effectiveness is 3. 64 ( SD = 1.19), indicating that participants agree that their 

academic department assesses the effectiveness of CMI/composition or writing 

coursework that they use in teaching first-year writing. Correspondingly, the average 

rating for the discussion of CMI/composition coursework is 3.95 (SD= .86), indicating 

that participants agree that CMI/composition courseware topics are occasionally 

discussed at academic divisional or dean of faculty meetings. 
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The high standard deviation score of 1.186 for the rating of the category 

"Assesses the Effectiveness of CMI" suggests this would be a topic that should be 

flagged for follow-up review with the same audience to assess if the high score suggests 

this there be latent "issues" involving the respondents regarding this topic. 

Figure 26 below reveals the respondents' answers to survey Question 7 that rates 

the areas pertaining to the questions noted under the "Response Categories" column. The 

rating criteria pertain to the following choices: "Strongly Agree," "Agree," "Neutral," 

"Disagree," "Strongly Disagree," and "No Opinion." 

Respondents' Ratings of Their Perceptions of Their Academic Department's 

Training Provided to Instructors Using CMI Courseware 

N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Response Categories Deviation 

My department has at least one faculty member 
27 1.00 5.00 3.1852 1.17791 

who functions as CMI support person 

I received CMI training from a department 
29 1.00 5.00 2.6897 1.41682 

member 

*I am self-trained in CMI 29 1.00 5.00 3.8621 1.24568 

Valid N (listwise) 27 

Fig. 26. Respondents' ratings of their perceptions of their academic department's training 
provided to instructors using CMI courseware. 

The average or mean rating for having a faculty member serve as a support person 

or mentor for training is 3 .19. This rating indicates that participants are basically neutral 

as it relates to their academic department having at least one faculty member who serves 

as a CMI/composition coursework support or training mentor. The average rating for 

receiving training from a departmental member is 2.69 (SD = 1.42), indicating that 

participants disagreed that they receive CMI/composition training from a department 
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member or designated training mentor. Lastly, the average rating for being self-trained in 

CMI/composition is 3.68 (SD= 1.25), indicating that participants agree that they are self

trained in CMI/composition for use in their composition classes. Based on the 27 valid 

responses to this question, the findings suggest that departmental training could be 

enhanced or become more proactive regarding CMI training. While one might assume 

that instructors receive their training through another division within the institution, such 

as their institution's department of instructional technology, I would argue that the use of 

an active departmental mentor program regarding CMI would be very supportive to first

year writing instructors' needs for training in CMI courseware. 

The relatively high standard deviation scores to all rated categories regarding the 

respondents' academic department's position on instructor training would suggest that 

topic be reviewed for follow-on evaluations. 

In the following Figure 27 illustrating the responses to survey Question 8, 

respondents are posed a series of choices that are topically summarized in the "Response 

Categories" column. The rating choices are "Strongly Agree," "Agree," "Neutral," 

"Disagree," "Strongly Disagree," and "No Opinion." 
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Instructors' Ratings of Agreement Levels Regarding the Requirement for 
Supporting CMI Use in Varied Instructional Settings 

Response Categories N Minimum Maximum Mean Std.
Deviation 

I support CMI usage in all courses 34 2.00 5.00 4.1176 .94595 

It is necessary for me to use CMI in 
34 1.00 5.00 3.8529 1.13170 , face-to-face environments 

lit is necessary for me to use CMI in 
1
online/distance learning 30 1.00 5.00 3.6333 1.29943 

Valid N (list-wise) 30 

Fig. 27. Instructors' ratings of agreement levels regarding the requirement for supporting 
CMI use in varied instructional settings. 

The average rating of their agreement toward the level of usage of CMI in all 

courses is 4.12, (SD = .94), indicating that participants somewhat agree [the higher end 

range of agreeing] in supporting the use of CMI/ composition courseware for all of their 

classes and learning environments in first-year writing. The average rating for the 

necessity of CMI/composition courseware in face-to-face environments (instructors and 

students in physical classroom live encounters) is 3.85 (SD = 1.13), indicating that 

participants agree that CMI/composition courseware are necessary for them to achieve 

their instructional objectives. Likewise, the average rating for the necessity of using 

CMI/composition courseware in online and distance learning environments is 3.63 (SD =

1.30), indicating that participants also agree that CMI is necessary for them to achieve 

their instructional objectives. The high standard deviation scores for the two immediately 

prior ratings suggests that they should be re-evaluated as two potential problematic areas. 
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Instructors' Perceptions of the Significance of Collaboration in the Writing Process 

In the findings to Question 4 in Figure 19 above, respondents indicate that CMI 

approaches a rating of very important in their application of CMI to facilitate 

collaboration. As an adjunct to this question, I also designed a series of rating questions 

that would enable the surveyed instructors to indicate their perceptions of the importance 

of collaboration and its impact on the writing process and the canons of rhetoric. My 

initial review of the published literature did not uncover any prior or concurrent surveys 

whereby first-year writing instructors were asked to assess the relationship of 

collaboration as a pedagogical strategy for instructing the rhetorical canons. Similarly, I 

could find no primary research studies wherein first-year writing instructors were asked 

to rate the significance they place on using collaboration during each phase of the 

recursive writing process. So, perhaps this survey will motivate others to pursue further 

inquiry on the topic. I argue that not only will first-year writing instructors need to teach 

students how to effectively collaborate, they will also have to do so within a changing 

writing and teaching environment. What is a principal contributor to such change, you 

 may ask? Our twenty-first century digital technologies are undeniably influencing our 

college writing environments, and these technologies will also serve as one of several 

significant change agents that will facilitate collaboration. 

In the "Definition of Key Terms" section of the faculty online survey, I define 

collaboration in the writing process as "an instructional and learning approach whereby 

students are empowered to interact and mutually implement writing improvement 

strategies during phases of the writing process." Increasingly, first-year writing students 
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are enabled to more skillfully collaborate. Such collaborative activity will not just 

encompass the "peer critiques" of their essay drafts, but also each phase of the writing 

process, including the construction of their writing assignments (Ede and Lunsford 133). 

Admittedly, my definition of collaboration is somewhat broad compared to Ede and 

Lunsford's more detailed accounts of the modes of collaboration. However, for purposes 

of this survey, this operant defnition does provide an encompassing concept of the ways 

instructors are using collaboration in their writing classes. 

The foundational question that I designed to elicit responses on collaboration is, 

"Do you involve your students in some form of interactive collaboration in completing 

their composition assignments?" Respondents could rate their answers with the 

following criteria: "Always," "Often," "Sometimes," "Infrequently," or ''Never." 

Figure 28 below illustrates these respondents' answers. 

Respondents' Ratings of Their Indicated Levels of Involving Students in 

Collaboration 

Responses Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
Percent Percent 

Rarely Involve 
10 23.3 26.3 26.3 

Students 

Often Involve 
13 34.2 34.2 60.5 

Valid Students 

Always Involve 
15 39.5 39.5 100.0 

Students 

Total 38 88.4 100.0 

iMissing System 5 11.6 

JTotal 43 100.0 

Fig. 28. Respondents' ratings of their indicated levels of involving students in 
collaboration. 

258 



In Question 2 of the survey' s Section II on collaborative practices, respondents 

are asked to use the criteria of "Always," "Often," "Sometimes," "Infrequently," or 

''Never" to rate their frequency of applying collaborative strategies to facilitate various 

phases of the writing process. In Figure 29 below, the respondents' ratings reveal their 

frequency levels of applying collaboration in teaching the writing process. 

Respondents' Ratings of their Usage of Collaboration in the Phases of the 

Writing Process 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Pre writing 38 1.00 5.00 3.5789  1.13021 

Student composing/ drafting 37 1.00 5.00 3.6757 1.10690 

Researching 38 2.00 5.00 3.4737 .82975 

Peer critiquing 37 1.00 5.00 4.6216 .86124 

Revising/Editing 38 1.00 5.00 4.1316 1.06976 

Proofreading 37 1.00 5.00 3.6486 1.22964 
r .... , .. .. 

l Valid N (listwise) 37 

Fig. 29. Respondents' ratings of their usage of collaboration in the phases of the writing 

process. 

The average rating of using collaboration during the prewriting/invention phase of 

the writing process is 3.58 (SD = 1. 13), a response that indicates that respondents 

sometimes to often use collaboration during prewriting. Likewise, the average rating 

during student composing and drafting is 3.68 (SD = 1.11), indicating that respondents 

sometimes to often use student collaboration student during composing and drafting. 

Similarly, the average rating of using collaboration during the research phase is 3.47 (SD 

== .83), indicating that participants also sometimes to often employ collaboration during 

this phase. The average usage of peer critiquing is 4.62 (SD = .86), indicating that the 
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surveyed instructors often to frequently apply collaboration during peer critiques. Similar 

to peer critiquing, the rating for using collaboration during revising and editing is 4.13 

(SD  1.07), a response that reveals that participants often use collaboration during this 

phase of the writing process. Finally, the average usage of proofreading is 3.64 (SD  

1.23), indicating that participants sometimes to often employ collaboration during this 

phase. 

These responses to Question 2 signify the importance the respondents attribute to 

collaboration. The respondents' emphasis on collaboration during the research phase 

reveals their views that collaboration can be useful during the research phase-often 

considered to be a solitary activity during the writing process. The standard deviation 

scores for all rated category topics trend high, but because of the diverse nature of the 

questions, such trends away from the mean do not necessarily mean there are negative 

issues involving the respondents' views toward the rated categories. 

In rating a series of questions regarding the importance of using collaboration to 

foster the teaching of the rhetorical canons in the writing process, the respondents rated 

their responses using the criteria of "Very Important," "Important," ''Neutral," "Not 

Important," and "No Opinion." Their responses are categorized in Figure 30 below 
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Respondents' Ratings of the Importance of Using Collaboration to 

Facilitate the Instruction of the Rhetorical Canons 

Response 
Categories N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Importance of 
32 1.00 5.00 3.2813 0.68318 

Invention 

Importance of 
32 1.00 5.00 2.9063 0.81752 

Arrangement 

Importance of 
32 1.00 5.00 2.8750 0.87067 

Style 

Importance of ! 

Memory 
32 1.00 5.00 2.5625 0.75935 I 

Importance of 
32 1.00 5.00 3.2813 0.68318 

Delivery 

!Valid 32 

Fig. 30. Respondents' ratings of the importance of using collaboration to facilitate the 

instruction of the rhetorical canons. 

As shown in Figure 30 above, the average importance rating of invention is 3.28 

(SD = .68), demonstrating that the respondents believe that collaboration is important to 

prewriting and discovering ideas. The average importance rating for the canon of 

arrangement is 2.90 (SD= .82), signifying that the respondents perceive that 

collaborative writing is somewhat important in its application to this rhetorical canon. 

Following, the table shows that the average importance rating for style is 2.87 (SD = .87), 

indicating that the respondents feel that collaboration is somewhat important as a strategy 

for instructing style. Similarly, the average importance rating of memory is 2.56 (SD =

. 76), indicating that the survey respondents believe that collaborative activity is 

somewhat important as an instructional strategy for this canon. Lastly, the average

261 



importance rating of delivery is also 3.28 (SD= .68), indicating that respondents believe 

using collaboration in teaching delivery is important. 

The relatively low standard deviation scores associated with the ratings of the 

importance of invention and the importance delivery help support the conclusion that 

collaboration positively facilitates these two areas-a survey finding that instructors 

might want to emphasize in their pedagogies. 

The findings regarding the use of collaboration to facilitate the instruction of the 

rhetorical canons all emphasize the respondents' perceptions of the importance that 

collaboration assumes as a teaching strategy. My initial assumption was that 

collaboration would be rated at least important (higher than shown in Figure 27) in 

facilitating students' prewriting activities. It is noteworthy that the respondents also rated 

collaboration as important in facilitating the canon of delivery. Arguably, as 

collaboration increases in the first-year writing classroom, its impact may be increasingly 

recognized through the ways that students collaborate in employing various digital media 

to deliver their written assignments. While writing this survey question, my 

preconceived notion was that collaborative activities, such as those in which students 

undertake during the peer review process of their writing assignments, would receive a 

higher rating of importance than shown in Figure 27. 

Assessing Collaborative Writing Pedagogies 

Question 6 of the survey, dealing with collaborative writing practices, solicits the 

respondents to rate their views using the rating categories shown in Figure 30. 
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Respondents' Agreement Ratings Regarding Collaborative Practices in the 
First-Year Writing Program 

Rating Categories Mean Std. 
N Deviation 

Composition instructors are adequately trained to teach collaborative 
writing approaches in their composition classes. 2.6364 .65795 22 

{~ 

 Most composition/writing instructors favor more non-collaborative

!approaches to teach writing. 2.7273 .88273 22 

!Collaborative writing approaches improve students' writing skills
!better than other approaches used in teaching composition. 2.8636 .63960 22 

:Composition instructors possess the teaching skills necessary to 
!facilitate effective collaborative writing practices in the classroom. 2.7727 .75162 22 

jFirst-year college writers are able to benefit from collaborative writing 
!approaches used in face-to-face (FTF) and online environments. 3.2727 .63109 22 

The approaches and ways students are taught composition in high 
school facilitate their adoption of collaborative writing approaches in 2.3182 .89370 22 
 their college composition classes.

Fig. 31. Respondents' agreement ratings regarding collaborative practices in the first

year writing pro gram. 

As shown in Figure 31 above, the respondents' average agreement rating for the adequacy 

of collaborative training of composition instructors is 2.64 (SD = .66), indicating that 

participants neither agree nor disagree that composition instructors are adequately 

trained to teach collaborative writing approaches in their composition classes 

The average agreement rating for favoring non-collaborative approaches is 2. 73 (SD 

=.88), indicating that respondents somewhat agree that most composition and writing 

instructors favor more non-collaborative approaches when teaching their writing classes. 

Furthermore, the average agreement rating for improvement of student writing is 

2.86 (SD = .64), indicating that participants somewhat agree that collaborative writing 
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approaches improve their students' writing skills better than other pedagogical 

approaches used in teaching composition. Similarly, the average agreement rating for 

instructors possessing the necessary skills to teach collaboratively is 2.77 (SD= .75), 

indicating that participants somewhat agree that composition instructors possess the 

teaching skills necessary to facilitate effective collaborative writing practices in their 

classes. The average agreement rating for the benefits to first-year college writers is 

3.27 (SD= .63), indicating that respondents agree that these writers are able to benefit 

from collaborative writing approaches used in face-to-face and online environments. 

The relatively low standard deviation score for this rated area reinforces the positive 

aspects of this response among instructors and signals there is effective polarity among 

respondents regarding their answers to this rating category. Finally, the agreement 

rating for the methods for teaching composition to high school students is 2.31 (SD =

.89), indicating that respondents somewhat disagree that the approaches and ways 

students are taught composition in high school facilitate their adoption of collaborative 

writing approaches in college composition classes. 

The responses to the questions illustrated in Figure 31 reveal that instructors' 

training in collaboration and their application of it in the first-year writing classes could 

be improved. There is a basic irony noticeable in the respondents' answers. On the one 

hand, the respondents agreed that the use of collaborative activities improve their 

students' writing in traditional face-to-face classroom and in online environments. On the 

other hand, the respondents somewhat agreed that most composition instructors prefer

non-collaborative approaches. The crux of the irony may be found in the respondents'
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"lukewarm" perceptions regarding the adequacy of their training in collaborative 

activities. I argue that this question surfaces a latent ambiguity regarding the 

respondents' belief in the positive aspects of collaborative instruction being somewhat 

compromised by their feelings of being under-trained in collaborative strategies that they 

might apply in their own classes. The respondents' ratings, which disclose they believe 

first-year writing students are not adequately prepared during high school to effectively 

engage in collaboration in the first-year writing course, empirically validate the anecdotal 

comments of many first-year writing instructors who express similar opinions. 

In Section II of the faculty online survey, instructors are enabled to provide short

responses to a series of questions (Appendix L). Following are representative comments 

that I copied directly from the survey. In the case where some comments were similar, I 

eliminated any redundancy: 

1. Instructor's response to Question 2 in Section II (need to change instructional

approaches):" . .. using more technologies in student assignments-asking 

students to construct visuals and fliers/pamphlets rather than just essays, as well 

as asking students to draft biogs and other digital texts using more draft-respond

revise methods to encourage a stronger sense of the writing process, particularly 

using electronic drafting and commenting programs. 

2. Instructor's response to Question 3 in Section II (what instructional

approaches would make you a better instructor): "l just need more time to work 

out what will or won't work in the classroom. That's hard in the age of 

accountability where we have our course completers and successful completers 

265 



tracked each semester and held over our heads. Innovation is not supported in that 

environment-it's too risky." 

3. Instructor's response to Question 1 in Section II (those departmental

curriculum changes would improve the quality of instruction): "Sessions about 

effective collaborative assignments ( every time I try, many students do not 

participate, show up, or review their classmates' drafts-I do not know what else 

to try) 

4. Instructor's response to Question 4 in Section II (CMl/digital media training

needs): "At the beginning of the school year we have one or two hours of 

[B]lackboard training. I am largely self-trained, as the software has changed a few

times in the time I have been teaching. Most of the training I've received from 

others involves asking other instructors how they use the software. In the one or 

two hours of training, we are taught in large groups. I've never received a group 

training of any software that was effective, so I think the self-training/peer

training was probably more effective anyway. There is an IT phone number we 

can call for technical support with blackboard, but I never used it, so I can't 

comment on its effectiveness. 

5. Instructor's response to Question 1 in Section II: "I have seen enormous

emphasis on using technology in the classroom, but to be honest, I use technology 

only because it is convenient. Pulling up worksheets on screen is more convenient 

than passing out handouts or drawing on overhead slides, which I have to 

remember to tote with me to class. I do not believe the technology allows us to 
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achieve much that was impossible to achieve before its advent. I think some 

instructors emphasize technology to market themselves as innovative, creative 

teachers. Many also employ technology to make writing more appealing. I think 

such an approach neglects the true needs of our students: students long, I posit, to 

express themselves and to hear their own words sing. Students want to be 

respected for what they know and have discovered ... " 

Interpretative Analyses of Students' Online Survey Findings 

Instructors who consented to participate in the faculty online surveys could also 

enable their first-year writing students to participate anonymously in the online student 

survey ( Appendix N) by emailing the online survey link to them. These participating 

instructors could opt to participate in the survey and also decide not to have their own 

students participate in the survey. While this option could mitigate student survey 

participation rates, it is considered essential to support the IRB' s requirement for 

voluntary survey participation. While there is no way to verify how many actual students 

received the e-:-mail link to this online survey, the online survey response feature 

documents that 38 students opened the survey instrument. However, the survey's results 

indicate that only 22 students completed at least 80% of the survey, a requirement 

necessary to assure its validity for statistical sampling purposes. The student online 

survey entails two sections: Section I provides seven multiple rating questions pertaining 

to digital learning resources and collaborative pedagogies used in the writing classroom. 

The second section of the student survey consists of five short response questions 

covering teaching methods in the first-year writing class. 

267 



The key multiple rating question regarding digital technology use by students 

poses the following query: "Do you believe the growing application of computer 

technologies and CMI in your composition classes are factors that make them important 

to you in developing effective writing/composition skills?" As noted in the frequency of 

the students' responses illustrated in Figure 32 below, nearly 24% of the respondents 

express indifference or no importance to the use of CMI in developing their writing 

skills. Four of the student respondents are neutral regarding CMl's use as a writing 

resource. Only 15% of the respondents believe CMI is important in developing their 

writing skills. 

(  Students' Rating of the Importance of CMI in Developing their Writing 
i Sk!ll�(N=l7)  

-

I Frequency 
! 

I I ! Rating Valid Cumulative
I 

! Percent 
ICategories I 

Percent I Percent 

I Important I 8 l 23.53 I 47.06 I 47.06 

I Neutral I 4 
i 11.76 I 23.53 I 70.59 

I  

Valid I I i 

I 
I l Not Important ! 5 I 14.71 29.41 

I 
100.00 

I Total I 17 
i  

50.00 I 100.00 

j Missing 
l I 17 50.00 I I I System 

! Total I 34 
i 

100.00 I I
  

Fig. 32. Students' rating of the importance of CMI in developing their writing skills 

(N=l 7). 

To fully appreciate the implications of the students' answers shown in Figure 29, I 

contend we must consider several interrelated aspects. One might argue that the tendency 

of the current generation to use technology, starting as early as the primary grades, would 

call into question the low rating given by students to this question. 
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First, I believe we need to foreground a caveat that emphasizes the sampling size is small. 

Second, the current generation's prolific use of portable digital devices does not translate 

to an overwhelming positive use of CMI in the writing classroom. We should consider 

that most of the first-year writing students have recently graduated from high school. 

While digital resources and computers are used in high school English classes-and 

students undoubtedly use their own computers to write compositions in high school

students do not necessarily equate these technological resources with the writing process. 

Third, respondents to this question may not have yet acquired a full appreciation of how 

CMI supports the writing process. Lastly, some students' nominal word-processing 

software skills may undermine their writing skills and impair their attitudes. Based on 

the findings shown in Figure 33 below, we can better appreciate how the students in this 

sample use their computers. 
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Students' Frequency Ratings of Specified Uses of Their Computers 

-r 
I Specified Usage 

Categories 
.. I -

1E mailing 

omposing/Revising /c 
ssays 1 E 

,--
ther 10 

rw 
/ ha 

riting Reports and Text-
sed Assignments 

rw ··-

riting Class Notes 

(N=19) 

ID~ Several 
times a 
week 

I 15 I 3 

l'I IO 

I 7 I l 

151 9 

I 
I 4 I 7 

Several I Never times a Infrequently 
month 

I 0 I 0 I l 

161 l I' 
I I I 0 I 5 

141 0 I' 
I 0 I 6 I 2 

Fig. 33. Students' frequency ratings of specified uses of their computers (N= l 9). 

Note: "Other" category includes the responder;its' mentioning research, texting, blogging, 
Instant Messaging, Facebook, gaming, networking, and "surfing" the Internet. Four of the 
students chose not to respond to the "Other" category. 

The key findings to this survey question are found in the two categories where 

students are either composing/revising their essays or they are writing reports and text

based assignments. Of the 19 responses to using the computer to write and revise their 

essays, 11 students indicated frequent use. The next level of usage shows there are six 

students us ing their computers several times a month to write their essays. As the 

primary investigator, I assume there are several probable conditions that affect the 

accuracy of responses to this particular question, such as incorrect ratings made by the 

respondents due to inattentiveness or misunderstanding regarding the questions, as well 

as the small sampling size of students responding to the question Hypothetically, these 

findings may also point out that first-year writing students are embracing digital 

technologies that are more oriented to personal communications (e-mailing) and social 
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networking than CMI and software applications oriented to academic writing. As these 

first-year writing students, many of whom are college freshmen, progress through their 

academic coursework, their usage of CMI and software applications for writing tasks 

may rise due to the increased :frequency of writing assignments in their upper division 

classes. While digital technologies impart considerable creative and innovative ways to 

teach and learn in the first-year writing class, our students' use of writing software 

applications (such as Microsoft Word™) must continue to be a skill set that is 

emphasized in all first-year writing programs. 

An important requirement of this study is to assess how students perceive the 

helpfulness of CMI and related courseware to the phases of the writing process. This 

question was designed as a correlative question to the several questions pertaining to 

CMI posed to first-year writing instructors in the online faculty survey. While the 

findings shown in Figure 16 of this study reveals that 58% of first-year writing instructors 

use CMI/courseware in every class to teach, the following question is designed to assess 

students' perceptions of the helpfulness of CMI to the actual learning process. Students' 

answers to the question's prompt-"Respond to the following series of questions 

regarding how helpful you believe CMI and writing courseware are during each phase of 

the writing process described below"-are illustrated in the following Figure 34. 
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Students' Ratings of the Helpfulness of CMI/Courseware Used in 

the Phases of the Writing Process (N=l7) 

Writing Process 
! 

Very ! 
! 

Phases ! Helpful 

8 
Pre writing I 

Composing/Drafting I 6 

I 
12 

Revising/Editing l 
Proofreading I 9 

Peer Collaboration 
11 

I Helpful .I Neutral I 
Not 

I Helpful 

�I 1 I 4 I 
I i I

! 

8 
I 

1 1 l 

I 3 �I 0 I 
!

I 4 I 

I 3 iI 

1 

0 

I
! 

1 I 
�I 

 ! 

No 
Opinion 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

Fig. 34. Students' ratings of the helpfulness of CMI/Courseware used in the phases of the 
writing process (N l 7). 

The responses displayed in Figure 34 disclose that 12 ratings (71 %) consider CMI 

very helpful in the revising and editing phase, followed by six ratings (35%) that indicate 

CMI is very helpful in composing essays, eight ratings ( 4 7%) demonstrate CMI is helpful 

during the composing phase, eight ratings ( 4 7%) note that CMI is very helpful in the 

proofreading phase, and 11 ratings (65%) demonstrate CMI is considered very helpful 

during peer collaborative activities. I do not consider that any of the findings to the 

survey question shown in Figure 34 would appear skewed toward the use of CMI either 

in a positive or negative direction regarding the phases of the writing process. My review 

of the literature for this study indicates that no studies on the effects of CMI/courseware 

on the phases per se of the writing process are currently published. For this reason, I 

cannot correlate these findings with any comparable scholarly findings to determine a 

more encompassing perspective. However, Kathleen Yancey's continuing research in
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composition studies does provide a theoretical grounding regarding how the impact of 

digital media is "remediating" the rhetorical canons (Yancey 199-208). 

Assessing Students' Views on Collaboration in the Writing Process 

Survey respondents were requested to rate their levels of agreement or 

disagreement with six topical statements related to collaboration. The levels of 

agreement to disagreement (including "No Opinion") were numerically rated and are 

illustrated in Figure 35 below. 
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Students' Ratings of the Helpfulness of Collaboration Used in the Phases of 
the Writing Process (N=16) 

Wri"::a:ocess s:;�y I A
�
ree I Neutral I Disagree I ::�! I o:�on

,...
I 
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tiv-e
--·.-----

1 wr l ting is very 
he lpful in all phases 

I of t he writing 
process 

5 5 3 2 0 

l'l'l'l'l'I' 
.--j -3._C_o_U_a_b _or_a_ti_ve--

l

'

l'l'l'l'I
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writing is helpful
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2 1 5 5 2 1 
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! writing is helpful in
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1
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l'l
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3 I 3 8 I 0 

.---, !r�-:!•:-�s0�:-���-1'1'1'1'1'1" 
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only in proofreading 
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l'l'l'l'l'I' ! =�
i
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3 2 4 5 2 0 

cri tiquing

Fig. 35. Students' ratings of the helpfulness of collaboration used in the phases of the 
writing process (N=l 6). 

This question is designed to correspond with a similar question in the faculty 

survey, illustrated in Figure 31, in order to effectively correlate answers between students

and faculty respondents. The design of the question involves asking students to respond 

to two general prompts, followed by prompts requesting their levels of agreement or
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disagreement on the helpfulness of collaboration used in the specific phases of the 

writing process. Figure 35 above reveals that 10 responses (62.5%) indicate students 

agree to strongly agree (50-50 split) that collaboration is helpful in all phases of the 

writing process. Seven of the students' responses (44%) reveal that students agree to 

st rongly agree that collaboration is helpful in severa� but not all phases of the writing 

process. The remaining four prompts required students to rate their agreement to 

disagreement levels (including ''No Opinion") to prompts stating that collaboration was 

helpful in only a specified phase of the writing process. If we compare the students' 

responses in these four specific prompts to the first two more generalized prompts 

concerning the overall writing process, we can see tmt there are corresponding 

corre lations. Pragmatically, higher level agreerrent ratings for the six categories shown 

should also show a corresponding lower number of disagreement to strong disagreement 

ratings for the same rated categories in order for the responses to be considered 

convincing. The ''Neutral" ratings shown in Figure 32 suggest that students possess no 

strong inclinations either toward or away from the helpfulness of collaboration for its 

usage in a specific category. I consider these ratings valid in this type of survey since the 

"Neutral" rating category does not unduly "force'' students to agree or disagree on the 

helpfulness of certain prompts. The ''Neutral" rating option is valid in a multiple rating 

question survey since it can accurately be applied to toose respondents who may not have 

significant exposure to collaboration, at the tirre of the survey, in their first-year writing 

classes. 
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The responses regarding collaboration, illustrated in Figure 35, indicate overall 

that students are undergoing some type of collaborative activity in their writing classes. 

This assertion is supported by the almost unanimous lack of responses in the ''No 

Opinion" category. Substantial ratings in the ''No Opinion" category would suggest that 

students are not experiencing sufficient levels of collaborative enterprise in their classes 

to substantiate their responses in the range of agreement to disagreement. The number of 

predominant positive responses affirming the helpfulness of using collaboration in this 

student survey suggests that collaboration is an activity that enables students to learn 

from one another, much in the way that stronger or more competent writers will "model" 

successful writing practices for less competent student writers (Webb et al. 607). 

In Section II of the online student survey, students are enabled to respond to short 

response questions. In response to the question, "What aspects of collaborative writing 

(enabling you to interact with others at each phase of the writing process) do you like the 

best?", the following answers were provided and can be found in Appendix P: 

1. "[P]eer reviews. It was nice to send out our papers and have them read by the

class so we could have better advice on what to do for the paper." 

2. "The best was the suggestions for revision (at the revising stage/process). Also

good was pre-writing collaboration; when all we had was basically an idea. I 

think we were able to help point each other in the [right] direction. I think outline 

review would have also helped, had we done it more." 

3. "Most helpful is any opportunity to read what others are writing. This helps me

to fit in, to know whether I am ahead or behind the curve, in a topic that is 
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misunderstood, etc. Feedback is the most important part of any collaborative 

program. Feedback can be from the computer programming or another 

individual." 

4. "I like the fact that you can bounce ideas off of one another in collaborative

writing." 

5. "My peers think differently than I do, thus enabling me to share ideas with

them. Mistakes that I am unable to find in my writing could be seen by my peers. 

Collaborat(ion] broadens the writing abilities of myself and my peers, and it 

provides a comfortable setting amongst friends." 

6. "I like that we peer review and have different parts to build up to a complete

product." 

7. "Getting a different perspective from my peers, finding things I've

overlooked." 

8. "I could learn about the writing form[a]t."

The eight short responses documented above represent all the responses from the 

16 students who responded to the multiple rating questions regarding the use of 

collaboration in the writing processes, as indicated above in Figure 35. These positive 

statements complement the instructors' responses toward using collaboration. Figure 28 

reveals that nearly 74% (N=28) of the instructors rated they often to always involve their 

students in collaboration in their classes. This is a very strong validation by the survey's

respondents of the significance they ascribe to collaboration as a pedagogical strategy and

a learning resource.
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Summary and Conclusions: What the Online Surveys Reveal 

The 43 valid instructor respondents and the 22 valid student respondents 

statistically y ield a microcosm of these key audiences' views on the writing process, 

teaching with digital media, and using collaborative strategies in the first-year writing 

class. These three areas are clearly those that are primary in a growing national focus on 

first-year writing pedagogy. Both surveys base their survey questions on the three key 

areas that the National Council of the Teachers of English (NCTE) and the Council of 

Writing Program Administrators (CWPA) consider essential to contemporary first-year 

writing: rhetorical knowledge, critical thinking, reading, and writing; and, the processes 

of writing that include collaboration and digital technologies ("NCTE Beliefs about the 

Teaching of Writing."; "Framework for Success in Post-Secondary Writing"). 

As valid statistical samples, the survey findings reveal several significant trends 

and implications regarding the pedagogy of first-year writing. First, instructors strongly 

validate the use of CMI in FTF classroom environments. 81 % of the surveyed instructors 

indicate they are consistently using CMI/composition to teach writing. Reinforcing these 

findings are the responses shown in Figure 27, wherein instructors' responses indicate a 

very positive agreement level of 4.11 toward using CMI in all of their first-year writing 

courses. 

The problematic areas of the faculty surveys responses concern the respondents' 

perceptions of the training support provided by their academic departments. The faculty 

responses to the category topic, "Respondents' Ratings of Their Perceptions of Their 

Academic Department's Training Provided to Instructors Using CMI Courseware," also 
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reveal some relatively high standard deviation scores. These high standard deviation 

scores suggest that there is at least some perceived polarization regarding the levels of 

support regarding their department's leadership regarding instructor training. A writing 

program director assessing the survey's findings in this rating area, should be concerned 

about their instructors' perceptions and needs regarding training. As shown in Figure 

26, a writing program director or department chair should be concerned about the 

instructors' responses to the rating category, "I am self-trained in CMI." The mean rating 

of 3. 86, correlated with the high standard deviation score of 1.24, reveals that a high 

number of instructors believe they are self-trained in CMI (which is not a positive 

situation). The standard deviation score implies they are strongly polarized on this issue. 

WPDs should consider annually surveying their first-year writing instructors to assess 

any issues or problems that may need attention in order that such issues not compromise 

the quality of instructions. 

The prevalence of digital technology, particularly word-processing software and 

learning management courseware, such as MS Word™ and Blackboard, respectively, 

continue to be the key technological elements influencing CMI use in writing pedagogy. 

The instructors' responses to the multiple rating options of Question 5 (refer to the 

findings shown in Figures 21-23) strongly endorse the use of Blackboard as the learning 

management system or courseware of choice. Concomitantly, secondary school 

administrators and teachers play vital roles in driving the use of technology to teach 

writing in both secondary and post-secondary settings, according to a recent report by the 

National Writing Project (NWP) and the College Board ("Writing, Learning, and Leading 
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in the Digital Age"). As the respondents' survey answers validate, technology is 

becoming an intrinsic part of the pedagogical environment. Composition studies 

scholars, such as Kathleen Yancey, Cynthia Selfe, Gail Hawisher, John Barber, and Dene 

Grigar, assert that the presence of digital media in writing pedagogy is becoming so 

widespread that its innovations will remediate how first-year composition is conceived 

and instructed in the near future (Yancey 198-208; Grigar 214-17). Consider these 

several significant questions that Yancey and Grigar surface in their research. Is first

year composition to be considered just exclusively text? Will composition evolve to 

connote both text and digital images? Will digital technologies transform the rhetorical 

canon of delivery so that it encompasses a variety of digital media, which in tum, will 

directly impact the writing process? The implications of the evolving answers to these 

questions will affect the pedagogy of first-year writing in ways that composition 

instructors and scholars are only now beginning to realize. 

While the survey's findings noted above reveal the respondents' predominant 

orientations to use CMI in first-year writing pedagogy, I would argue that the key to 

CMl's long-term usage is found not so much in its widespread availability, rather in how

and what ways first-year writing instructors perceive its usefulness in teaching the

rhetorical canons and the writing process. As noted in both the CWP A and the NCTE' s 

published manifestos, as cited above, first-year writing instruction should be instructed

from a rhetorical perspective, as well as with a recursive process that also facilitates

collaborative interaction with peers. The online survey findings, as noted in Figure 16,

reveal the surveyed instructors' overall positive orientations toward using CMI to teach
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the canons of rhetoric. This finding is noteworthy since teaching the canons of rhetoric 

focuses writing pedagogy on teaching writing fundamentals. Triangulating
32 these 

findings are the students' survey responses shown in Figure 33 that correlate positive 

responses for using CMI to support their application in the writing process (O'Donoghue 

and Punch 78). The survey's findings displayed in Figures 27-29 clearly show that 

instrnctors embrace not only the use of CMI technologies, but also validate the 

importance of such technologies to teach writing and foster collaboration during the 

writing process. These findings acquire greater legitimacy when they are triangulated 

with the students' survey findings in Figure 35 that convey the students' positive 

perceptions toward the helpfulness of collaboration in developing their knowledge and 

skills pertaining to the writing process. 

Using collaboration in the first-year writing class is a pedagogical strategy that is 

increasingly emphasized for its growing impetus in creating learning modalities where 

students share their abilities to foster enhanced writing skills. What is pertinent to note in

this chapter's conclusion is the growing importance of the interdependent relationship or

synergy between technology and collaborative pedagogy. Scholarship continues to 

generate ongoing findings where technology creates supportive bridges for students to

connect and actively learn from one another in applying their writing skills. Often, these

32

The term triangulation in research studies means that multiple perspectives are obtained when 
researching the same subject under study. Triangulation provides additional sources of valuable insight
th�t cannot be acquired from only directly sampling the responses of one source on a subject.
Triangulation minimizes the inadequacies of single-source research by using additional audiences or
sources to complement and verify one another (O'Donoghue and Punch 78). Triangulation reduces bias and
he lp_s minimize overstating or generalizing the conclusions of a research study._ Corro?orating_ simi_lar 
findmgs from the instructors' surveys with those of the student surveys, and WI th specific findmgs m the
qualitative research, are prime examples of triangulation.
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socio-collaborative activities involve students working with their peers on writing 

assignments that tap into their culturally-rooted ideologies. The basic theoretical precept 

functioning here is that students are disposed to write effectively on topics that they can 

appreciate more fully through their own experiences and ways of viewing the world. 

These collaborative theories privilege the notion that activities that empower students to 

better relate their critical thinking processes to certain topics provide students with a 

greater measure of agency-the ability to do something. According to this theoretical 

premise, students develop more fluency and improve their writing skills because they can 

engage the topic in more relevant and immediate ways. Functioning in this theoretical 

construct is also the idea that students who become more engaged and develop greater 

agency also become more active learners, thinkers, and writers. Active learning, as part 

of a collaborative setting, involves providing opportunities for students to meaningfully 

collaborate on the full spectrum of ideas, issues, and requirements of the writing process. 

(Meyers and Jones 6). 

The student survey' s findings reveal that students perceive they acquire enhanced 

agency as it relates to the writing process through their use of digital courseware and 

collaboration. The responses categorized in Figure 32 reveal the positive ratings students 

attribute to CMI in helping them learn the phases of the writing pr9cess. Likewise, the 

students' overall ratings in Figure 35 provide overall positive indications for the role that 

collaboration assumes in helping them implement the writing process. Considered

together, these two categorized ratings specifically validate how and in what ways these

students believe they are empowered or acquire agency in their writing classes. This
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fmding also reinforces the instructors' positive responses, revealed in Figure 30, toward 

using collaboration in first-year writing pedagogy. Additionally, Figure 31 shows that 

instructors believe first-year college writers are able to benefit from collaborative writing 

approaches used in face-to-face (FTF) and online environments, verified through the 

highest average rating of 3.27 among the multiple rating options provided. This rating is 

closely followed by the second highest rating of 2.86 wherein first-year writing 

instructors rated they believe collaborative writing approaches improve students' writing 

skills better than other approaches used in teaching composition. 

The categorized responses in Figures 30, 34, and 35 clearly disclose that 

instructors and students alike strongly affirm the use of collaboration in teaching the 

writing process and the canons of rhetoric. These findings are supported by the findings 

in Figure 30 that indicate the surveyed first-year writing instructors believe they possess 

the teaching skills necessary to facilitate effective collaborative writing practices (2. 78 

average rating), and they are adequately trained to do so (2.63 average rating). The 

survey used in this study demonstrates the importance of using CMI/courseware and

collaborative pedagogies in the first-year writing class to provide students with an

enhanced agency to learn and apply their writing skills.

In Section II of the online student survey, students' short response comments 

strongly validate collaborative practices in their writing (Appendix P). The responses

from instructors and students dealing with questions about collaboration support the

argument that collaboration is acquiring a strong presence in first-writing pedagogy as it

provides enhanced agency for students in the writing process. As one student noted: "My
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peers think differently than I do, thus enabling me to share ideas with them. Mistakes that 

I am unable to find in my writing could be seen by my peers. Collaborat[ion] broadens 

the writing abilities of myself and my peers, and it provides a comfortable setting 

amongst friends" (Appendix P). Based on this response, it would not be over-reaching to 

argue that collaboration is expanding beyond its once limited purview of peer reviews 

that student performed during the proofreading phase of writing. The social activity of 

constructing knowledge, currently prevalent in the project-based teams of many 

professions, is growing in its adoption in the first-year writing program (Bruffee 3-20). 

Decidedly, collaborative instruction in the composition class requires some reorientation 

on the part of instructors that involves changing from an instructor-authoritarian 

paradigm of teaching to that of active student-based learning. 

The findings in both surveys, as noted in the previous analyses of collaborative questions 

rated by instructors and students, strongly affirm collaboration is viewed as a major 

teaching and learning strategy in first-year writing. 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY BECKONS: CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMPOSITION PEDAGOGY 

Summary and Conclusions: Ongoing Change is "the Constant" in Composition Studies 

The rhetorical schema of Aristotle and Quintilian provide important insights for 

contemporary scholars and composition instructors into the early aspects of the writing 

process and its instruction. Quintilian argues in his Institutes of Oratory for students to 

do more than just "complete stages" based on the rhetorical canons as part of their 

progymnasmata exercises (X.5.1 ). Students were also required to read their texts aloud to 

the class similar to the peer group activity in which students now engage in first-year 

writing. Revision and peer critiquing were two key components highlighted in a "writing 

process" that Quintilian's believed were requirements for successful written discourse. 

While Quintilian's discursive (writing) pedagogy inherent in the progymnasmata follows 

a linear end-stage product approach, his emphasis in the Institutes of Oratory on revising 

or "vying" ( contending) with the original text fundamentally facilitates a recursive 

writing process. I found this seeming "dichotomy" both revealing and ironic, since it 

appears to be overlooked or ignored completely by those leading nineteenth-century 

American scholars who advocated that end-stage product pedagogy was validated by 

classical rhetorical theory.
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In this regard, my research uncovers a fundamental irony: the schema of classical rhetoric 

upon which key scholars in the late 1800s based the instruction of college composition in 

America was clearly "rhetorical in name only." 

My examination of Harvard Professor Adams Sherman Hill's 1892 text, The 

Foundations of Rhetoric, reveals his text is clearly not sufficiently founded on the 

principles of rhetoric, but on the prescriptive rules and style-based theories developed by 

the popular British writers, Bain and Spencer, during the so-called "British 

Enlightenment" period. These popular rules-centered composition pedagogies 

emphasized style and grammatical correctness and required students to "follow the rules" 

and emulate model essays printed in handbooks as they composed. This pedagogical 

approach required students to essentially be their own instructors, since they were 

required to fathom an extensive list of usage rules and then apply them correctly in their 

writing. 

Composition studies scholars Kitzhaber, Connors, and Berlin note in their 

respective studies tracing the history of composition pedagogy in American colleges that 

little or no attention was paid by college composition instructors to the intrinsic precepts 

of rhetoric due to the prevailing pedagogical norms of that period. Instead of 

emphasizing a rhetorical approach centered on Aristotle's persuasive proofs or 

considerations of kairos and audience, composition instructors taught the primacy of the 

explication of "canonical" texts (major literary works). The pedagogy of that period 

could be characterized as instructor-centered with no little or no provisions for peer 

collaboration. First-year college writing students composed with a singular focus in 
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mind- make their compositions stylistically and grammatically follow the models they 

studied in their handbooks. This focus constituted what was the writing process of that 

era in American academe. 

The "Winds of Change" Bring New Change to Composition Pedagogy 

The rules-based pedagogy that focused on the end-stage product model of writing 

was instructed through the late 1800s, with only slight modifications, into the middle of 

the twentieth century. Maxine Hairston's metaphor used to describe the change from the 

product to the process model-the "winds of change"-aptly describes how scholarship 

generated the winds that re-oriented the way scholars view the writing process (Hairston 

76-88). Starting in the 1960s, one could draw an unbroken line that linked Shaugnessy 

and Emig' s studies of what students do when they actually compose to Flower and Hays' 

groundbreaking studies of the cognitive processes involved in writing as reflective of how

the mind works in thinking and creating (Shaugnessy; Emig). Particularly, Flower and

Hays' studies in the 1970s helped dispel the enduring notion that the writing process

should be a series of linearly sequenced stages (prewriting, composing, revising/editing

proofreading) that writers must complete in a progressive order so that they could

produce a finished composition. This continuing line of investigation about the cognitive

processes writers undergo in composing served to change the theoretical views about the

writing process from an end-product paradigm to a process paradigm. In the new

writing-as-process model, the prior "stages" of the end-product model became recursive
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(cyclical and repeatable) "phases" in which the writer could engage at any point and with 

·whatever desired frequency during the composing process.

In the 1980s, Hairston used Kuhn's hypothesis of paradigm shifts to describe how 

the writing-as-process model had evolved (76-88). In 1980, Sommers and Perl threw 

down the gauntlet and openly challenged the continued legitimacy of the linear end-stage 

model of writing. In "Revision Strategies of Student Writers and Experienced Adult 

Writers," Sommers applies analytical studies to validate that experienced writers 

continually "invent" new ideas as they revise (378-88). This writing-as-process model 

conceptually mirrors the free-flowing ways writers engage in the cognitive act of putting 

words on a screen at their workstations. This "turn" from the end-stage product model to 

a writing-as-process model represents a major milestone in American scholarship and 

epistemology. Yet, its impact was of such consequence that it fostered growing respect 

within academe for the emerging field of composition studies. 

Scholarship Links Composing to Cognitive Recursion and Revives Writing's Rhetorical 
Roots 

In the composition classroom of the future, the writing-as-process model will 

continue to be the pedagogical model that can optimally accommodate the instruction of

first�year college writing. Despite some post-process critics' viewpoints to the contrary,

the writing-as-process model has not outlived its usefulness. I contend that it can

accommodate the directions and changes made upon it in the last 50 years, as well as into

the foreseeable future. How? A key reason that supports its longevity in the composition
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classroom is because its main theoretical construct-recursion-approximates the 

cognitive and creative workings of the mind. 

As part of the growing trend of scholarly focus on the composing actions found in 

the writing process, the line of inquiry can also be drawn through the 1970s to James 

Kinneavy' s scholarship that carefully reconnects composition to its rhetorical roots. He 

explored and validated writing's rhetorical roots; they served to help re-establish the 

writing process on a provable rhetorical foundation. Kinneavy's scholarship served to 

light the way for other scholars to re-examine the rhetorical roots of writing that were 

overlooked in the prior 100 years of American composition instruction. 

The Tum toward Social Leaming and Collaboration 

At the same time that scholars, such as Kinneavy, examined rhetorical principles 

inherent to composition, Kenneth Bruffee explored how collaborative peer interaction 

could facilitate learning and help students develop their writing skills. Throughout his 

writings, Bruffee argues for collaborative learning and a pedagogical model of 

composition that is based on students working in small groups who can converse 

effectively about their writing assignments as a community of writers. His works written 

during the 1970s argue for social learning or constructivism as pedagogies to enhance the 

teaching of the writing process model. Bruffee's scholarship sparked a series of 

successive studies by scholars that explored how collaboration could correctly facilitate 

all phases of a writing-as-process pedagogy. Several of these key studies reflect an 

analytical orientation to test the actual application of collaborative theory--how and in 
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what ways collaboration be applied in the writing classroom to improve students' writing 

skills. 

Recommendation: Survey First-Year Writers in Each Class to Assess Collaborative 
Pedagogy Effectiveness 

Critiques of collaborative learning in the college writing classroom during the last 

two decades surface important issues about the implications of collaborative theory as it 

is instrncted or practiced {praxis). The critiques of the aforementioned writers 

contributed to this growing trend beginning in the 1970s regarding their critical focus on 

praxis. Their key research question is "how and in what manner does collaborative 

theory foster or inhibit writing pedagogy in the writing process?" Examinations of 

collaborative theory within the last 20 years probe more deeply into the pedagogical 

application of collaborative theory, rather than addressing or augmenting the theoretical 

notions of collaboration. These investigative inquiries into the practice of writing (what 

students are doing when they write) signals a rigorous scholarly attitude toward 

validating how collaborative theory is applied in the first-year writing class. Specifically, 

Newkirk, Grimm, Holt and Bizzell's studies assessed the praxis of collaboration. Each 

scholar carefully observes those aspects of collaborative learning that generate real or 

practical issues in composition classes and then proposes workable and testable 

pedagogical solutions. 

Recommendation: Implement More Analytical Studies of Collaborative Pedagogy 

The continuing scholarly interest in collaborative theories initiated a far-reaching 

transformation of the traditional teacher-centered writing class toward a more student-
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centered class. Increasingly, composition classes are being organized around small peer 

groups (usually comprised of no more than four students) in which students function as 

supportive audiences for each other in a learning environment facilitated by an instructor 

using a workshop approach. 

The study's research surfaces a continuing need for instructors and first-year 

writing program directors to use systematic inquiry to better assess collaborative 

pedagogies by proposing a series of evaluative pre-and post student writing assessments, 

such as in-class student surveys, to validate the effectiveness of their pedagogies. As this 

evaluative process continues, I believe that instructors and students will begin to reap its 

benefts. These ongoing assessments will serve a very important function. They will 

provide validated findings that enable instructors and first-year writing program directors 

to make the necessary modifications that improve collaborative pedagogies in the first

year writing class. The continuing credibility of composition studies in the college 

curriculum may well hinge on how its adherents and practitioners assess and validate

theoretical approaches, such as collaboration, in the writing classroom. The findings in 

this study prompt me to emphasize that ongoing assessments of first-year writing should 

encompass systematic inquiry of composition pedagogies that are characterized as

analytical and replicable in its design so the data can be compared and challenged by 

similar assessments.

A key conclusion in this study is found in the responses to faculty and students' 

online survey questions dealing with collaboration, as illustrated in Tables 26-28 in

chapter five. These responses support the strong acceptance of collaborative peer work in
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the frst-year writing class as it relates to teaching the phases of the writing process and 

also the rhetorical canons. The responses to the question illustrated in Figure 28 also 

reveal that instructors' training in collaboration and their application of it in thefirst

year writing classes requires more analytical study. On the one hand, the respondents 

agreed that the use of collaborative activities improve their students' writing in traditional 

face-to-face classroom and in online environments. On the other hand, the respondents 

somewhat agreed that most composition instructors prefer non-collaborative approaches. 

The crux of the irony is found in the respondents' "lukewarm" perceptions regarding the 

adequacy of their training in collaborative pedagogies. These survey responses highlight 

a latent ambiguity regarding the respondents' beliefs in the positive aspects of 

collaborative instruction as compromised by their feelings of being under-trained in 

collaborative practices. 

Post-Process Theories' Ramifications on Writing-as-Process 

Contemporary scholarship reveals how diversity in the writing class will 

invigorate collaborative pedagogies for first-year writing. The new dynamics of

multiculturalism require writing instructors to design collaborative strategies that can use

the ideological and cultural orientations of students to support their strong potential for

vitalizing peer group discourse. The key point is that both multiculturalism and genre

theory will continue to serve as effective heuristics for first-year writers so that they feel

they have an "entry point" into academic writing.

Writing-as-process theory has emerged over the last 50 years to currently 

encompass a theoretical paradigm that is decidedly more guided by digital media, social
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learning, and the influences of cultural diversity. Continuing contemporary studies 

continue to highlight that these aspects and influences do not diminish the efficacy of the 

writing-as-process model, but can be used during each recursive of the writing process to 

enhance students' writing skills. 

Digital Media will Continue to Shape Student Collaboration 

In the last decade of the 1990s, and into the new millennium, new investigations 

of collaborative theory began, energized by the technological advancements of digital 

media in the composition classroom. Digital media now empower students to become 

co-constructors of knowledge rather than passive receivers of preconstructed ideas. 

Online discussion forums, wilds, and blogs are expanding the discourse about 

writing over digital networks and make the class more student-centered. The written 

response or commenting features of online digital media are more widely accepted by 

students perhaps because students use many of these collaborative digital technologies as 

ways to communicate socially. This positive acceptance of digital media by students 

facilitates its adoption in academic settings and enables the tools of digital media to be 

used effectively in the composition classroom. 

Recommendation: Use Course Management Systems to Enhance Students' Writing 
Skills and Develop Effective Writing Communities 

Students' writing skills can be enhanced through the collaborative processes 

provided through the innovative digital media of Web 2.0. These digital media include 

CMSs, online discussion forums, biogs and wikis. Specifically, online CMSs, such as 

Blackboard's discussion forums, provide effective routines for students to engage in 
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important revision commentaries during the prewriting and revising stages of their 

writing. Google Docs takes collaboration to higher and more meaningful levels through 

its enhanced online features that provide synchronous online collaborative writing and 

revising capabilities throughout all phases of the writing process. 

Using CMSs like Google Docs for real-time online collaborative activities 

provides students with a sense of connectivity in the writing classroom. Such 

connectivity builds a sense of "writing community" in the composition class. In a 

collaborative learning environment, such as that facilitated by Google Docs, instruction is 

oriented toward learner-based environment as students collaborate, discover, compose, 

and revise while their instructors facilitate social learning through online media. 

CMSs emphasize students' abilities to learn not in individual isolation, but in a 

vibrant digital setting where active involvement contribute to peer group learning. The 

implications of this learner-focused and digitally-supported social learning are that 

students become less passive and more interactive. Composition instructors become less 

authoritarian and more learner-centered in their pedagogies. CMSs, like Google Docs, 

can empower students by challenging them to participate in an expanding discourse of 

learning through seeing others students' written texts and then participating in revising 

these texts through their own written commentaries. This approach to learning will 

increasingly become more institutionalized in academe and impart important changes in 
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the ways first-year writing is instructed since it encourages active student writing at each 

phase in the writing-as-process model. 

Implications of Writing Program Directors' Interviews 

The first three questions of the interview pertained to program assessments. The 

respondents' convergence of similar responses on the subject endorsed the student writing 

portfolio as both the preferred or primary source for evaluating students' writing skills, 

instructors' teaching skills, and also the source for providing valid information for 

program measurements. Inherent in the respondents' answers was a tacit notion that 

program assessments provided findings for the first-year writing program department or 

academic department, varied institutional divisions; outside accrediting agencies and, in 

some cases, state legislative committees on higher education. All of the interviewed 

writing program directors endorsed the student writing portfolio as a primary source that 

they believe is the most useful assessment tool. 

The most intriguing aspect of the writing directors responses' regarding the 

student writing portfolios is the implication of how they are being used presently and how 

they could be used even more adaptively to provide additional useful information about 

the quality of instruction and the writing skills of students. Using simplified assessment 

criteria checklists that can be tabulated, instructors could easily annotate the presence, 

recurrence, and resolution of particular writing issues on an assignment basis as they 

evaluate each essay draft. 

The respondents' answers to Question 4 (that asked their views on the most 

effective pedagogical theories and strategies) were all clustered around a rhetorical 
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pedagogy implemented through a recursive writing process. In listening to their responses 

during the actual interviews, I realized that rhetoric constituted the basic theoretical 

framework for teaching composition that was implemented through the recursive writing 

process strategy. 

The implications of the responses to Question 5 (preferences for pedagogical 

theories and the latitude afforded to instructors to use other than specified pedagogies) 

demonstrated that while writing pro gram directors do not want their instructors to feel 

they are constrained by inflexible conventions, they want their instructors to use 

pedagogies that attain student learning outcomes specified in the syllabi. The implicit 

theme that is woven into the respondents' answers is unity of purpose. The critical 

student learning outcomes are achieved by instructors following the standardized syllabi 

and using the rhetorical theories implemented through the recursive writing process 

model. Uniformity is required so that instructors and students can attain learning 

outcomes and thereby satisfy the requirements required by the institutions, the accrediting 

agencies, and state governments. 

Recommendation: Enhance Instructors' Training in Digital Pedagogy 

Instructor training clearly presents a challenge due to its importance in the 

overall instructor preparation and teaching equation. I strongly recommend that any 

gaps or oversights in the area of training instructors to use digital media could create 

situations in the future where instructors under-serve their students' needs to learn in 

more relevant and dynamic environments. Digital learning is globally ubiquitous in 

academe. Continuing research on the benefits of digital learning courseware aiding 
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collaboration during the writing process suggests that instructors need to be proficient 

users to use digital pedagogies. 

If there is not a close and ongoing relationship between composition instructors 

and instructional technologists, then it is possible technologies and pedagogies could 

become misaligned. For this reason, I recommend that training mentors can serve as 

instructional resources in every first-year writing program. Training in digital media 

should never become the exclusive domain of an instructional technology department. 

First-year writing program directors should strongly consider the formation of a digital 

pedagogy committee works closely with instructors and administrators in the academic 

departments and also with the instructional technology staffs. 

Collaboration has a Future in the Composition Classroom 

Three writing program directors interviewed in this study highlighted how 

collaboration is being used to improve students' writing skills (Appendices A, C, and J). 

Each of these three writing program directors orients their approaches to collaboration 

uniquely and meaningfully. Writing Program Director A uses a digitally-based writing 

textbook that complements the collaborative writing routines provided through the 

university's proprietary digital LMS. The socio-collaborative aspects of genre theory 

provided Writing Program Director J with a meaningful framework to empower students 

to interact and learn along cultural and ideological lines (Appendix J). Expanding the 

tutoring resources of the university's writing center as well as using the collaborative 

aspects of writing biogs, are those key activities that Writing Program Director C 

facilitates in her institutional setting (Appendix C) 
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Collaborative learning represents a significant shift for many institutions away 

from the time-worn instructor-centered environment in college composition classrooms. 

The application of social learning theories and collaborative routines have accelerated, 

however, over the last decade due to the growth of the Internet, social networking sites, 

and digital media used both in the physical classroom and in online environments. 

Digital Learning Technologies are Here to Stay 

Responses from all of the writing program directors interviewed in this study 

affirm presence and influence of digital learning technologies in their writing programs. 

However, a comparative analysis of their responses revealed that there was a disparity 

between their recognition of the growing influence of digital technologies and the actual 

uses of them. Only Writing Program Director A indicated that her department was 

actively using digital technology in teaching first-year composition with an electronic 

textbook (Appendix A). Writing Program Director H's program reflected a strong 

orientation to digital learning through its offering of several completely online and also 

hybrid first-year writing programs ("Institutional Web Pages"). Based on the other 

WPD 's responses regarding instructional technology adoption and lack of a strong 

commitment to departmentalize its training, these situations suggest similar situations 

could occur at other institutions. This apparent "gap" between the growing role of 

technology and its tepid adoption, validated by only nominal training emphasis in all of 

these interviews, except for the one with the director of instructional technology, could 

raise future issues for both instructional technology staffs and first-year writing faculty. 

Both sides could become "disconnected" in the ways they perceive the application of 
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digital instructional media. Should it occur, this dynamic would pose a "lose-lose" 

situation for academe and first-year writing programs. 

The emphases that all of the interviewed first-year writing program directors 

place on the nexus between pedagogy, digital instructional media, collaboration, and 

instructor training appear to be the interdependent linkage that will strongly influence 

first-year writing programs. These interdependent links acquire greater importance when 

they are viewed in the light of the respondents' comments about WAC and WID 

programs assuming increasing presences in their respective institutions. While these 

program directors' responses can legitimately only be considered a sampled segment of 

all first-year writing program directors, they provide a revealing microcosm of the 

emphasis that institutional administrators outside traditional English departments are 

placing on first-year writing. 

Recommendation: Prepare GT As to Meet Future Challenges and Opportunities 

The development of first-year writing instructors, most of whom are GT As, is an 

imperative need that also assures the viability of any first-year writing program. While 

training and professional development were subjects not amplified in the respondents'

answers to Question 6, they bring into play an institution's ability to successfully

administrate the first-year writing programs that they validate as critical in supporting

WAC and WID programs. They also bring into sharp focus an institution's ethos-its

ethical values and responsibility to strongly support and further empower its graduate

students who provide nearly all of the instruction in the first-year writing program.
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Faculty and Students' Survey Responses Positively Validate Digital and Collaborative 
Pedagogies 

The 43 valid instructor respondents and the 22 valid student respondents yield 

meaningful insights into these key audiences' views on the writing process, teaching with 

digital media, and using collaborative strategies. These three areas are clearly those that 

are primary in a growing national focus on first-year writing pedagogy. The surveys 

reveal several signifcant trends and implications regarding the pedagogy of first-year 

writing. First, instructors strongly validate the use of CMI in FTP classroom 

environments. As Figure 18 discloses, 81 % of the surveyed instructors indicate they are 

consistently using CMI/composition to teach writing. Reinforcing these findings are the 

responses shown in Figure 26, wherein instructors' responses indicate a very positive 

agreement level of 4.11 toward using CMI in all of their first-year writing courses. These 

findings, correlated with the strong levels of endorsement instructors believe their 

academic division and academic departments offer to the usage of CMI in their classes 

,corroborate CMI/courseware as important pedagogical tools in this study. 

The instructors' responses to the multiple rating options of Question 5 (refer to 

the findings shown in Figures 20, 21, and 22) strongly endorse the use of Blackboard as 

the learning management system or courseware of choice. While other CMSs, such as 

Google Docs, would provide synchronous revision routines for writers, therespondents' 

survey answers underscore that digital media are becoming an intrinsic part of their 

pedagogies. Composition studies scholars, such as Yancey and Grigar, assert that the

presence of digital media in writing pedagogy is becoming so widespread that its
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innovations will remediate how first-year composition is conceived and instructed in the 

near future (Yancey 198-208; Grigar 214-17). 

The key to CMI's long-term usage in the writing classroom is found not so much 

in its widespread availability, rather in how and what ways first-year writing instructors 

perceive its usefulness in teaching the rhetorical canons and the writing process. As 

noted in Figure 16, the surveyed instructors' overall give positive ratings for using CMI 

to teach the rhetorical canons. These responses are noteworthy since teaching the canons 

of rhetoric focuses writing pedagogy on teaching writing fundamentals. Figures 27-29 

clearly show that instructors endorse not only the use of CMI technologies, but also the 

importance of the role of technology for instructing writing and fostering collaboration. 

These responses acquire  even more credibility when they are triangulated with the 

students' survey findings in Figure 34 that convey the students' positive perceptions 

toward the helpfulness of collaboration in developing their knowledge and skills 

pertaining to the writing process.

Assessing Composition Pedagogy from the Students' Perspective 

Students' responses to the online survey reveal they believe they acquire 

enhanced agency ( a stronger ability to do something) as it relates to the writing process

through their use of digital courseware and collaboration. The responses categorized in

Figure 31 reveal the positive ratings students attribute to CMI in helping them learn the

phases of the writing process. Likewise, the students' overall ratings in Figure 32

provide overall positive indications for the role that collaboration assumes in helping

them implement the writing process. Considered together, these two categorized ratings
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specifically validate how these students believe they are empowered in their writing 

classes. This correlation also reinforces the instructors' positive responses, revealed in 

Figure 30, toward using collaboration in first-year writing pedagogy. Figure 30 shows 

that instructors believe first-year writers are able to benefit from collaborative writing 

approaches used in face-to-face (FTF) and online environm�nts, verified through the 

highest average rating of 3.27 among the multiple rating options provided. This rating is 

closely followed by the second highest rating of 2.86 wherein first-year writing 

instructors rated they believe collaborative writing approaches improve students' writing

skills better than other approaches used in teaching composition. 

The categorized responses in Figures 29, 33, and 34 clearly disclose that 

instructors and students alike strongly affirm the use of collaboration in teaching the 

writing process and the canons of rhetoric. These responses are supported by similar 

responses in Figure 30 that indicate the surveyed first-year writing instructors believe 

they possess the teaching skills necessary to facilitate effective collaborative writing 

practices (2. 78 average rating), and they are adequately trained to do so (2.63 average 

rating). The online survey used in this study demonstrates the importance of using 

CMl/courseware and collaborative pedagogies in the first-year writing class to provide 

students with the enhanced agency to learn and apply their writing skills.

In Section II of the online student survey, students' short-response comments 

strongly validate collaborative practices in their writing (Appendix P). The responses 

from instructors and students dealing with questions about collaboration support the 

argument that collaboration is acquiring a strong presence in first-writing pedagogy as it 
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provides enhanced agency for students in the writing process. Based on this response, it 

would not be over-reaching to argue that collaboration is expanding beyond its once 

limited purview of peer reviews that student traditionally performed during the 

proofreading phase of writing. Decidedly, collaborative instruction in the composition 

class requires some reorientation on the part of instructors. It can often involve changing 

from an instructor-authoritarian paradigm of teaching to that of active student-based 

learning. Responses in both the online faculty and student surveys, as noted in the 

previous analyses of collaborative questions rated by instructors and students, strongly 

affirm collaboration as a major teaching and learning strategy in first-year writing. 

Overall Recommendation: Develop Relevant Composition Pedagogies 

The literature review, the qualitative interview responses, as well as the online 

faculty and student surveys corroborate some important "needs" in first-year writing. In 

assessing the needs that this research study surfaces, I have also discovered some key 

implications and trends of these findings that affect current and future composition 

pedagogies. These key implications and trends are identified and discussed in the 

following enumerated sections. 

Implication and Trend #1: Digital Media and Instructor Training Challenges 

This study has surfaced two key aspects that are interdependent and which will 

determine the successful application of digital media in the composition classroom into 

the foreseeable future. These two dynamically-linked aspects-digital media and 

instructor training-are two critical areas that WPDs should carefully consider as they 

design and implement their first-year writing programs. While innovations in digital 
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media will continue unabated on a progressive timeline, such innovation must be 

supported by effective instructor training in the digital media that is actually used in the 

first-year writing pro gram for such digital pedagogy to be effective. The responses to the 

rating categories displayed in Figure 26, validated by the relatively high standard 

deviation scores and the average mean rating scores, suggest that instructor training in 

digital media and collaboration are key areas that could compromise the quality of 

instruction if they are not addressed proactively through instructor training. If instructor 

training lags or is deficient in any way, this deficiency will continue to impair instructor 

acceptance and usage of digital pedagogy. Short-response comments in the online 

faculty surveys and comments made by WPDs in the telephonic interviews demonstrate 

that this situation is problematic for some institutions and may continue. If this situation 

is not actively addressed by the WPDs in their respective institutional programs, its 

continuance will affect the overall quality of instruction in first-year writing programs. 

Implication and Trend #2: Collaborative Pedagogy and Instructor Training Issues 

Responses to the online faculty and student surveys, as well as the interview 

responses of the WPDs used in this study, highlight that collaboration is practiced in 

some form and to some degree in all first-year writing programs. However, my 

examination of approximately 500 syllabi of undergraduate composition and writing

intensive literature courses posted online and representing one full academic year of two 

semester and four abbreviated sessions showed that "boiler-plate" theme statements 

regarding collaboration were used in the syllabi. Revealingly, there was also no evidence 

I could determine over the last several years substantiating that collaboration was a topic 
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on the training agenda for faculty at the large regional community college where I 

instruct writing and writing-intensive literature courses. While optional training in digital 

media (such as Blackboard/WebCT), which incorporates the collaborative benefits of 

digital media, is provided by the college's Teaching and Learning Center, there is no 

direct training in collaboration provided to fulltime and adjunct faculty. This situation, if 

not rectified through compulsory workshop training in collaborative pedagogy, will 

compromise the quality of instruction in the composition and writing-based literature 

courses offered at the college. 

Implication and Trend #3: Analytical Studies of First-Year Student Writing 

While the literature undertaken in this study acknowledges that scholars and 

instructors in the field value the need for more analytical studies of the composition 

process and composition pedagogy in first-year writing, such analytical studies must 

generate findings that are analytically-based, rather than only theoretically-centered 

findings. Expressed another way, these studies must involve analyses that are provable 

by the data they generate, and they must also be capable of replication. 

While the trend advocated here does not suggest that qualitative studies are not 

effective in assessing the composing process, such studies will be strengthened if they are 

complemented by the findings of quantitative studies (and vice versa). If quantitative 

studies using student surveys are deemed to be truly effected, they should be 

administered by WPDs in adequately administered situations where instructors and 

students fully understand the importance of such studies and actively participate in their 

implementation. Online student and faculty surveys of first-year writing may experience 
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minimal to low participation response rates if these surveys are disseminated too broadly 

using the Internet or e-mail. More localized use of online surveys of instructors and 

students in first-year writing programs, affording more administrative support and even 

incentives to participants, are recommended to assure effective responses and response 

rates. 

Coordinating with their local institution's research and statistician staffs, WPDs 

can develop effective online surveys that are cost effective. Such local institutional 

research staffs will help WPDs design surveys that will generate valid samples that can 

be further assessed over time. In following this approach, WPDs can assess what 

changes or improvements are needed in their programs, such as instructor training, course 

content, and pedagogies. 

Implication and Trend #4: Multiculturalism will Strongly Impact First-Year Writing 

Over the last two decades in the U.S., the growing impact of multiculturalism in 

the first-year writing course is an undeniable fact. While L2 student-writers must 

satisfactorily pass writing placement tests to enroll in composition classes with SAE 

writers, these L2 writers still struggle with issues that affect their composing in a variety 

of ways. My review of over 500 syllabi, prepared by instructors teaching writing and 

writing-intensive literature classes during the 2010 academic year at a large regional 

community college where I instruct, revealed no written guidelines or content that 

suggest that convey guidelines regarding multicultural pedagogies. This trend clearly 

identifies an issue for instructors and WPDs in first-year composition. The challenges 

that multicultural L2 writers face in composing in Standard American English 
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composition classes will not be effectively resolved until instructors are trained in this 

area and institutional support resources for L2 writers are expanded. 

Implication and Trend #5: Course Management Systems will Continue to Facilitate 
Collaboration in the Composition Classroom 

Course Management Systems (CMS), notably Blackboard and Google Docs, are 

currently designed to continue to provide collaborative processes that facilitate students' 

collaboration in the writing process. While such digitally-based collaboration will 

enhance instruction in first-year writing classes, both instructors and students must be 

effectively trained to benefit from the use of such digital media. WPDs should clearly 

realize that collaboration and digital courseware supporting such collaboration are 

strongly intertwined. Any instructor and student training in CMSs must clearly account 

for this strong synergy occurring between these two .elements. 

Implication and Trend #6: Digital Technology will Continue to Re-define and Remediate 
the Rhetorical Canons 

As Kathleen Yancey emphasizes in her writings, the field of composition is being 

changed as the rhetorical canons are being "remediated" by digital media. Already, as 

Yancey notes, digital media is transforming the canons of memory and delivery in very 

impacting ways ("Made Not Only in Words: Composition in a New Key"; Delivering 

College Composition: The Fifth Canon). Bums, Selfe, Hawisher, Barber, Grigar, and 

others examining the nexus between digital media and writing, advocate that digital 

media have changed, are changing, and will change the writing process and composition 

pedagogy. The handwriting on the wall that composition scholars must correctly 

decipher is how to evaluate the changes and remediation wrought by digital technology. 
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The important question to answer is: "Are we ready to accommodate these changes in our 

pedagogies so our instruction is relevant? 

Implication and Trend #7: Institutional Endorsement of Course Management Systems: 
Will "One Size Fit All?" 

When institutions make decisions regarding which CMS they will use to support 

institutional-wide needs, these decisions consider how such digital courseware will 

support most of the needs of academic disciplines that will use such media. Other factors 

come into play, such as fiscal budgets and instructional technology staff members needed 

to manage such resources. The realities of such factors cannot be denied. However, such 

digital media may not effectively meet the needs of first-year writing programs that 

would like to use other CMSs, such as Google Docs, that facilitate effective collaboration 

during each phase of the writing process. In light of this situation, I contend it is in the 

best interests of institutions to allow first-year writing programs to use free writing 

courseware that will not impair an institution's instructional technology (IT) 

administration. Since Google Docs is accessible free via the Internet, this option should 

not pose a problem. There are also several free open architecture CMSs, such as Drupal 

and Desire2Learn, that are available to college composition programs. Such programs, 

however, do require allocation of information technology staff to oversee their operation 

on an institution's file server. Such allocations of internal administration may be 

reconciled in the future if the contractual costs of commercially-licensed CMSs become

budget-prohibitive.
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Implication and Trend #8: Digital Pedagogy Mitigates Instructor Authoritarianism and 
Enhances S tudent-Centeredness 

Several scholars identified in this study, notably Selfe, Hawisher, Bizzell, 

Yancey, Faigley, and Boyd emphasize that the influence of digital media and 

collaboration will progressively transform college composition instruction from an 

instructor.:.centered to a student-centered pedagogy. Admittedly, this transformation will 

occur at varying rates at varied institutional setting. However, the reality of its 

occurrence is felt by all the WPDs who were interviewed in this study. The key issue 

here is how WPDs are training and preparing their first-year writing instructors for the 

eventualities of this change. 

Pedagogical Strategy #1: Pre-and Post-Writing Assignments Surveys 

One key implication of the research findings is the need to design effective 

course-specific survey processes. These surveys can be designed by the writing pro gram 

directors, with input from firs-year writing instructors, so instructors can use them locally 

at their respective institutions to assess if their students are effectively learning objectives 

pre-identified for each composition. One of the key lessons that the online surveys 

revealed to me in this study is that the type of electronic surveys transmitted to varied 

institutions generate tepid responses. I contend that unless these surveys are either 

incorporated as mandatory aspects of local writing programs, and also incentivized in 

some manner, their completion rates will continue to be minimal. My conversations with 

approximately 20 writing program directors, as well as with several departmental chairs, 

at varied institutions over the last two years, surfaced a common thread of reasons 
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mitigating the strong acceptance by faculty and students to online surveys. First, I 

discovered in this study from my conversations with writing program directors (WPDs) 

that there is the generally-held view that because online surveys are pervasive on the Web 

encompassing both academic and commercial areas, this "over-familiarity" diminishes 

their panache of academic credibility. Second, a major issue conveyed to me in my 

telephone conversations with faculty members is the perceived institutional sensitivities 

regarding survey participation due to the stringent guidelines and "gate-keeping" 

functions of the local Institutional Review Boards (IRB). While these gatekeeping 

functions are ostensibly required to protect the privacy of research respondents, a 

majority of the faculty and staff at approximately 20 colleges and universities I spoke 

with concerning my online surveys perceive the IRB as sometimes overly bureaucratic 

and time-consuming. While I do not share these pejorative opinions, I was informed by 

at least five WPDs or departmental chairs that in order for their faculty and students to 

voluntarily participate in any online surveys, I would have to file an additional IRB 

research application and meet the requirements of their own respective IRBs'policies, 

much in the same manner I underwent in obtaining approval by the IRB at my university. 

For me to do this would be very time-consuming and non-productive, so I was not able to 

accommodate the local IRB requirements at these institutions. However, I did not 

encounter such localized IRB mandates from other institutions. 

My learning process in this study reveals that the most effective surveys will be 

conducted at my own "local" university where there is more control over the 

administration of electronic or online surveys. The confidentiality provisions would still 
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be required, but departmental administrators could make these surveys about faculty and 

students' involvement in their local writing programs more relevant to the syllabi. For 

this reason alone, I believe local surveys would achieve higher response rates and would 

generate statistical sampling sizes that would be sufficient to better validate and describe 

discuss trends. These surveys should be conducted online and would entail no more that 

five or six questions that would require multiple choice or multiple rating responses. 

Participation in the surveys would be mandatory for students in the class ( as noted in the 

course syllabus), although only their student ID number would be used so the instructor 

could assess the responses and also maintain confidentiality. 

These surveys would require students to respond to a series of questions that will 

identify their pre-writing assignment levels of comfort, knowledge, or proficiency 

regarding the learning objectives specified in a particular assignment's instructions for a 

writing assignment. For example, the student learning objectives (SLOs) would be 

specified in the assignment directions and on the pre-writing assignment survey. In this 

survey, students would be ask to respond to questions validating their current views on 

their writing abilities as it relates to the writing assignment upon which they will embark. 

If the instructor's objective is to emphasize rhetorical invention on an assignment, then 

the pre assignment survey questions would address the various aspects of invention or 

prewriting, how to implement them, and how to transform them into the writing-as

process. The objective of this brief survey is to establish initial benchmark comments for 

each student, based on a student's responses in the pre-assignment survey, so that the 
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instructor and the student can work on any issues or developmental areas identified in the 

survey while the student engages in the writing process. 

I recommend that the post-writing assignment survey be designed to acquire 

"lessons learned" by students. Did they successively address their writing issues? Or, are 

they starting to deal with their writing issues? Undoubtedly, some students will be more 

candid in their responses than others, but once students realize how these surveys are 

being used to help improve their writing skills, their "writing aptitudes" should improve. 

While the actual number of writing assignments in any semester will determine, to a large 

degree, how many areas or categories you can assess on each of these pre-and post

writing assignment surveys, I would also recommend that first-year writing instructors do 

not assess more than two such categories on each assignment, so as not to complicate the 

learning process. Following this line of reasoning, an instructor can design an 

assignment and its pre-assignment survey to focus on writing an effective thesis 

statement. The rationale for those attributes constituting an effective thesis statement 

would be exemplified in reading assignments and class discussions. A brief mnemonic 

devise, such as an "acronym" definition could be highlighted in the introduction of the 

pre-writing assignment survey, conveying the important characteristics of thesis 

statements, such as: F-A-C-T--focus, appeal, clarity, and target-audience directedness. 

Students would indicate on the pre-writing assignment survey if they had any issues with 

the concept of thesis statements, or if they have experienced issues previously in writing 

effective thesis statements. These survey responses would help students and the 

instructor engage in writing conferences to develop proactive remedies, such as extra 
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credit exercises dealing with writing thesis statements, or scheduling appointments with 

the staff at the university's writing center to address issues identified in the surveys. 

After the writing assignment is submitted for its last instructor review and 

evaluation, using the student portfolio approach, then the instructor can require that 

students complete a brief post-assignment survey, the answers from which can be used to 

assess any lingering issues or perceptions from students pertaining to the level of skill or 

learning they have acquired relative to the assignment's objectives. The findings on this 

survey can also be used by instructors as a means to focus their student writing 

conferences and also as a means to evaluate their pedagogies and teaching skills. 

Findings from the post-assignment survey can also be used to further focus follow-up 

appointments with writing consultants at their institution's writing center. 

The overall rationale for using pre-writing assignment and post-writing assignment 

surveys is to provide an effective means to determine each individual student's grasp of 

the SLOs and to enable instructors to determine if any adjustments or follow-up 

instruction are required regarding the SLOs. 

This pedagogical model specifically addresses the implications in this study's 

findings regarding strategies to improve the use of assessment tools. This recommend 

assessment through surveying approach provides course-specific survey instruments that 

generate virtually 100 percent response rates and that can be immediately assessed by the 

instructor and used to facilitate ongoing instructor-student communications and also used 

as part of the writing portfolio evaluation process. 
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Pedagogical Strategy #2: Implement Resources to Support L2 Writers 

The implications of the findings in this dissertation surface the requirement for 

instructors to assure their pedagogies address the identified needs ofL2 writers (student 

who are writing in English even though it is their second language). My research 

demonstrates that the demographic makeup of first-year writing classes continues to 

re_fiect cultural diversity. The need to prepare workable instructional models that address 

L2 writers' needs is tantamount to assuring that instructors' pedagogies are relevant and 

effective. In light of these implications affecting composition pedagogy, I propose that 

first-year writing program directors develop online surveys with their instructors that will 

identify any special issues that these students are encountering at the start of the semester 

so that instructors and students can work more astutely in dealing with identified issues. 

Since the objective of this pedagogical model is to assist only those students who 

are L2 writers, this information can be obtained by simply asking students to respond 

when the question, "how many of you are L2 writers?", is asked during the first week of 

classes. These students will complete a mandatory online survey during the first week of 

the semester that requires them to identify any special needs or continuing issues in their 

writing skills. I recommend that these online surveys only encompass five questions that 

can serve as "prompts" to solicit multiple choice and open-ended responses to questions 

involving the writing process and related areas. For example, one question could ask the 

student to rate those areas that they in which they believe they are "stronger" or more 

capable in fulfilling, as well as those areas that constitute their "weaknesses." These 
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surveys are designed to be confidential and to help focus topics for instructor-student 

conferences. 

During my telephonic interviews with a writing program director who 

administrates a writing center at a large state university, she briefly mentioned the 

evolving changes that the future may impart to writing centers that are created by the 

growing needs ofL2 writers (Appendix F). She highlighted a prevailing need for writing 

centers will be to include on their staff writing consultants who can address the needs of 

L2 writers' language and ideological issues. In most cases, hiring writing consultants 

who speak a language that is prevalent in an institution's demographics seems like a 

sensible solution. Other special resources that would be included in this pedagogical 

model require that first-year writing program directors provide a list of tutors who are 

also university students and whose native language skills and academic writing 

proficiencies would be helpful to various L2 writers. While most students access tutors 

from associates and friends, the key need here is for students to access tutors who are 

from their own student population and who have completed first-year writing with high 

levels of competency. 

This pedagogical strategy conveys implementation tactics that are designed to 

help L2 writers-a growing population of students who must contend with the Standard 

American English (SAE) academic discourse community in first-year writing. 

Anecdotally, I have heard numerous instructors over the last several years discuss their 

desires to improve their instructional approaches to better support L2 writers. This 
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pedagogical model proposes a fundamental step toward addressing these instructors' 

expressed needs. 

Pedagogical Strategy #3: Implement Instructor Mentoring and Training in Digital Media 

While the online first-year writing instructor survey findings in Appendix L 

reveal strong support in using digital media in writing instruction, these findings also 

surface the instructors' desire to receive more training. As noted in Figures 21-24 of 

chapter five, the instructors' responses demonstrate that they strongly endorse digital 

media and would benefit from institutional training provided from an instructional 

technology setting. However, in response to a specific question concerning department

level training and mentoring, the findings reveal that instructors are somewhat diffident 

on its efficacy in their own department, as noted in Figure 23. This study, and my own 

experiences as a first-year writing instructor, have taught me that the most inhibiting 

factor precluding strong faculty endorsement of digital media is the lack of incremental 

hands-on training in media that faculty members believe are relevant to their 

pedagogical practices. 

In considering the positive implications of mentor-centered training at the 

department level, I recommend that the writing program directors develop a workable 

mentor training approach to address the instructors' requirements to improve their 

proficiencies in using LMS' s and other online media to facilitate their pedagogy. This 

recommendation does not obviate the instructional technology (IT) training available to 

them from an IT staff A departmental level mentor training program is often in a better 

position to help instructors' unique digital media needs since these mentors are teaching 
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the same courses using either the prescribed digital media or the digital media that 

instructors can elect to use to augment their classroom or online instruction. Based on 

my experience, I have found that mentors who are adept in designing and using LMSs, 

wikis, and biogs are better able to help instructors since they understand how to use the 

digital media to meet their SLOs in first-year writing. 

Pedagogical Strategy #4: Improve Student Collaboration with Google Docs 

This study has validated through its literature reviews, writing program directors' 

interviews, and the online faculty and student surveys that collaborative learning and 

digital media that support collaboration are the key attributes of first-year writing now 

and into the foreseeable future. In consideration of these validated findings, I propose 

that all first-year writing pro gram directors design their syllabi so that their instructors 

and students can use Google Docs as the principal online collaborative courseware for 

both FTF and online writing classes. I recommend this courseware as a result of 

evaluating practically all of the commercially-vended and open-source courseware being 

used at various institutions. I am aware that many institutions have selected or endorsed 

a particular LMS or digital media for use in their respective settings. Such decisions are 

made on the basis of which system best meets the generalized needs of most academic 

departments in a particular college or university. I also realize that the institutional 

leaders and IT directors have instituted their policies regarding the use of such online

digital learning platforms. However, the findings of my study prove that notwithstanding

any such localized institutional prerogatives, the use of Google Docs as a collaborative

digital learning platform will accommodate the collaborative practices, peer group
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interactions, and the simultaneous synchronous review and revision routines essential to 

FTF and online environments. As I mentioned in my examination of Google Docs in 

chapter three, this online courseware combines the best features and benefits of other 

courseware, blogs, and wikis for use at every phase of the writing process. Google Docs 

is free of charge. It requires only that the users (students and instructors) open a free 

Google Gmail account. The program is surprisingly easy to use, and there are numerous 

online tutorials to facilitate user proficiency. 

The key reason that I endorse Google Docs is its capabilities to enable instructors 

and students to simultaneously review a specific document and make synchronous as well 

as asynchronous comments on the documents that are immediately visible for small

group collaboration and or can be archived for subsequent review. After using Google 

Docs in a "pre-test mode" with several of my students in a writing class I instruct, I am 

convinced its benefits and features will provide continuing levels of online support during 

each phase of the writing process. In using Google Docs, students and instructors can 

engage in peer discussions, submit their papers for peer critiques, as well as view if the 

comments submitted were "accepted" or modified. 

Based on my examination, Google Docs provides, at this point in time, the most 

effective digital pedagogical routines for collaborative practices in the contemporary 

composition classroom. While I do not suggest that it should be used as a complete 

replacement for the important dynamics of FTF instruction, it will provide instructors 

with a strong supportive platform for their collaborative pedagogies. I recommend that 

Google Docs be used as the "digital centerpiece" for online instruction as well. It would 
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strongly rival the collaborative routines provided by any number ofLMSs that I have 

examined, including Blackboard. 

Final Perspectives: What the Future Holds 

As I noted in Figure 1 of chapter one, the triangular axes of the writing-as-process 

-model, collaborative pedagogies, and digital media-represent those aspects ofmy

study that will change, and any change in one, theoretically, can change any of the other 

axes. I conceived this theoretical premise since I believe that the interdependence and 

interrelationships of each of these axes will individually and collectively continue to 

influence the course of process pedagogy for the future. Imagine the possibilities that can 

occur in this theoretical construct. Writing instructors will be challenged and amazed by 

the innovations that digital technology will generate to support the instruction of first

year writing. In reiterating one writing program director's statement in her interview: 

... the various needs of the university's academic departments with 

designated "writing intensive" courses will require that we [ composition 

instructors] teach basic composition in ways to satisfy their varied and 

changing requirements . . . . From my perspective, I sense composition 

program directors in many colleges and universities will need to become 

increasingly sensitive to the interdisciplinary needs of their faculties, the 

cultural diversities of their students, and also to those [needs] in the 

outside workforce community. (Appendix A) 

319 



First-year writing instructors who are fluent users of digital technology, as well as 

those who are reticent or "late adopters," will incorporate digital media into their 

pedagogies to enhance collaborative learning if these media are relevant and are user

friendly. Training and mentoring of faculty-and students-in the uses of digital media 

for use in the composition classroom is tantamount to their continued acceptance and 

use. As online digital learning media continues to evolve, they must be clearly 

supportive to each phase of the writing process. Institutional administrators ( such as IT 

leaders or IT committees) that select a particular CMS for across the curriculum usage 

must be aware survey their own academic departments to understand that "one size may 

not fit all" the needs for digital learning. The use of Google Docs-or any future digital 

media that facilitates peer groups comprised of three to four students writing and 

revising documents synchronously-should be the digital media that writing program 

directors actively endorse and effectively train their instructors to use. 

The advances in laser technologies and optical storage devices portend that within 

the next 15 years, students will write their compositions and engage in small peer-group 

online collaboration using holographic projections of a keyboard, monitor, and online 

text and audio-visual media. The control unit that enables such digital wizardry can fit in 

the palm of one's hand. It requires only to be connected to the Web to function. While 

such holographic or laser technology appears to be too "futuristic" by our contemporary 

standards, composition scholars and instructors should take note that several American, 

European, and Asian companies have already filed for patents to design and mass 

produce such innovations in the foreseeable future. 
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At the website entitled Invention Spot, the predictive aspects of digital technology 

prompts the article's author to muse in 2011 on the digital world of the future: 

In the movie "Minority Report" starring Tom Cruise, we get our first 

glimpse of what holograms will look like as computers. No mouse, no 

keyboard, just virtual screens and your hands at the controls. When this 

movie was released in 2002, this futuristic technology was thought of as 

pure Hollywood fantasy. Less than 7 years later, however, engineers have 

developed a similar computer. By sensing hand movements, Microsoft's 

TouchLight devices allow users to physically grab hold of files displayed 

on a holographic screen. The software giant, together with its partner firm 

Eon Reality is aiming to have desktop versions of the computer available 

to PC users within the next 2 years. ("Holographic Computers") 

Imagine that by the year 2025, first-year college writers will use laser-driven 

holographic projections to "write" (virtually create) their compositions. Students seated 

next to them, or miles away connected via the Internet, will be able to engage students in 

the process of writing, suggest changes, and instantly download audio and text from the 

W eh that pertain to the writing assignment or text under development. When students 

have completed their online virtual texts, optical storage devices will enable other 

students and their instructors to "download" these virtual simulations of words, 

intermixed with sound and images via a holographic projection, in their own work 

spaces. Instructors can comment in real-time through voice or simulated text comments. 

Students can project "live" images of their classmates and instructors provided by digital 
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cameras so they can see and hear whomever they are working with in their peer groups. 

During the U.S. presidential election in 2007, America's CNN used holographic 

technology to beam an image of news correspondent Jessica Yellin from Chicago into 

CNN's Atlanta newsroom. The effect was quite startling for many viewers who 

witnessed the CNN anchor-person in Atlanta conversing with a holographic image 

projected on the Atlanta-based CNN sound stage ("Holographic Computers"). 

Digital technology will continue to bring innovative, relevant, and exciting 

dimensions to first-year writing pedagogy. So, my advice to the overworked graduate 

teaching assistant contending today with drafts of student essays is "stay the course." 

The best is yet to come. 
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Interview Questions and Responses for 
First-Year Writing Program Directors 

Writing Program Director "A" 

Institution: State University (62,807 students) 

Regional Location: Midwest 

Academic Department or Divisional Name: First-Year Writing Program 

Date: August 13, 2009 

Duration: 3 6 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program,

what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better
than others?

Currently, the first-year writing program director and instructors are refining diagnostic 
and assessment strategies presently in place to evaluate first-year college writers. 
Students maintain their writing portfolios that contain their diagnostic writing sample, as 
well as their submitted assigned essays that are initially commented upon by instructors 
and then are revised multiple times by students before receiving a final grade for the 
assignment. This progressive revision of essay drafts facilitates the students to 
recursively revise their compositions with the objective to overcome any writing 
deficiencies during individualistic and peer-reviewed revising activities. We feel that the 
recursive revising process, initiated by instructor feedback on initial drafts, and 
progressing through multiple iterations, enables students and instructors to assess 
performance and progress on the assigned essays. Comparing the initial evaluations with 
a final evaluation and grade is considered an effective way to measure each student's 
writing progress on an assignment during a defined period of instruction and learning. 

In the first-year writing program, students submit their essay drafts online for instructor 
and peer evaluations. The first-year writing program uses its own university-developed 
proprietary online learning program. The key features and benefits of this online learning 
platform include students' access to a digital composition text, as well as routines for 
obtaining their instructors' feedback on drafts and online peer reviews. Using this online 
learning platform, students can also maintain their writing portfolios in electronic as well 
as in printed formats. within our state legislature have been active in working with 
University administrators to develop program assessment benchmarking for the varied 
academic disciplines. As these legislature-driven assessment programs are further 
refined and developed, their application will probably, to some degree, apply more 
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extensively to the evaluation of first-year writing within our own English department. 
Such assessment initiatives may also change over time as the political realities of the 
state's economy dictate budgeting priorities. 

Presently, the writing portfolio approach facilitates the recursive model ofrevising and 
composing and also enables instructors and students to view and assess writing 

performance. 

Since you mentioned evaluation tools, there are some writing rubrics used that are used to 
help guide students in terms of explaining what are the key attributes assigned to various 
levels of writing. In their own way, rubrics are effective. However, rubrics function 
more as descriptive tools of what certain aspects of writing need to be. The real key to 
assessment is found in the writing portfolio process which encourages ongoing instructor
student interaction, peer reviewing, and focuses revision. 

The university also uses semester evaluations of its instructors by students. This type of 
surveys would be used to identify negative and positive teaching abilities in our 
instructors. However, these types of evaluations are more oriented to the overall teaching 
or pedagogical aspects, and they do not really delve into content and the assessment of 
how effective the teaching is in terms of improving students' writing levels or, for that 
matter, their improvement over the course of the semester or over the year. 

2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe
should be measured and subsequently shared with your instructors and students?

As I mentioned previously, the writing portfolio approach, wherein students are 
empowered to revise their instructor-evaluated and peer-reviewed composition drafts, 
strongly reveals student writing progress through successive iterations of revising and 

facilitates instructor and student interaction throughout the writing process on 
assignments. 

The concept of measuring or assessing student writing progress is situated in the writing 
portfolio approaches that are ultimately tracked and measured by instructors within their 
own classroom environments. During instructor training and workshops, evaluation 
techniques are shared, but there is no emphasis to formalize program-wide benchmarks 
and quantitative measures. It would probably be difficult and unnecessary to do so since 
the current writing portfolio strategy appears to be working and conducive to helping 
students improve their writing. 

3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to

formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

351 



Working closely with students during the prewriting and revising phases of their writing 
projects is one important way to assess their progress and enables the students to assess 
how they are progressing. 

The writing portfolio approach, supported by digital instructor comments and student 
peer reviews, provides a strong assessment routine throughout each student's writing 

process. 

Our objectives are to provide learning and teaching environment that supports students at 
their individual points of need throughout the writing process. This is really what drives 
our instructional objectives throughout the program. 

4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to
use in teaching composition?

Overall, the first-year writing program is focused on teaching students how to write 
rhetorically. This approach would entail teaching students how to focus their writing so 
that it meets the needs of a defined audience. Teaching the precepts of the five classical 
rhetorical canons, and how they are used in the writing process based on recursive 
revision, is the basic overall pedagogical strategy. 

The digital composition textbook used in the program provides online resources and links 
so that students can enhance their knowledge of the rhetorical canons and apply them to 
their writing process. The frst-year writing program also emphasizes the value of 
collaborative peer involvement throughout the writing process as a means to help 
students identify and overcome writing issues. Students are given writing topics and 
projects that they collaboratively develop and refine through instructor interaction. 
Students also engage in a research project throughout the semester, using digital media, 
accessed through our own Carmen learning management system, to network and peer 
review their ideas during the invention and composing phases of the writing process. 
This is a digitally enhanced and supported environment that encourages and facilitates 
intelligent commentary on a range of research topics, as well as online links for students 
to use to improve their writing skills. 

Effective ongoing instructor commentaries on each student's composition drafts are 
essential for students to understand any deficiencies in any aspect of their writing. Our 
current digital text with its online links and resources is considered an important strategy 
in our teaching methodologies. The key principle here is early instructor and student 
involvement in the writing process. 

Social collaboration during the writing process is important in improving writing. For 
this reason, we believe that collaborative peer reviews are important as a pedagogical 
approach. 
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5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your
instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow
specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

As previously outlined, the digital text focuses instruction on a rhetorical approach 
wherein the writing process of invention, drafting, and recursive revision are emphasized. 
Over time, this basic pedagogical approach has supported our goals to improve students' 
writing. Instructors can use some of their own strategies and techniques as long as these 
approaches support the overall pedagogical framework of a writing portfolio-based 
writing process. 

In our first-year writing program, its structure does not accommodate any teaching 
approaches that would create time-consuming departures from program objectives since 
instructors and students would be unable to keep up with the course syllabus. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition
instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides
instructor training?

The first-year writing program conducts new and returning instructor workshops each 
semester in order to familiarize instructors with the digital text and how it is used with the 
University's online learning program. A lot of information about teaching, department 
and university policies, and about techniques that work and do not work, are shared 
during this time. 

Currently, I function as the director of the first-year writing program, and I am also 

presently assisted by a full-time associate professor who is the assistant director. There 

are also several doctoral graduate students in composition/rhetoric who are on staff in the 

first-year writing program to help facilitate instructor training. 

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in/ace-to-face
(FTF) classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or
digital media is used?

All of the classrooms provide some form of digital media whereby instructors use it 
directly with students, such as workstations or digital projection devices. Our instructors 
need to be proficient in using learning technologies, as well as our students in first-year 
composition. 

Presently, all of the instruction in the first-year writing program is conducted in a live 
classroom setting with the instructor. We have developed a very rich digital learning 
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environment that complements and enhances first-year writing activities. Because of 
these resources, the two courses offered during the first year in the basic writing program 
are not offered in a completely online format. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your
institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

As noted above, we are not currently offering our basic writing program (English 110) as 
an online course offering. The use of the online Carmen learning system provides a 
complete digital learning context. 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

Overall, we would like to be able to plan and budget our resources so that they can 
continue to meet the needs of students with advancements in our digital-based 
instructional approaches that augment our classroom instruction and facilitate close 
instructor-student collaboration. The resources available online at various websites and 
through various web-based programs, such as Carmen will continue to be important 
drivers in our first-year writing program. Of course, we would like to continue to explore 
new learning modalities so that our program offers our first-year writers with innovative 
and meaningful ways to write, learn, and research issues and topics of interest. 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your first-year
composition program do you believe should be changed or modified? Why should
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textbooks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?

We are always seeking to improve and update our teaching methods. As the instructional 
resources continue to improve and provide new and different pathways, we would like 
our first-year writing program to be in "sync" with any digital strategies that would 
improve our students' writing and research skills. 

As mentioned previously, we are using a digital composition textbook in our first-year 
writing classes that we will continue to enhance with digital instruction resources as we 
feel are necessary to improve the quality of our learning and teaching. Our digital 
textbook focuses a rhetorical approach to composition. 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings on writing

program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research findings that you
think would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and

resources for conducting such assessments?
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We are strong supporters of the CCCC and the NCTE. Several years ago, the NCTE 
recognized our first-year writing program for its achievements and innovations in 

teaching. 

Any research data and assessment tools that these organizations are willing to provide 
would be beneficial. Since there are variances in the curriculum of first-year writing 
programs, as well as other variables, research :findings would have to be viewed in a 
context-based environment that would account for the variance in student demographics, 
learning resources, and strategies that we presently use and some that we do not use. 

Both organizations publish scholarly research papers about the writing process and the 
teaching of writing, so this information would be shared if it is considered beneficial are 
relevant. 

12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition
pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share?

I think we have covered the program's broader aspects and what we are trying to achieve 
here through our approaches. We will continue to solicit student and instructor feedback 
on our current teaching approaches. I am sure that the innovations in instructional 
resources brought about by digital technologies will continue to influence how we teach 
writing. I agree with many educators' perspectives that digital technologies, when 
applied appropriately in the first-year writing environment, will help improve students' 
writing. Technology is so pervasive; it is not limited to any one subject, teaching style, 
or even if instructors are so-called "early" or "late" adopters of technology in the 
classroom. 

Thank you for your time and professional insights in support of my doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate their 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primary investigator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 
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Interview Questions for 
First-Year Writing Directors 

Writing Program Director "B" 

Institution: State University (51,006 students) 

Regional Location: Southwest 

Academic Department or Divisional Name: First-Year Writing Program-Department of 
Writing and Rhetoric 

Date: August 21, 2009 

Duration: 3 9 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program,
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better
than others?

We would use several strategies to assess our instructors' abilities. The department uses 
written student evaluations with their teachers and some focus on course content. Once 
the responses are aggregated, they are then made available via e-mail to instructors. 
Beyond just assigning letter grades to our student essays, we use a modified writing 
portfolio-with some variations. Incremental assessments and helpful instructor 
comments on initial drafts are the two key items that the writing portfolio approach seems 
to provide. 

We believe that writing portfolios facilitate multiple encounters between students and 
their instructors, as well as among peers. As a tool, the writing portfolio usually 
demonstrates a reveals how students is proceeding in the course. We do not have any 
specific standardized department assessment tools for instructors or students-the generic 
semester instructor evaluations are provided by the University. 

We try to observe our instructors actually teaching at least once during the academic 
year. Generally, the feedback on these instructors' teaching observations is helpful for 
both teachers and writing program directors. 

357 



2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe
should be evaluated and measured and subsequently shared with your instructors
and students?

We try to share ideas about improving our classroom teaching and also the assignments 
on the syllabus during our periodic workshops. We have a general orientation in a retreat 
format before the school year begins in the fall. Ifwe facilitate these workshops 
correctly, we can break down into small groups of five or six instructors and share ideas 
and issues. This sharing of ideas among 30-40 instructors and graduate teaching 
assistants is very useful experience. 

The Department of English and the Department of Writing and Rhetoric do not maintain 
formalized benchmarking criteria per se to quantitatively evaluate instructors or to track 
students' performance on writing assignments or similar facets of the program. 
Instructors and administrators in the first-year writing program meet regarding textbook 
use and acceptability, as well as teaching practices. 

In our departmental setting, we have found that an ongoing exchange of ideas can be a 
very productive process for assessment. We believe that teachers learn best from seeing 
how other teachers teach and interrelate with their students in the classroom, during 

writing conferences, and in student evaluations. Working together in workshops where 
we evaluate student essays, and share ideas about what works effectively in terms of 
instructor comments and grades tend to be the best ways to internally assess quality of 
our teaching and what type ofresults are we seeing from this teaching. 

Of course, we archive writing samples and instructor-graded writing assignments for 

review by the regional accrediting agencies. These type of assessments tend to be one
way in their review by the accrediting committee. 

Our writing pro gram assessments are also provided to the state governmental unit that 
requires pro gram information and can be found under the state government W eh address 
for our school. 

3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to
formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

Basically, instructor feedback will identify what works and does not work during our 
workshop training activities. We develop learning objectives for our first-year writers 

that are written in the syllabi. We track these closely to see how they are demonstrated 
by our students in their writing assignments. 

Fundamentally, we want our students to be able to organize their essays with an effective 
thesis statement, support paragraphs, and effective conclusions. In order to do this, we 
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must te�ch our �t�dents how
_
t� engage effectively in the writing process-prewriting,

composmg, rev1smg, and ed1tmg/proofreading. 

\Ve also want our students to be able to construct sentences that are expressive clear and' ' 

free of usage errors. 

These should be the basic areas that we would assess in terms of our overall writing 
program. During the progress of the semester, both instructors and students would be 
able to see if these key areas are being successfully achieved as they work on their 
writing assignments and submit their writing portfolios for comments and peer reviews. 

4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to
use in teaching composition?

Our overall objective is to teach students so they can express their ideas clearly and 
organize them so that their ideas come across logically. We want our students in the 
basic writing program to be able to write rhetorically and understand the fundamentals of 
rhetoric as these fundamentals relate to the recursive writing process that emphasizes 
revising. 

We did not mandate that instructors adhere to any specific theory or theories of 
composition pedagogy. I guess you could say that we value those theories that enable 
students to apply the phases of a rhetorical writing process to their writing. We would 
endorse pedagogical approaches that enable students to revise their drafts and learn, as 
well as focus on the fundamentals of revising for clarity and organization. 

We do value the role that peer collaboration assumes during the writing process. 

I guess you could say we take a very practical approach to teaching the basics of 
rhetorical composition, leaning toward applying the canons of rhetoric and emphasizing 
the importance of peer collaboration throughout the writing process. 

5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your
instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow
specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

The writing program does produce standardized syllabi for its first-year writing 
instructors and students. Instructors are permitted to make some modifications to the 
standardized syllabi. Standardized syllabi encompass some program learning objectives 
designed for all instructors and students. Instructors can use various instructional 
theories and approaches, as long as these pedagogies help students meet these desired 
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learning objectives. The approach here is to have some balance in the instructional 
approaches and avoid being too rigid and applying any one approach or technique. 

In the first-year writing program of writing and rhetoric, the department standardizes the 
use of a basic text and a text with readings. Instructors can also use the Blackboard 
learning management program to post assignments and provide online routines for 
students to hear critique one another's essay drafts. Blackboard also provides online links 
to numerous websites that can help students acquire basic usage and writing skills. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition

instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides
instructor training?

As I mentioned previously, we conduct a retreat before the beginning of the fall semester 
to provide workshops and training for both returning and new program instructors. These 
workshops are offered for full-time instructors, affiliated instructors, and graduate 
teaching assistants. A training workshop is also offered for current and new instructors at 
the beginning of the spring semester. Program policies and training guidelines are also 
available, as well as informal training. We try to provide resources online that will 
support some of the instructors' training needs on an as-needed basis. Some of our GT As 
support our efforts to do this through Blackboard, Wiki, and blogging sites. 

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in/ace-to-face
(FTF) classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or

digital media is used?

While not all of the classrooms have workstations for each student, most all the 
classrooms now have some form of digital media whereby the instructor can use 
computer-based media, such as computer projectors. Probably less than 10% of all 
classrooms are without some form of digital media. Most students bring their laptops to 
classes. A growing number of classes are now in zones that have Wi-Fi connection to the 
Internet. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your

institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

Several sections of the basic writing core courses are offered through the University's 
distance learning pro gram. 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

In a large state University setting, classrooms are always a premium. We do try to keep 
our class sizes in the first-year writing pro gram at or below 25 students per section. And, 
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we would always like to have digital instructional resources in each classroom to 
facilitate in-class writing. 

As graduate students phase through the program as instructors, the training of new 
instructors is a key pro gram need. 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your first-year
composition program do you believe should be changed or modified? Why should
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textbooks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?

We are always open to modifying or changing our pedagogical practices in order to better 
support our teaching faculty and also improve our students' writing abilities. 

Our current texts emphasize a rhetorical approach to composition pedagogy. We 
supplement these texts with other readings that enable students to analyze topical issues 
and respond. 

We also teach basic research skills in our basic writing program so that students will be 
able to translate this knowledge to their researching and writing requirements in their 
other courses. 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings on writing
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research fmdings that you
think would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and
resources for conducting such assessments?

I believe these two organizations provide instructional materials and scholarly research 

that we can use and adapt in our own writing program. It would be nonproductive to 

generate generic tools for research or pedagogy that would apply for all college 

instructional curriculums. 

12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition
pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share?

As you briefly mentioned in our conversation today, there seems to be a strong 
requirement at our university for students to be able to write persuasively and 
convincingly in most all other academic disciplines. 

The widespread use of digital media will continue to be a strong inducement for its 
growing use in teaching writing. Online learning programs, such as Blackboard, provide 
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meaningful extensions to one-on-one classroom instruction-a factor that assures they 
will continue into the future. 

It also appears that online networldng will continue to emphasize social collaboration in 

the viriting classroom. I am sure over time collaborative routines in basic writing 
programs will change to accommodate new digital media and routines. Students helping 
students in the writing process is definitely something that digital media can generate 
effectively. 

Thank you for your time and professional insights in support of my doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate their 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primary investigator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 
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Interview Questions for 
First-Year Writing Directors 

Writing Program Director "C" 

Institution: State University ( 49, 110 students) 

Regional Location: Southwest 

Academic Department or Divisional Name: Professor and Executive Director of the 
University Writing Center; primary evaluator of curriculum-wide writing programs 

Date: July 31, 2009 

Duration: 49 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program,
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better
than others?

I am a tenured Professor of English who is presently a faculty member whose staff 
position is Executive Director of the University's Writing Center. I have published 
extensively in the areas of composition studies. I am also occupying a rather unique role 
in facilitating and evaluating the curriculum-wide writing programs that are nested in 
many of the academic departments at the University. At this university, undergraduate 
students take first-year core writing classes from instructors in their major fields of study 
and also from the English Department's Writing Programs Office (WPO) that administers 
the department's undergraduate writing courses (English 104, 203, 241 and 301). These 
classes satisfy the university's requirement for a year-long or two semester course in what 
we would call first-year composition or freshman writing. Instructors in these academic 
major felds of study teach writing obviously with a focus on their academic area. I 
function in an ombudsperson's role to help in curriculum and pedagogy for these 
instructors. In this way, I span several academic areas within the university system: I 
report to an administrative Dean as Executive Director of the University's Writing Center 
and also maintain a strong dotted-line relationship with the curriculum director of the 
first-year writing program and the chair of the department of English here at the 
University. 

I mentioned this in order to give you some insights as to what I evaluate that might be 
somewhat unique and different from what instructors in the basic writing program in the 
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department of English would be assessing. For example, why work with an instructor is 
teaching the core writing course in the area of agriculture, I am directly helping this 
person apply some of the rhetorical writing approaches. As you can probably realize, 
these core courses in writing taught by instructors in the varied academic programs 
prepare students for future writing and research projects. In some situations, the use of a 
portfolio or modified portfolio approach to assessing student writing may have 
application or may not depending on the departmental requirements. 

As an ombudsperson in this curriculum-wide core writing program at the university, I 
realize how this curriculum-wide program functions as a model for varied curricular 
initiatives. It can apply to other key learning outcomes such as information literacy, 
interdisciplinary learning, basic research activities, and critical thinking. I believe there 
is a lot of promise for University to interact with its curriculum-wide writing programs in 
fruitful ways and support the transformation of undergraduate learning to innovative 
interdisciplinary approaches. 

In this context, there are a variety of ways in which I can support other instructors in 
designing evaluation techniques for their students writing. The key of course is how 
instructors in any academic discipline who teach basic writing design their assignments. 
Assignments should be developed with an objective that promotes intellectual curiosity 
about the topic, encourages directed research at some level, and also enables students to 
interact and interrelate on a range of topics with their peers or in public forums. When 
students' writings take on a more visible and public dimension, they are easier to assess. 
I would argue also that when students know their writing is to be peer reviewed and 
evaluated in a more open and public, as opposed to private, context, they tend to put more 
effort and are more conscientious about what they write. 

This type of writing is more collaborative and perhaps less expressive. It is focused more 
on student's responses to relevant issues that impact their lives. In terms of assessing the 
critical thinking and invention aspects of students' writing, this approach enables us to 
both teach critical thinking and how it is applied in the writing process. 

I designed and am designing a variety of assessment tools that instructors can use to 
evaluate their students' writings on an assignment or project basis. It is easier to assess 
writing on a specific assignment basis, since the overall objective and focus on the type 
of writing and writing tools seems more self-contained and reliable. 

Yes: the university does provide examples of students' written assignments to the 
evaluative committees of the statewide programs, particularly the accrediting groups, 
such as SACS [Southern Association of College and Schools]. These assessments are 
provided to satisfy the accrediting aspects of the program in the University. In terms of 
how these assessments can be used to help evaluate instructors and students' writing 
performances, they tend to be used when a "negative" evaluation or rating occurs. 
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Based o� my years o� experience in teaching undergraduate writing hand in working with 
students m my capacity In the University's Writing Center, I emphasize that effectively 
as�essing stu�en�s' writing must be based on effective writing projects that are assigned 
with clear obJechves and enable students to creatively and critically think about topics 
they are writing about. 

I believe that a portfolio system or modified portfolio system enables or facilitates the 
most effective way to teach writing and assess students' writing progress. In response to 
your prompt about quantifying goals or setting measurable objectives for students' 
writing assignments, I believe this would be somewhat too generic and global to be an 
accurate way to assess outcomes. 

2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe

should be evaluated and measured and subsequently shared with your instructors
and students?

What is relevant here is to establish some guidelines as to what really constitutes 
assessment. As you briefly mentioned in your remarks before we started the questions, 
college English and rhetoric departments may be looking at several things to assess, 
overall the universities in a corporate sense might be wanting to assess how well students 
write in their senior year before they graduate, committees and state legislatures may be 
looking at certain things to assess state-supported higher education institutions, and even 
the business world expresses interest in hiring college graduates who can think critically 
and in write clearly. 

I believe that our first-year writing program goals and other relevant information can be 
found at links on the university's main webpage that will then provide links to the state 
government link for each state-funded co Hege or university. 

The trend I am seeing is that assessments are really a function of the individual settings of 
each institution, rather than pursuing generic benchmarking and objectives that can be 
somewhat measured to show student improvement or progress. We can write an 
objective measurement that says "improve student's ability to write persuasively" or 
"improve students' abilities to essays that are free of usage issues," or "write essays that 
are focused and well-organized." It is really up to a group of writing instructors to design 
assessment criteria that can be measured.on a course basis. The portfolio method seems 
to be the best way to validate the levels of students' writing. It is an ongoing process that 
involves instructors and students working on a common piece of writing with the 
objective to make it better. You can assign incremental grades to show progress or assign 
an overall final grade and then rank-order your students' grades to show collective levels 
of writing skills. A standard writing rubric that provides guidelines as to what constitutes 
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various levels of writing performance is helpful in getting both instructors and students 
on the same page. 

Some writing programs set forth desired learning outcomes as goal statements. For 
example, one goal statement might read: "students will be able to focus their essays with 
a clear and specific thesis statement." The degree to which an individual student meets 
these criteria would be reflected in his or her letter grade for the assignment and the 
attempt remarks that the instructor places on a graded essay that would pertain to you 
thesis statements. It would appear to be impractical to share information to others in a 
quantifiable way about specific aspects of students' writing, such as thesis statement 
skills, usage levels, and essay organization. 

3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to
formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

Overall, I would think that we can assess how students perform on a class by class basis 
based on some standardized assignments. These assignments might be to write about 
topics of interest and to argue a position. Argumentation skills are very important in 
teaching students to think logically and express their thoughts in a convincing manner, 
using either their own native ideas or using a combination of their own ideas and 
research. Based on the percentage of A's, B's, C's, etc., we could determine what might 
be some areas to focus on or modify in either the syllabus or in the classroom 
instructional approach. 

I think there is an important point to make here when it comes to assessments and the 
sharing of these assessments. The point here may be perhaps obvious, but it is one that 
needs to be emphasized. Given a standardized syllabus or even a common assignment 
across a first-year writing course, the outcomes will differ in terms of students' writing 
performance and grades depend upon the pedagogical process used. If some instructors 
facilitate more peer collaboration and more writing conferences during the span of the 
writing assignment then do other instructors, this difference in instructional approach 
may produce differences in students' performances and grades could very as a 
consequence. 

So, if the central question is to validate student improvement in writing skills, it must be 
viewed in a very multidimensional manner that accounts for the dynamics of the 
instructional process. Developing assessments for college writing programs is a very
challenging task. Instructors who undertake these types of activities usually appreciate
very quickly the many variables involved. They also usually come to appreciate that it
would be very difficult and perhaps not very worthwhile to quantify student performance
in attaining certain writing objectives. I believe that answers your question about
quantifying measurements as it pertains to assessing students' writing skills.
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4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to
use in teaching composition?

Using a recursive writing process approach is fundamental. The canons of rhetoric are 
the stepping stones to assure that the student engages his or her mind and participates in 
an ongoing process of revising. 

I like the focus that the collaborative or social learning theory brings to the writing 
classroom-as it relates to peer or group collaboration. Facilitated correctly, peer 
collaboration is a very significant in helping students identify their writing issues and 
overcome them. 

There is a growing emphasis on genre theory as it relates to facilitating writing based on 
the student-writer's past cultural and learning experiences. Genre theory falls under 
invention and it can be an important inducement to learning and applying writing skills. 
However, I believe student should be challenge beyond their comfort sons of what they 
have experienced or will continue to experience in their cultural and social background or 
environments. One of the enabling aspects of a college degree is to foster students' 
perceptions of life and relating to others in ways that go beyond those patterns that they 
have used or experienced previously. 

We take an approach In the university's Writing Center that encourages writers to 
respond on a community blog or topic of interest. It seems that issue-oriented topics 
motivate many students to take stand and write about topics of which they have some 
interest. The vitality of the University's Writing Center is that it promotes this type of 
writing on community-based issues. 

I guess you could say that an effective pedagogical strategy is one that empowers 
students to think critically about topics and to employ the canons of rhetoric in writing 
academic papers using the writing process approach. 

5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your

instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow

specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

My experience here at this university spans the English department writing pro gram and 
the core writing programs in several other academic fields. My range of responsibilities 
prompts me to note that the texts we employ focus a rhetorical approach to writing. We 
also encourage what we would call as writing instructors a recursive writing process
model in which students can overcome their deficiencies through revision.
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Another way of answering this question would be to say that the objectives outlined in 
the course syllabus would not always be achieved if instructors preferred their 
pedagogical theories over those that would help students understand the assignments and 
spend sufficient time in revising their essays after they received some initial instructor 
comments and peer critiques. That is also not to say that there are some theories that 
would not conflict with the overall objectives of the program. 

Generally, our instructors focus their teaching approaches in ways that implement a 

writing process model that entails collaboration with instructors and students, and also 
access to other resources, such as the University's Writing Center for tutorial sessions or 
accessing online resources as well. Writing instructors learn very quickly the value of 
referring students to the Writing Center for help when certain students demonstrate they 
are experiencing deficiencies in some aspect of their writing that need to be addressed 
and corrected in order for them to be successful in the course. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition

instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides
instructor training?

The University's Department of English (Writing Programs Office) trains its freshman 
composition or first-year writing instructors prior to the fall and spring semesters. This 
training is usually conducted in a pre-semester workshop format and focuses on syllabi 
development, teaching approaches using the standardized texts, as well as expectations 
and policies of the department. 

The director of first-year writing or freshman composition in the department supervises 

the training and presents several topics, as well as other instructors and graduate teaching 

assistants. 

In terms of the curriculum-wide core writing courses in the varied academic disciplines, 
usually a handful of instructors and graduate students in each academic area will teach 
these classes. I work with these instructors to facilitate their development of teaching 

objectives and syllabi. 

One aspect of training which I try to emphasize is the role of the University's Writing 
Center. When my staff and I make presentations to instructors during their training 
workshops, we always emphasize that the Writing Center should be considered an 
adjunct to the classroom instruction-and not just a place where students are referred or 
occasionally go for tutorial assistance in their writing projects. We try to provide links to 
online resources that instructors can use to improve their teaching skills. Some academic 
disciplines and instructors are carefully linking the Writing Center as an ongoing resource 
in the writing process. Over time, I believe we will start seeing more and more 

assignments linked to the resources provided by the Writing Center, especially as these 
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assignments relate to writing and research activities required in many of the academic 

disciplines. 

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in face-to-face

(FTF) classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or
digital media is used?

Most all the classroom settings have some type of digital instructional resources-such as 
workstations and digital projection from an instructor's podium. Some are also in campus 
wireless (Wi-fi) zones. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your
institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

There are several distance learning courses offered in first-year writing core courses. 
These courses are offered through the department of English on a semester by semester 
basis. 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

Since I do not teach first-year composition programs per se, but function more in an 
ombudsman's role, I really do not have accurate views on what might be the key needs in 
the program. Based on the knowledge I have in my role in evaluating and facilitating 
curriculum wide core writing courses in the varied academic disciplines, it is accurate to 
state that students benefit from tax that challenge them to write a range of subjects that 
are contemporary to their interests and enable them to share their ideas during the writing 
process with their peers. 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your first-year
composition program do you believe should be changed or modified? Why should
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textbooks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?

(This question was not addressed during the telephonic interview since the responded 
indicated that she was not actively teaching first-year composition in the classroom in her 
staff position as Executive Director of the University's writing Center.) 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings on writing
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research findings that you
think would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and
resources for conducting such assessments?
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The websites of these organizations do have links on the topic of assessments. There are 
published refereed articles and scholarly findings which might be of interest to those 
involved in instructor and student assessments. 

12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition

pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share?

As you have gathered from my responses, I currently occupy a unique position at the 
University in terms of its core writing programs. I facilitate and evaluate curriculum
wide core writing programs in the academic majors offered at the University. I also have 
an abiding interest in the role that the Writing Center assumes presently and will assume 
in the future. 

Digital technology will certainly continue to exert a major influence on how we teach 
first-year writing. Certainly, digital media supports invention and the other rhetorical 
canons. Since recursive revision within the writing process model is proving to be 
effective, technology enables students to have the digital routines to compose, revise, and 
share their writing and collaborative peer review strategies. 

I envision that the Writing Center will continue to provide a growing range of resources 
and services for the college writer. In addition to its expanded role in writing and 
research activities across the curriculum, writing centers can and will take on added 
services to help students network their academic projects, benefit that can only help to 
improve their critical and analytical perspectives on the subjects they study. In some 
settings and universities, writing centers will become clearinghouses for the networking 
of ideas and the development of writing skills necessary to produce quality and timely 
critical research writings on a wide range of subjects. 

This is been an enjoyable conversation about topics that we do not often get to talk about 
given our priorities and focus. 

Thank you for your time and professional insights in support of my doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate their 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primary investigator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
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interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 
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Interview Questions for 
First-Year Writing Program Directors 

Writing Program Director "D" 

Institution: State University (51,000 students) 

Regional Location: West 

Academic Department or Divisional Name: Associate Professor and Director of The 
Program for Writing and Rhetoric (PWR) 

Date: August 14, 2009 

Duration: 3 3 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program, 
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better 
than others? 

Let me give you a quick overview of my situation here at the University, since it is 
somewhat different than in traditional English department courses that offer freshman 
writing. 

Presently, I reported to an assistant dean in the College of Arts and Sciences. 
Organizationally, The Program for Writing and Rhetoric is under the Department of 
Communications at the University. So, I closely coordinate the first-year core writing 
courses for several academic disciplines. While I do not report organizationally to the 
Department of English, I do closely coordinate with the chair and professors in the 
English department to develop working committee lines of contact and coordination 
regarding the direction of the program that I oversee. 

The Program for Writing and Rhetoric (PWR) is presently a freestanding program in the 
College of Arts and Sciences responsible for campus-wide instruction in first-year 
undergraduate writing. The program coordinates and oversees all writing curricula and 
instruction intended to meet college and campus requirements, including efforts in 
specific disciplines ( e.g., Ecology and Biology and Physiology) and in targeted campus 
programs ( e.g ., Residential Academic Programs). The university is strongly oriented to 
research and receives many grants for its research programs from numerous public and 
private sources. To be truly successful at this institution, undergraduates must acquire 
strong writing and research skills early in their academic careers. This situation helps 
direct and emphasize the importance of the PWR in the University's overall curriculum. 
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Presently, the University is required to evaluate the effectiveness of many of its 
programs. The motivation for such evaluations come from the state government,federal 

government, and from other organizations that actively find the University's research 
programs. So, as you can appreciate, we are working through various committees to 
assure that we have a common plan and common objectives for evaluation. This 
approach is to basically assure uniformity and avoid any conflicts of overlapping 
evaluation or measurement activities. 

Since the PWR is truly a curriculum-wide basic writing course for undergraduates here, I 
coordinate carefully with individual instructors and committees in the various academic 
disciplines. Each academic discipline may have slightly varying requirements for 
assessing the effectiveness of student writing and how such writing is applied to the 
scholarship in their areas. The evaluation strategy that I develop is one that can measure 
our program's effectiveness to meet the needs of the hierarchy of the deans and 
institutional leaders, as well as meeting the objectives of the individual academic 
departments and divisions here. 

I am in the beginning stages of doing this and it becomes a challenge both in terms of my 
administration and my ongoing communication with all the academic areas and 
professors with whom I have regular contact. As with most institutional-wide programs, 
the plans are put together in successive stages, starting with setting some basic objectives 
or goals. There is a lot of give-and-take in committee work as you can imagine in this 
effort. It is very time-consuming, and it is a requirement that is added to the busy 
workloads of our ongoing teaching and research responsibilities. It is important that I 
keep things going and also report progress and review the status of objectives and goals 
with the appropriate divisional deans so that we obtain incremental approval. It is really 
important for me and the overall program that I obtain ongoing suggestions and approvals 
from various divisional leaders, rather than presenting committee work to them that 
suggests or reflects completed work status. Knowing how to work within the checks and 
balances of the academic environment is the key to addressing this important area of 
measurements and program evaluations. From the divisional deans and department 
chairs to the course instructors, everyone wants program evaluations-that measure both 
student and instructor proficiencies-to be appropriate, correct, and meaningful. In a 
large state University that generates significant research, program evaluations receive 
careful attention as they are being developed, during the period that these evaluations are 
applied and assimilated, and also as they are published for the varied audiences. 

Given the background I have outlined for our program assessments, I would like to 
mention that we are in the early phases of planning and updating the evaluation of our 
PWR program. The data that we obtain from the students' evaluations of their instructors 
on a semester basis is one component or assessment tool. This assessment tool provides 
an effective way to assess if our instructors are meeting basic are necessary instructional 
objectives. This assessment is part of the overall aspect of program evaluations. 
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Wile we always are looking at ways to update the basic student assessment tool, we also 
must develop measurements that address program content and learning outcomes that 

address the various academic disciplines' needs. 

Optimally, the areas evaluated in the student assessments of their instructors should 
encompass those areas that are also considered as learning objectives and outcomes that 

are meaningful in the various academic disciplines. Given a set of measurable learning 
objectives regarding first-year writing proficiency, various academic areas may analyze 
and categorize the data along those lines that are relevant to their own needs and 
reporting. Therefore, flexibility is required in order that the assessment effort meet a 
variety of needs and expectations. 

My challenge is to continually work with the committee members and deans involved in 
this evaluation process of the PWR to modify any objectives or measurements. 
Modification and refinement of the assessment process on an incremental or ongoing 
basis ensures that we can continue to assess and measure those areas that are important to 
be assessment and reporting needs on a university-wide basis and also the individual 
needs and requirements of specific academic divisions or departments. 

The assessment tools that feed into the overall program evaluation from these various 
sources constitute surveys by students, peer evaluations of instructors, and assessments 
that groups and organizations in the private and public sectors require for their reporting 

needs. If the state legislatures or some other assessment body, such as the one you 
mentioned as part of the accrediting agency for higher education, require certain program 

aspects to be measured and evaluated, then these requirements provide additional layers 
of data gathering and reporting that the PWR program and the university must meet. I 
work closely also with the University's office for statistical research, since this area also 

overlaps some of the requirements for providing data on the assessments of PWR. 

So, program assessment is more than just a survey of instruction that is conducted by 
PWR: it is a series of assessments that can involve direction and coordination from 

various interdisciplinary committees and deans that are coordinated in terms of their 

development, application, and reporting. 

Multidisciplinary assessment tools in a university setting are always challenging to 
develop. However, once they are correctly focused by appropriate goals and 
measurement tools, their usage over time is a function of identifying and implementing 
ongoing modifications to reflect new or changing requirements in the various academic 

disciplines. 

2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe
should be evaluated and measured and subsequently shared with your instructors
and students?
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! believ� I touched on this in my previous responses. As is the case in any effective mstructional pro gram measurements, we want to be sure to measure the instructional
�e�hods and abilities of our instructors and also measure certain threshold points that
m�1cate how our students are progressing and how they are developing their writing
skills. In order to obtain assessments in these areas, we use student evaluations of their
instructors and course as one dimension. Another important dimension is to evaluate the
development of our students' skills over the course of their writing assignments. Using a
writing portfolio approach is one important way that we can judge our students' writing
skills over the period of assignment-from its prewriting to its final draft phase.
Instructors can give initial grades or incremental grades during the progress of the
assignment. I think this is one of the more important and relevant ways that student
writing can be assessed and appreciated by both the instructor and student. We assimilate
and assess how our students' achieve on some standardized assignments in the
curriculum and correlate the overall grade patterns with the objectives of the assignment
and how the assignment was individually instructed by the instructor. There is some

standardization in our syllabi for purposes of achieving program goals and enabling us to
better support our instructors with text in tools that will produce improvements in our
students writing. Standardization to some degree is a necessary component in assessment
programs. We are not about trying to impair our instructors' teaching with too much
standardization; however, standardization is needed to the degree that it can be useful in
supporting pro gram objectives and ensuring that our students achieve a level of writing
skills that is expected of them as they progress through their academic majors.

We currently have over 70 faculty members in the PWR, which includes two tenured or 
tenure-track professors, approximately 55 full-time contract instructors, and 
approximately eight part-time lecturers appointed each semester. We only have nine 
graduate part-time instructors and teaching assistants. The PWR is structured somewhat 
differently than other writing programs of universities of comparable size and statute. 
Most other programs at other universities rely exclusively or primarily on graduate

teaching assistants and adjunct instructors. This is one of our distinctives in the program. 
We also presently maintain our undergraduate class sizes at 20 students or less. We feel 
these teaching arrangements provide an optimal environment for learning and teaching in 
the core curriculum for PWR, and we also believe it will produce a better product
something that we will certainly measure and track carefully. 

From the standpoint of our syllabi, we set specific learning outcomes as it applies to our
students' writing. From a macro perspective, we want to be �ble to a�sess and sh�e our
students' proficiencies in focusing and organizing a topic, �smg a v�nety of r�etoncal
techniques to argue this topic, and also developing their written_ assig�ents i� sentences
that are free of grammar or usage problems. The published des�ed wntmg �kills. 
outcomes for undergraduate students are published on the website of the Umvers1ty s
Office of Planning, Budget, and Analysis. 
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Skills: In addition, students participating in the program are expected to acquire the
following skills: 

1. 1:'bi
_
lity to 

_
define a manageable topic and a provable, original thesis within given 

hm
_
1ts of ttme, research materials, and the writer's own knowledge.

2. Abthty to shape an essay: to impose a clear, coherent form on a mass of facts
. . 

' 

1mpress1ons, and ideas. In particular, ability to argue from, rather than toward, the 
thesis. 

3. Ability to understand what proofs a given thesis requires. In particular, ability to
discriminate between description and analysis, between repetition and
development, and between relevant evidence and irrelevant detail.

4. Ability to arrange proofs in a logical sequence with clear transitions.
5. Ability to shape a clear, justifiable, and provocative conclusion.
6. For students in junior-level courses, ability to tailor written materials for oral

presentation, and ability to speak clearly and convincingly before an audience.
7. For students working towards an "emphasis in writing," ability to vary tone and

vocabulary to suit different audiences, and to use emotional as well as rational
persuasion.

8. Ability to accept and profit from criticism, of substance and logic as well as style
and mechanics, in revising preliminary drafts into finished work.

9. Ability to offer useful criticisms to other writers.
(http://www.colorado.edu/pba/outcomes/units/uwrp.htm)

3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to
formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

I touched on the response to this question in my prior response. We continually assess a 
variety of key areas that touch on our instructors' teaching abilities, as well as how our 
students are performing on certain writing assignments. Overall, everyone is looking for 
achievement and improvement as two key cornerstones of the writing program. 
Practically speaking, when we identify those areas that are proving effective for 
instructors and for students, we continued to write those into our overall program 
objectives or learning outcomes. In the same manner, when we find out that some 
structural approaches or areas in the syllabi are not as productive as we would like them 
to be, we work to modify these approaches so they will be more beneficial to instructors 
and students. 

4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to

use in teaching composition?

As the Program for Writing and Rhetoric, we certainly embrace a rhetorical approach to
writing. This approach would include of course the classical precepts of rhetoric and
using the rhetorical canons. The rhetorical canons clearly address the writing process,
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wl:erein prewriting, composing, and revision are keys to developing effective writing
skills. 

In an undergraduate writing curriculum, we are not addressing every single writing or 
rhetorical theorist or theory. While our instructors may prefer or lean toward certain 
theories of the writing process, the basic aspects of the program really just require that 
students understand how to focus and organize their writing assignments so that whatever 
rhetorical pattern or appeal they choose helps them achieve their writing goals. 

Without going into a lot of instructional details, I believe this response addresses or 
speaks to your question from the aspect of what we are trying to achieve as critical goals 
in our first-year writing curriculum. 

5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your

instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow
�pecified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

This question appears to overlap the prior question somewhat. Suffice it to say that we 
are not mandating that our instructors -all of whom are very knowledgeable in teaching 
a rhetorical-based writing style in the writing process-teach anyone method or 
pedagogical theory. Instructors have their unique teaching styles that they used to help 
students achieve effective writing skills. The University has access to Blackboard and 
other digital learning formats that can be used to augment learning process and also 
provide formats where students can use these digital programs to improve their writing 
skills and more efficiently collaborate and communicate with their instructors and other 
students. I think it would be appropriate to say that are instructors understand what the 
learning objectives are for the course and they apply their own individual teaching 
techniques to their individual classes to help students become better writers. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition
instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides
instructor training?

Since there are over 70 full-time and part-time instructors in the department, training in 
an workshop format is provided during the semesters and also on an informal basis as 
necessary to accommodate communication and training for instructors in the pro gram. 

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered inf ace-to-face

(FTF) classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMn or
digital media is used?
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Presently, there are six writing courses offered in the program's lower-division category. 
The courses are offered in a workshop environment and students are instructed in classes 
with workstations and with computer media. 

8. \Vhat percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your
institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

Presently, we offer a workshop environment for our lower and upper-division category 
frst-year writing classes. They are taught in a normal classroom setting with the digital 
instructional aids. 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

I am challenged because of the size of the program and the fact that it touches on a lot of 
different academic disciplines. There are always varying needs and these needs can 
change over time. I want our pro gram to be able to accommodate these varying needs 
and changes. At the same time, I want our program to be more proactive role as a central 
resource at the University that can offer courses that can identify and meet the needs of 
the future aspects of research and writing. I think we are well-equipped to be current and 
future needs through the experience of our instructors and the resources we offer through 
the Writing Center. 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your first-year
composition program do you believe should be changed or modified? Why should
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textbooks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?

I really do not have any issues in the area of our instructional approaches. We hire and 
motivate our instructors to teach at consistently professional levels. I like to think our 
instructors are very student-oriented, and their overall teaching objective is to improve 
their students' writing skills so they can be successful in their academic programs. 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of

Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings on writing
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research findings that you
think would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and
resources for conducting such assessments?

These organizations have a long history of being beneficial to writing teachers at all 
levels. Their publications and their published journal articles are often ��pl�yed by
many instructors to increase their knowledge and skill levels as compos1tton instructors. 
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Certainly, we would use any of their published findings or evaluation tools ifwe decided 
they were appropriate for our own instructional settings. 

12.
 
Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition 

pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share? 

I think we have had a thorough discussion on the topic. I hope you can appreciate the 
opportunities and challenges that my program encounters in providing basic instruction in 
college composition. I think you also gathered that the instruction of college composition 
does not always necessarily fall within the scope and English department. Certainly there 
are core writing courses offered in English department here, but the abiding requirement 
is so specific and so important that the University segmented this requirement into what 
we often call a "free-standing" area of instruction. I am also aware through my own 
personal research that in other universities, some first-year writing or core composition 
classes are provided within the various academic departments themselves-and taught by 
their own instructors. 

I believe that the curriculum-wide approach to writing does make sense in terms ofhow 
important developing writing skills for college students is to the students and universities' 
overall success. I am aware that universities, particularly large universities such as ours, 
approach the first-year writing program in varying ways. I also believe that, regardless of 
the divisional or departmental strategies that these universities implement, the role of the 
Writing Center will continue to be an important one in terms of providing important 
tutoring and resources for academic writers. 

Good luck in your doctoral research. I would be interested in reading your findings. 

Thank you for your time and professional insights in support of my doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents . 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate therr 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primar� inves�i�ator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity o!the 
interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 

381 



APPENDIXE 

Writing Program Director "E" Interview 

382 



Interview Questions for 
First-Year Writing Program Directors 

Writing Program Director "E" 

Institution: Regional Community College (44,l 00 students) 

Regional Location: Southwest 

Academic Department or Divisional Name: Professor of English, Department of English 
(former department chair of a community college) 

Date: August 17, 2009 

Duration: 42 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program, 
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better 
than others? 

After earning my doctorate in English, I have instructed in the current community college 
environment for over two decades. I instructed almost every course in the current 
curriculum that spans both literature and writing courses. I have served in varied 
administrative capacities, such as chair of the department and on various curriculum 
committees during my tenure here. Presently, I am teaching a full-load of courses and 
working on various committees and projects within the institutional setting. 

Based on these experiences in an undergraduate setting, I believe the overall success of 
any measuring or evaluating the writing abilities of our students-and also judging the 
teaching abilities of our instructors-should start with identifying effective objectives. 
Also, I believe to a certain degree some of these objectives can be measured, although not 
all of them can be easily quantified so that they can be numerically reported in various 
formats. I believe that the trends in and students' grades is a very important indicator of 
how they are doing in the course and how they are writing. 

I believe the initial consideration for assessment is what kind of platfonn or vehicle are 
we providing to the students so instructors can teach and students learn in situations 
where both are doing the most good and are most effective. For example, there should be 
some inconsistencies in the use of effective writing rubrics that show students what is 
expected of them at different grade levels. Consistent evaluation of students' writing 
assignments by instructors is imperative to overall program success. Said another way, 
instructors should grade fairly and consistently throughout the course and not be 
"demanding" on some assignments and "easier" than others. 
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I p�y a lot of attention to how I grade and evaluate students' written assignments. Also, I
bel�eve that students can learn a lot from the written comments that instructors write on
therr drafts and also on their final products they submit for grades. There is a real need
for consistency in the way we as instructors write evaluative comments on our students'
papers. Not only should these comments be consistent and clearly written so that the
studen

_
t knows what they mean, but they also should be used to direct students in ways

that will help them improve their writing or access resources to help them.

I am
_sure that, like most other state-supported schools in the state, we respond to

requirements from college accrediting agencies. I am also aware that in the current state
legislature, there is a committee that is implementing initiatives to evaluate outcomes and
students skills in their academic areas. So, there may be several requirements to work 
with these committees to develop effective goals and measurable strategies for their 
reporting requirements. 

Like most colleges and universities, we also conduct evaluations of our instructors and 
course content through end-of-course course student surveys. I think these end-of-course 
surveys are beneficial, although some students who do not do as well in the course as 
they wanted to will often downgrade and instructor's skills, which is an issue that may be 
a bias in such surveys that can never be reconciled. 

Overall, I believe that teaching faculty can develop program goals for first-year 
composition that identify some important outcomes that are necessary for students to 
achieve if they are to be successful in their academic careers. I do not think that all these 
outcomes will necessarily entail strong quantitative measurement attributes. But, I do not 
think instructors or college administrators should a necessarily fret over any non
quantifiable goals or objectives. As long as we can show how a student is performing 
(through a writing portfolio are modified writing portfolio that contain instructor 
comments on drafts and the overall evaluation and grade) and can apply consistent essay
guidelines in the form of a standardized rubric, then I believe we have accomplished to a
large degree some important instructional objectives as writing teachers. I know that
there will always be ongoing programs to set standards and outcomes that are measurable

for various reporting requirements. I believe the most effective way that administrators

of college writing programs can spend their time and resources is to implement the

approach I just outlined. 

If legislative or accrediting organizations impose varying metrics for measuring writing

performance, then I guess we will have to accommodate those measurement standards. I

think most educators and those who evaluate English writing programs understand that

this is an area that does not lend itself easily to quantification. I believe that as long as

we are accurate and consistent in our evaluations and in our teaching methods, our

students will benefit from our efforts, and we will be satisfying the requirements of our

our position descriptions as instructors. 
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2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe

�hould be evaluated and measured and then subsequently shared with your
mstructors and students? 

Any evaluations and measurements should be based on realistic and useful instructional 

objectives. In other words, we assess learning outcomes that are those key areas we want 
our students to achieve to help their writing in all areas of the college curriculum. I 

believe we should always be measuring those learning outcomes that reveal our students' 
abilities to organize their compositions, focus them with an effective thesis statement, 
select the right rhetorical pattern, and express their ideas in sentences that are 
grammatically sound. I believe these are the basic areas that we need to instruct and 
measure in our writing program. I believe we should use writing standards or rubrics to 
guide our students regarding expectations of what constitutes varied levels of writing 
skills superior, very good, good, efficient, and failing. 

From the standpoint of instruction, instructors should use evaluative comments in ways 
that students will be able to learn from those comments apply them on future drafts are 

new assignments. I support the strategy of using the writing portfolio method, or 
modifications of this approach, as the most effective ways to help students improve their 

skills by ongoing revision of several drafts before the assignment is submitted for a final 
grade. 

3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to
formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

I have always used the end-of-semester student evaluations of their instructors and 

courses to identify any problems in an instructor's teaching. A disproportionate or high 
number of negative rankings and comments about any one instructor should be pursued 
for follow-up encounters with the instructor to determine if there are any causes or issues 
that should be resolved. 

In evaluating the skill levels of our students, I believe that any such measurements should 
be directly related to a student's compositions. I also think that assessment should begin 

with the evaluative comments that instructors write on their students' initial drafts. These 
are some of the useful approaches in our instruction and evaluation of our students' 

writing assignments that we can share during instructor workshops. They are very 
applicable to the immediate environments in which our instructors teach. 

The regional accrediting body, the Southern Association of Colleges (SAC),
. 
s
_
ets forth 

somewhat more general or generic goals that are used to assess first-year wntmg 
programs in our state-funded institutions ofhigher learning. These goals are beneficial 
for evaluating overall program effectiveness in a departmental or institutional dimension. 
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Beneath this broader dim�nsion, there are important writing program goals and objectives 
that can be use� to �ot� direct �nd measure what and how our instructors are teaching and

also how effech�e 1s this teachmg as it is revealed in our students' progress during the 
semester and their final course grades. Our specific course learning outcomes for our 
students are require? to be noted on our syllabi for each course. These desired learning 
outcomes are coordmated and approved by a committee within the English department. 
Such standardized learning objectives are coordinated with the State Department of 
Education, and I believe are published online. 

4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to
use in teaching composition?

I believe that teaching the writing process that encompasses invention and ongoing or 
recursive revision is a very meaningful approach that has revealed over time to be very 
effective in improving students' writing skills. 

I believe if we teach our students how to write rhetorically, and emphasize the strategies 
of the rhetorical canons and appeals, then we can prepare them to write in any rhetorical 
situation. 

I believe that peer collaboration is an important aspect of developing students' writing 
skills, so I would endorse this type of pedagogy as well. 

5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your
instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow
specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

In our undergraduate composition program here at our community college, we provide 
standardized syllabi with learning objectives that we expect our full-time and adjunct 
instructors to follow. I suppose if some instructors can achieve these desired learning 
objectives with some of their own unique pedagogical theories that would be acceptable. 
As a baseline requirement, however, our first-year composition instructors are following 
the process model of writing that emphasizes recursion and facilitates peer critiquing. 
Although I am sure there might be some instructors who might want to amend some of
the areas inherent in the recursive process model of writing designed to facilitate a 
rhetorical approach, I do not think there is any resistance to teaching composition this
way, since it is proving year after year to be an effective pedagogy. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition
instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides
instructor training?
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�ach semester, t�e department offers training workshops for its full-time and part-time 
mst_�ctors. I beheve these workshops are important in sharing their information and 
pol�c�es about :he overall writing program at the college. Faculty in the department share 
their ideas dunng the sessions about their own teaching philosophies and classroom 
experiences. 

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in/ace-to-face

(FTF) classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or
digital media is used?

I am not aware of the exact number or percentage of courses where instructors emphasize 
the digital media available to them. We have had now for several years the opportunity 
to use Blackboard in our courses. I see the merits of using Blackboard in my face-to-face 
courses since it enables me to post many important course documents, course 
assignments, and also provides the opportunity for students to enter act online in the 
discussion forums. I would like to see more training provided on Blackboard, and I 
intend to use it more creative in my classes. We still seem to have fulltime and adjunct 
faculty who fall into the category of "late adopters" of technology in the classroom. A 
stronger training program would help this situation. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your

institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

The college does offer several sections of composition courses online using the 
Blackboard learning program. I would estimate that out of the total sections of first-year 
writing there are probably four or five sections that are offered exclusively online as part 
of the college's distance learning program. 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

As I mentioned previously, since I am not presently involved in the first-year 
composition program administration as I have been in the past, I am not aware of any key 
needs. From my own viewpoint based on nearly 30 years teaching writing and literature 
in the undergraduate environment, I believe that digital media will continue to offer new 
ways that we can instructor students both in traditional and in online settings. I began to 
realize that because Of the utility Of such pro grams like B lackbo�d, the dist_in_ctions
between traditional in-class teaching environments and the new virtual or digital teaching 
environments are beginning to blur and blend. I also realiz_e that �or some instructors
these changes and innovations in teaching environments will require the development of 
new skill sets. 
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10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your first-year

composition program do you believe should be changed or modified? Why should

these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textbooks you use

favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?

I am not aware of any program changes that should be made in our first-year writing 
instruction. I know that ongoing modifications are made to focus programs to meet our 
curriculum requirements and any other requirements that might required by the College 
or by the State Department of Education. 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of

Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research.findings on writing
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research findings that you

think would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and
resources for conducting such assessments?

I have been a member of these organizations and value their scholarly research activities 
and there are peer-reviewed articles that they print in their own respective journals. I 
believe that any assessment tools that might be adaptable for our College's use and would 
be considered beneficial would be appropriate. Again such assessment tools would have 
to comply with the current core learning outcomes that are department reports to the 
accrediting agencies and also to the State. 

12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition
pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share?

I think we can continue to build upon and instruct the recursive writing process model 
from a rhetorical perspective for a long time to come. I concur that assessment seems to 
be an area that is receiving more and more attention, especially in light of how state
supported colleges and universities are being asked to validate their teaching and the 
levels of achievement of their graduating students. I think the state legislature's 
committees dealing with higher education are asking the fundamental questions along the 
lines of "what kind of product is our state colleges and universities generating based on 
the funding they receive?" 

This has been an enjoyable conversation, and one in which I have not engaged f�r some

time. I think it will be interesting to see how digital media changes the complexion of

how we teach our first-year writing courses. 

Best wishes in writing your dissertation. 

Thank you for your time and professional insights in support of my doctoral research.

388 



Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate their 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primary investigator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 
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Interview Questions for 
First-Year Writing Program Directors 

Writing Program Director "F" 

Institution: State University (14,000 students) 

Regional Location: North Central 

Academic Department or Divisional Name: Professor of English, Department of
Languages and Literature 

Date: August 29, 2009 

Duration: 34 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program,
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better
than others?

As a professor in the apartment languages and literature here, I have also been the chair 
for an interdisciplinary committee that oversees our core writing programs offered 
through the department. I am not currently serving on the committee, but will probably 
do so again in future years since committee members rotate through the varied disciplines 
under the college of liberal arts. 

We offer a bachelor of arts degree in English, as well as several specific concentrations 
that are writing-intensive. These concentrations are professional writing, technical 
writing, media writing, and even industrial writing, with a specific sub-specialization in 
the automotive industry. 

As a former member of the interdisciplinary committee that assesses our core writing 
programs here at the university, I have seen the growth of our goal setting and the 
development of program objectives that we measure within the department and also 
which the university measures in terms of the outcomes of our students. I do not wish to 
convey that we have an elaborate strategy of quantitative measurements that can satisfy 
the data reporting requirements of any institutional office or outside accrediting group. 
What we do have is a very thorough set of program objectives that we are able to 
communicate to our instructors and to our students so that they fully understand their 
expectations in the courses they take. The Department of Languages and Literature offer 
the basic first-year composition courses. Students who take one of these core courses are 
initially screened based on their writing sample. Based on this initial essay writing 
sample, our students are enrolled in either a basic two-semester composition course or a 
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dev�lopmental writing cou�se. The department has a somewhat unique approach to the
basic two-semester course m that it enables students whose performance shows 
accelerated progress to merge into the second semester course and receive for both 
semesters of the class. 

University has a very proactive self-study relationship with the North Central Association 
of Colleges and Schools and submits samples of student writing and documentation 
showing compliance with core assessment objectives for the composition program. 

The interdisciplinary committee that I have worked on for a number of years not only 
facilitates the assessment of student writing within the department of languages and 
literature, but also provides resources and assessment criteria for curriculum-wide writing 
at the University. The efforts that we have produced in assessing our overall program 
effectiveness contribute to the ongoing development and modifications of curriculum as 
it relates specifically to the writing-intensive programs within the department and also to 
the English minor in writing/rhetoric that is offered. 

We facilitate the development of writing rubrics and analytical ranking scales for 
students' writing. These standardized assessment tools can be used within the department 
for writing-intensive courses. We also facilitated the development of an analytical 
ranking scale that ranks and provides numerical scoring for writing organization, usage, 
and content of the composition. 

We emphasize the writing portfolio approach in our instruction, since we believe it 
provides a strong means to support students' progress in their writing and grade them on 
final product or products that have undergone extensive revision. 

2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe

should be evaluated and measured and then subsequently shared with your
instructors and students?

University provides in the course evaluations so that students can assess both the quality 
of instruction and the content of instruction provided in their specific writing course. The 
data from these surveys or subsequently communicated online to both students and 
faculty. What we are essentially measuring is the abilities of our instructors to fulfill 
their core teaching requirements. These core teaching requirements are also linked to the 
objective measurements that are reported to be accrediting agency. Instructors are aware 
of their teaching objectives and requirements for each course that they teach. These 
teaching and course learning outcomes are noted in the syllabi as well. 

Instructors are also evaluated in their actual classroom environments annually by a 
ranking professor in the department. 
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3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to
formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

One of the key responsibilities of this interdisciplinary curriculum review committee is to 
assimilate and interpret the survey findings so that they can be provided to the directors 
of the various writing-based programs within the Department of Languages and 
Literature. This becomes an ongoing process and is particularly useful for those who 
have responsibility for developing standardized syllabi or curriculum development and 
submitting it for approvals. 

4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to
use in teaching composition?

I believe the writing process model which emphasizes repetitive or recursive revision is 
the most effective model to use to support our students in improving their academic 
writing. 

In response to your prompt about varying pedagogical theories, I believe that a rhetorical 
approach that focuses on the canons ofrhetoric is very supportive in teaching the writing 
process. The rhetorical approach also blends in very well with the writing process model, 
wherein the student is always revising his or her essay so that it achieves its objective to 
persuade or inform a specific audience by using specific support that is relevant to the 

audience and to the writing occasion. 

5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your
instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow
specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

Our writing instructors, both full-time and part-time, are not rigidly mandated to follow a 
specific pedagogical theory or approach. However, the recursive writing process 
approach seems to be universally adopted, with varying adaptations, within the 
department here and also many other universities with which I am familiar. I believe it is 
because this writing model focuses on thinking about the writing process, then actually 
writing, and then going back and reflecting and revising what you have written several 

times. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition
instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides
instructor training?
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Instructor training is provided before each semester for our full-time and part-time 
instructors and graduate teaching assistants. The training is provided by the program 
director and other graduate students. The focus is usually on those things which are 
relevant to the composition program syllabus and the texts that we use. 

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in face-to-face
(FfF) classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or 
digital media is used?

Al l of our classroom environments provide some sort of computer-based instruction, 
either delivered through our workstations or through digital media that the instructor uses 
at the podium. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your
institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

The Dept. of Language and Literature provides a monthly online newsletter for faculty 
members and graduate teaching assistants who are interested in improving their online 
teaching skil ls. This online newsletter is a function of the committee for online teaching 
within the department. It provides excellent training for faculty members and graduate 
teaching assistants and also provides a quality assessment tool that online teachers use 
during the preparation of their courses. 

Several sections of our first-year writing courses are offered online. 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program

I think it is fair to say that we are always trying to improve quality of our teaching in an 
effort to improve the quality of our students writing. lkre is also an ongoing effort with 
the department and within varied committees to review texts, syllabi, and online 
courseware. We want to keep the faculty-to-student teaching ratio in our first-year 
writing courses around 20 students, although the economics of classroom use and 
expenditures may impact this objective negatively. 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your first-year
composition program do you believe should be changed or modified? Why should
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textbooks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?

From a somewhat generalized and subjected perspective, I believe that any instructional 
or learning processes which do not produce results in terms of increasing our students 
abilities to improve their writing should be modified or discontinue were replaced with 
approaches that are effective. I understand that this is a trial and error experience and it 
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does take time to carefully identify where improvement should be made and what
modifications to the teaching and learning process should be made to obtain those
im��ov�ments._ I believe our committee work regarding call it our instruction in first-year
":ntmg 1s provmg to be effective and will continue to provide guidance and resources as
time goes on. 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings on writing
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research findings that you
think would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and
resources for conducting such assessments?

As our professional organizations for the academic teaching of writing community, these 
two organizations continue to provide ideas and resources for their publications and 
journal articles. I am not sure if any specific writing assessment criteria could be 
completely adaptable for every university or college that instructs first-year writing, but 
some of it certainly could be localized to provide guidance and resources as required. So, 
there is value in maintaining current contact with the writing and teaching articles that 
these two organizations provide on a regular basis. 

12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition
pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share?

I think our writing programs here at the University and in many other universities will 
continue to improve since there are so many excellent resources available. Some of these 
resources are the result of the digital media software that can be used in a variety of 
instructional environments. I also think that as writing teachers we are coming to realize 
that writing is a function of revising and improving over a period of time. I think we will 
see more ongoing collaboration between instructors and students, and also between
students and students. 

I also think that the role of the University's Writing Center will become more central to
supporting our classroom instruction, as well as curriculum-wide writing programs. I
think that writing centers are almost at a point where they are very much an adjunct or an
extension of the writing classroom. I know that we cannot mandate our students to go to
the writing centers, but the role of the writing center and its offering of additional
instruction in a variety of areas makes it increasingly more valuable to the college as a

whole in terms of academic writing and research. So, I believe we will see some ongoing
developments that will have positive benefits to our students in terms of how they use the

resources provided in writing centers. 
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Best wishes in completing your doctoral studies. Please fill free to call me to discuss any 
further items that might clarify or expand what I mentioned in our conversation today. 

Interviewer: Thank you for your time and professional insights in support ofmy 

doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 

sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate their 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primary investigator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 

396 



APPENDIXG 

Writing Program Director "G" Interview 

397 



Interview Questions for 
First-Year Writing Program Directors 

Writing Program Director "G" 

Institution: State University feeling (34,600 students)

Regional Location: Southwest 

Academic Department or Divisional Name: Director of Freshman Writing Program 

Department of English 

Date: May 11, 2009 (In-person interview) 

Duration: 31 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program,
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better
than others?

I currently oversee approximately 70 instructors in the first year or freshman writing 
program here at the university. Most of the instructors in the first-year freshman writing 
program are graduate students, adjunct faculty, and a few full-time professors. 

We use a writing portfolio approach and/or a modified writing portfolio approach in our 
teaching since we feel that it provides the most effective way for our students to receive 

evaluations and improve their writing skills over the course of the semester. 

From the standpoint of evaluating our overall program here at the University, we use the
end of semester student evaluations of our instructors. We also provide actual course

writing projects and essay exam samples for the southern association regional accrediting

committee (SACS). 

In addition, we try to evaluate our instructors on annual basis so that they can continue to 
improve their pedagogy's and their classroom presence. 

2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe
should be evaluated and measured and then subsequently shared with your
instructors and students? Fundamentally, I believe we should evaluate our classroom
teaching skills and use these evaluations as benchmarks so that we can improve each
semester.
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Also, the rankings a�d that comments_ that students make on the end of semester surveyscan be very helpful m terms of assessmg how we teach and if the students are
understanding what we teach. 

We emphasize sharing our instructional ideas as to what works and what does not work 
during our training and orientation workshops conducted in the summer before the fall 
semester begins. 

3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to

formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

As the director of the :freshman writing program, I review all such assessments carefully 
with my co-director and present these findings to our freshman writing pro gram 
committee for follow-on action. 

4. \Vhat do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to

use in teaching composition?

We instruct a rhetorical approach to writing. Our instructors present the basic concepts 
of the rhetorical canons. We also emphasize the writing process model that encompasses 
recursive revision. 

We value collaboration among our students as they peer critique their writing 
assignments and support one another in class exercises. 

We do not emphasize anyone pedagogical theory or strategy, except that we follow the 
principles ofrhetorical writing and use the concepts of the writing process model
prewriting, composing, recursive revision in all stages of the writing process, and editing 
or proofreading. 

5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your
instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow
specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

We do provide standardized syllabi for our instructors, rubrics for essays, and de�ire� 
learning objectives for each course. We expect our instructors to follo_w these gmd�lmes

and use them and their courses so there is some commonality ofteachmg and learning. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training !0r composftion

instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides 
instructor training?
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We provide inst1:1�tor_ orientation and training workshops before the semester begins for
our freshman wntmg instructors. We spent a lot of time reviewing standardized syllabi, 
discussing beneficial instructional techniques and approaches, and also expectations that 
we have for our instructors. 

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in/ace-to-face

(FTF) classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or
digital media is used?

Most all of our classes have some form of computer-based instruction capability. Some 
of the smaller classes have workstations and most all of the classes have digital media at 
the instructor podiums. The large lecture-type classes in freshman composition do not 
have student workstations and the large class sizes are not conducive to effective teaching 
and learning. I am working on this issue with administration to rectify it. 

Our instructors can also use Blackboard to augment their instruction and use it as a means 
for students to  collaborate in peer reviewing and also to engage in online writing 
exercises. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your
institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

Presently, we provide several online first-year writing courses (English 1320) each 
semester through our University's distance learning program. 

The University uses Blackboard as its learning delivery program for all of its courses 
offered online here. 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

I would like to see us be able to aggressively reduce some of our class sizes in freshman 
English that we currently encounter here at the University. Optimally, writing classes 
should be held in a workshop setting with no more than 20 to 22 students. However, we 
do have some rather large lecture classes in the first-year writing program with o:er 60 
students enrolled. This makes it very difficult to engage in a lot_ofthe_coll��ora�ive
activities and also answer student questions and help students with therr wntmg issues. 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently use� in your first-year
composition program do you believe should be changed or mo�•�ed? Why should
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the compositwn textbooks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?
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\Ve are always looking to improve our selection of instructional texts and the quality of 
our instruction. I am always exploring ways to reduce our class sizes and support our 
instructors so that there is more time to spend on writing exercises and revising exercises 
during the actual classes. 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on 
College Composition and Communication (CCCq and the National Council of 
Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings on writing 
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research fmdings think 
would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and resources 
for conducting such assessments? 

I am a member of these organizations, as are most of the instructors in the first-year 
writing pro gram. We carefully review and share pertinent research findings in the areas 
of composition pedagogy. 

12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition 
pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share? 

I will be glad to discuss any aspects of the program with you at a later time, if you would 
like. I will also post your online survey about first-year writing on our freshman 
composition program website. 

Interviewer: Thank you for your time and professional insights in support of my 
doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate their 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primary investigator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 
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First-Year Writing Program Directors 

Writing Program Director "H" 

Institution: State University (23,000 students) 

Regional Location: Southwest 

Academic Department or Divisional Name: Professor (Emeritus) and Director of the 
Freshman Writing Pro gram, Department of English 

Date: July 28, 2009 

Duration: 41 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program,
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better
than others?

I strongly believe that the writing portfolio strategy or approach is the best way to 
evaluate our students writing and also involve instructors in the stages of the writing 
process from prewriting through the final. 

I also strongly believe that there should be at least one classroom evaluation of each 
instructor held during academic year. 

I also think the findings of student assessments of their instructors and their course

content are very useful in determining if our current teaching strategies are effective and

if our instructors are teaching the course content in ways that help students improve their

writing skills. 

2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe
should be evaluated and measured and then subsequently shared with your
instructors and students?

Experience has shown that we should always evaluate what our students are actually

being taught regarding their composition skills. We need to know if they truly

understand the steps of the writing process model, the value of invention, and why

revision is so valuable in improving their writing. 
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We should evaluate our instructors to determine if they are teaching a course content as 
specified in the syllabus and if their classroom techniques and teaching styles are 
conducive to their students' learning. I guess the most important thing in terms of 
instructor evaluation is to assess how they are instructing the learning outcomes for each 
course. It is important to know that our instructors respect their students and their 
students respect them: this is the proper attitude that creates a strong learning 
environment for freshman composition. Before we become too immersed in various 
theories and pedagogies, we need to be aware that most of our freshman writers are 
entering the college classroom for the first time since high school. Many are teenagers 
and some are returning to college after years in the wotkplace. I believe that the 
evaluative comments that instructors place on students' drafts should be emphasized in 
training workshops. These comments are critical for students to understand how to 
improve their writing and overcome any writing issues in their drafts. It is an area that I 
believe is currently under-emphasized. We need to be able to assess how our instructors 
are accommodating arxl teaching to a changing freshman writing class demographic 
group. 

3. In what ways do you use thefindingsof your writingprogram assessme11ts to 
fonnulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program? 

I guess the best way to answer this question is to emphasize the requirement that negative 
trends should be identified so that corrective strategies can be applied, either in the 
content of the syllabus or in the instructional abilities of the writing instructor. 

Again, I strongly advocate use of the in-class evaluation. This evaluation should be 
performed by a full-time instructor at least once each year for all writing instructors, 
regardless if they are tenured professors or graduate teaching assistants. I also believe 
that peer evaluations-particularly conducted among graduate students-are very 
beneficial in improving the overall effectiveness of the first-year writing program 

One of the key aspects of any type of assessment of our students writing abilities is to 
identify if there are adequate time segments during class when the instructor can interact 
with students concerning their actual composition drafts. It is during these times that I 
feel instructors can get a good sense of the progress that their students are making. 
Hands-on evaluations of our students are sometimes minimized or considered less 
effective than the other types of evaluations made in the classroom 

My 34 years of instructing undergraduate college writers prompt me to appreciate that the 
basic one on-one teaching approach between instructor and student is the most effective. 
Current writing instructors and those that design writing program curriculums should not 
lose sight of the fact that all the resources that we have in the computer technologies will 
only be beneficial to the degree that they support this one-on-one learning environment in 
the writing class. 

404 



4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to

use in teaching composition?

I believe I provided answers to this question in responding to the prior question. 

5. I'o what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your

instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and 
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow
specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these? 

I always wanted to make sure that we provided sufficient leeway for our instructors to 
use various strategies in teaching writing. I always made sure that we provided our 
instructors with the models that enable them to teach composition through a writing 
process, using the canons of rhetoric as basic guidelines to help students and then ideas, 
organize their ideas, and spend sufficient time in revising and editing their drafts so that 
their sentences were clear and were not impaired by grammar errors. 

As you know being one of my former doctoral students in my graduate composition 
theory class, I developed the inventional approach known as S-O-A-P (subject, occasion, 
audience, and purpose). This approach was designed to help students during every phase 
of their writing, but particularly during the invention or prewriting phase. It was 
designed to help students limit their subject, to think about the occasion for their writing, 
to clearly delineate and understand their audience or audiences, and decide what is the 
major purpose of their essay or paper. 

I have found over the years that this approach proves to be effective in the prewriting 
through the final editing phase of students' compositions. Based on some of the journal 
articles that occasionally make reference to S-O-A-P, I see that it is still considered to be 
an effective teaching strategy for first-year writers. I think one of the major reasons for 
this is that this approach parallels or tracks closely with the rhetorical canons, teaching 
and composing strategies that have proven themselves since the time of Aristotle. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition
instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides
instructor training?

We took a very basic approach in our training workshops for �ur first-year ":riti�g
program instructors. We provided them with the basic syllabi and c_ourse obJecttves. We
then focus our discussions and our presentations on ways that each ms�ructor could meet 

these specified instructional objectives and present the course content m ways that would

be understandable by students. 
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My experienc� rev��ls that most instructors are looking for proven ways to teach various 
aspects ofbas1c wntmg courses. In addition to syllabi that instructors can use and 
modify, hand-outs, and other resources should be made available for instructors to use. 

I think most instructors want to know basically what works and what they can expect 
from their students regarding various aspects of teaching writing, assigning written 
assignments, and evaluating student papers. These are all important topics for orientation 
and training of all writing instructors. 

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in face-to-face
(FTli') classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or
digital media is used?

During my tenure as a full-time instructor of basic writing, I instructed all my classes in 
traditional classroom environments. During the last few years of my teaching experience, 
I did observe how computers and certain types of software can enhance the quality of our 
instruction and also provide meaningful ways that students can engage in writing and 
revising. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your
institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

(The respondent was not asked this question since he indicated earlier in the discussion 
that he was not aware of some of the course offerings in the last several years in the 
University's distance learning or online programs.) 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

I always was careful in making sure that our instructors understood t?e� course_ lea:ning
objectives and that they possess the teaching knowledge to impart this mformatlon m 
meaningful ways in the writing classroom. 

I always used to emphasize that possessing a knowledge of theory !s a very good �hing;
however, it is how the writing instructor puts this theory into practice �nd makes it 
relevant to actual writing assignments and exercises is the key to that mstructors success
and also for his or her students. 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your firSt-year 

composition program do you believe should be changed or mo�i�ed? Why should 
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textb:oks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over 0thers · 
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I can answer part of this question. I do not think composition textbooks should
concentrate on any one specific theory, since there are several theories that will
accommodate the writing process that emphasizes all the important steps a student mustundertake in writing an essay. 

What I always looked for in evaluating college texts was their emphasis on the writing
process and that they view writing from a rhetorical framework. By this I mean that
considerations of audience, the rhetorical occasion, and the means of support all have to
be considered as the student proceeds through the steps of the writing process. I always
value writing texts that provide practical examples and exercises so that students can
learn through his or her own revising. 

I think grammar handbooks are useful, although I can see that their popularity is not what 
it once was. I have mixed feelings about grammar handbooks. I believe that grammar 
should be instructed in a rhetorical context. There are ways that writing instructors can 
teach grammar without hitting students over the head with the proverbial grammar 
hammer. One way is to use sentence combining as a technique to reinforce sentence 
expression and clarity. I am not concerned if my students make a few comma errors here 
and there in an essay. What does concern me from a grammatical standpoint is ifthere 
are numerous grammar and punctuation errors and that these errors are repetitive. At the 
point where grammar becomes a real block for student writers, there are tutorial sessions 
in the writing center that will help. It is difficult to teach grammar by itself or overly 
emphasize grammar while teaching basic writing skills. Students tend to inwardly rebel 
when they see or hear the word grammar. I think it is a reaction to some of the 
instruction they underwent while in middle school or high school. So, in a roundabout 
way, textbooks that enable students to compose sentences through sentence-building 
routines are very useful. Such routines are very useful even for more accomplished 
writers. 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings �n writ�ng
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research fmdmgs thmk
would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and resources
for conducting such assessments?

I have always thought highly of these organizations and the �eople �h� have served in
them in various capacities over the years. I actively read therr publications and know that
they carefully peer-review all their journal articles so they are very scholarly an� ve:y
well-researched. I would recommend any assessments of writing at _these organizations
publish or make available to writing teachers. 
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12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition

pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share?

I wil1 be glad to discuss any aspects of the program with you at a later time, if you would 

like. 

Interviewer: Thank you for your time and professional insights in support ofmy 

doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate their 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primary investigator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 
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Interview Questions for
First-Year Writing Program Directors

Writing Program Director "I" 

Institution: Community College (36,000 students)

Regional Location: Southwest 

Academic Departm�nt or Divisional Name: The Teaching and Leaming Center, Director(Ph.d.) of the Teachmg and Learning Center (Instructional Technologies)

Date: May 29, 2009 

Duration: 35 minutes (Interview was conducted in a face-to-face meeting format)

*Note: This respondent does not teach college writing. As the director of instructional
technologies in the teaching and learning Center of a large regional community college,
this professor occupies a staff position. However, he is thoroughly involved with the
development of digital media and online learning platforms that can accommodate
traditional face-to-face classroom settings and online instruction of undergraduate writing
courses. Selecting a respondent who is involved in the technological delivery of writing
programs is a preconceived strategy that facilitates acquiring insights about how the
influences of digital technologies are providing beneficial learning pathways for student
writers. Due to the respondent's role, some of the answers to the following questions will
be modified or addressed from an instructional technology perspective.

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program,
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better
than others?

Since I do not teach writing as a faculty member in the English department, I am not .. aware of the assessment requirements for each specific course. To the ?egree t_hat wntmg
courses specify learning outcomes requiring digital or computer-based mstruct10nal 
resources, I would be aware of these requirements and strongly involved in the 
development of such instructional resources. 

I think it is accurate to say that the College provides a very supportive and robust
technological learning platform for all of its faculty members. We currently use
Blackboard (Version 9) as the principal online learning platform. �ome fac�lty ��m?,ers
also require in their composition classes the use of WIMBA, �n onlme real-time hve 
classroom that enables video and audio connectivity between mstructor and students, as
well as digital text editing of common documents. 
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My role is to support faculty members' requirements for instructional technologies that 
enhance the learning process inside and outside the traditional class settings. 

2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe

should be evaluated and measured and then subsequently shared with your
instructors and students?

I am not aware in my role of any specific evaluative criteria for a writing program. 
However, I am available to provide accurate learning objectives that would accommodate 
any criteria for digital media and related instructional technologies. In this capacity, I 
:function as an ombudsman for all instructional technological enterprises for the faculty. I 
am able in my present role to help design, develop, coordinate, and implement our 
instructional technologies using the varied college-wide resources that we have. 

3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to
formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

Again, I would be responsive to any faculty member in addressing the evaluation of any 
instructional technologies used in support of their instructional goals and strategies. 

4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to
use in teaching composition?

(No response is required for this specific question for the reasons stated previously.) 

5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your
instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow

specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

(No response is required for this specific question for the reasons stated previously.) 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition
instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides

instructor training?

I consider training a very important component of our overall instructional tec�ology
pro gram. We provide hands-on training other faculty members as requested, either
individually or in group settings. 
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Through Wimba or Wimba Classroom®, we can provide online instruction with live 
video and audio so that instructors do not have to leave their immediate environments as 
long as they have access to the workstation and a video camera and microphone. 

Be��use 
_
the college subscribes to several organizations or groups that provide online

tra1m�g m programs, such as WIMBA and Blackboard, we announce all such training via
e-mail. All of the training provided in this manner is open to all instructors at the College
and is free of charge.

7. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in/ace-to-face

(l?TF) classrooms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or
digital media is used?

I would estimate that 95% of all classroom settings on the four college's campuses have 
either workstation and/or digital instructional media on the instructors' podiums. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your
institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

(The respondent was not asked this question since he indicated earlier in the discussion 
that he was not aware of some of the course offerings in the last several years in the 
University's distance learning or online programs.) 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

(No response is required for this specific question for the reasons stated previously.) 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your first-year
composition program do you believe should be changed or modified? Why should
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textbooks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?

(No response is required for this specific question for the reasons stated previously.)

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings �n writ�ng
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research fmdmgs thmk
would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and resources
for conducting such assessments?

(No response is required for this specific question for the reasons stated previously.)
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12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition
pedagogy not covered in  the questions above that you would like to share?

Brie�y,_ I would lil�e to share a few perspectives on how digital technologies are
contmumg to provide platforms that improve the delivery of course content. Based on 
my experience and associations with the teaching faculty in English and other disciplines 
as well, I see how adaptable and how effective the writing routines are becoming in the 
use of Blackboard and also in Wimba Classroom.

Blackboard easily accommodates online writing routines and affords the instructor the 
facility to respond asynchronously ( at a later time) or synchronously ( in actual or real
time as the writing project is occur) in the discussion menu and also in the online live 
chat function. I know that you have mentioned that live chat support students in 
immediately recognizing and correcting their writing mistakes in their essays. Wimba 
provides the added dimension oflive audio and video interaction that is sometimes a 
modality that helps certain types of student learners hear, see, and texts-type their 
corrections or responses to a shared text displayed on the monitor. 

I realize that there are both early adopters and late adopters in the teaching faculty 
regarding digital instructional technologies. However, because of their growing ease of 
use and flexibility, I am beginning to see faculty who were initially resistant or reticent to 
use digital technology began to use it to accommodate their teaching more effectively. 

I think the faculty members here at the college are beginning to see that there are 
numerous practical solutions that can be provided through our digital and online teaching 
platforms. Several faculty members have mentioned to me that they are discovering 
some very practical time-saving features of posting assignments and guidelines using the 
routines in Blackboard. These time-saving features and benefits help free up their overall 
time requirements so they can have more time to research or evaluate their students. 

The College has made some significant investments in the use oflearning management 
platforms, starting with our own Cougar Web portal that facilitates numerous teaching 
and learning resources and links, from e-mail to online grading. While it may seem trite 
to say that we are just scratching the surface of our instructional technologies, I believe 
this is a provable statement. Leaming technologists at several professional venues share 
their perspectives that over the next 1 O years the classroom will truly become "three
dimensional." Technology will become the third dimension that will occupy the same 
status or position as the two dimensionality of instructors teaching students and students 
interacting with their instructors. For this to occur effective!�, instructional te_chnologies
must be closely aligned with classroom pedagogie� so they will �ot becom7 disconn�cted
whereby instructional technology would not effectively support mstructors pedagogies. 
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I am certain that the next 5 to 10 years will be a rewarding time for both instructors and 

students. Based on our preliminary conversations about your interest in using 
technologies to teach writing and literature, I think you will find new and emerging 
digital learning platforms to satisfy both your teaching and scholarly interests. 

I would be very much interested in reading your research findings, particularly as they 

relate to the application of digital instructional technologies. 

Interviewer: Thank you for your time and professional insights in support of my 

doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond to the questions in the 
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may incorporate a 
complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents 
may also address the topic area of other questions before they are asked or correlate their 
response to one or more questions previously asked. The primary investigator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 
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Interview Questions for 
First-Year Writing Program Directors 

Writing Program Director "J" 

Institution: State University (30,816 students) 

Regional Location: Southwest 

A��d�mic Department or Divisional Name: Department of English, Director of Lower
D1v1s1on Studies 

Date: July 21, 2009 

Duration: 45 minutes 

1. In terms of assessing or evaluating your first-year writing/composition program,
what specific program assessment tools or approaches do you believe work better
than others?

I believe that using the writing portfolio approach in some form is the best way to assess 
our students' written assignments. Instructors and students both work on common 
documents through the progress of the semester. In doing so, students can see the 
progress they are making based on the instructor's comments, pulmonary grades 
evaluations, and a final grade given for the overall completed writing portfolio at the end 
of the semester. 

We maintain our class sizes at 18 students or less in our first-year writing courses 
(English 1310 and English 1320). We feel that this size best accommodates first-year 
writing instruction in a truly hands-on workshop format. Currently, we have the support 
of the deans and many academic disciplines here at the College, since, as you can 
imagine, there are economic pressures both inside and outside the institution to increase 
class sizes and consolidate sections to reduce operating expense. 

We also specify learning outcomes for each course that we teach in our first-year 
composition program. We make sure that our syllabi are standardized to the point so that 
our instructors can achieve these objectives and use the course texts successfully. 

We also evaluate, through classroom observations, our program instructors on an annual

basis. 
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2. What specific aspects of your composition program's instruction do you believe
should be evaluated and measured and then subsequently shared with your

instructors and students?

As I mentioned previously in responding to the other question, we feel the best 
assessment tool for improving our students' writing is the writing portfolio instructional 
approach. 

During training and orientation workshops, we share insights in how to evaluate our 
students' writing during its various drafts. We also discuss how to improve the evaluative 
comments that we make on our students drafts to better focus their revisions and help 
them improve. 

We share and publish our departmental learning objectives, as well is our specific 
learning objectives for each course in and the lower studies division of the English 
department. For the year 2009, the Department of English has adopted student learning 
outcomes for all general education courses in writing and literature and for all degree 
pro grams in English. 

Our first-year and sophomore English courses address several important general 
education outcomes. These general education outcomes are developed through inner 
disciplinary committee work and reflect the desires of the institution regarding 
curriculum-wide writing skill levels for our undergraduate students. In the first-year 
writing program, that encompasses English 1310 and English 1320, there are two basic 
learning outcomes for these courses that the Department of English measures and reports 
through the University hierarchy. The first goal is that English 1310 students will 
demonstrate an ability to formulate a thesis and to develop that thesis in an orderly way in 
an academic paper. The second fundamental goal we measure it is that after our students 
complete second semester course, which is English 1320, these students will be evaluated 
to demonstrate their proficiency to use standard procedures of citation and documentation 
in their written assignments. 

There are additional goals, outcomes, and policies regarding our writing programs.
These are listed in the Department's first-year and sophomore syllabi, which are both
available online at the department's website link http://www.english.txstate.edu under the
"Student Resources" menu. 

We maintain a very proactive position in coordinating our �st-year �r�ting programs
with the evaluation objectives of the regional higher education accrediting agency
(SACS). 
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3. In what ways do you use the findings of your writing program assessments to
formulate instructional objectives for your first-year writing program?

I beli�ve yo_ur �uestion here requires considering two basic areas: formulating course 
�earnm� obJectt:es �ased on the performance levels of our students, and also formulating 
�nstructtonal obJecttves based on the teaching skills of our first-year writing program 
mstructors. 

!he writing portfolio provides an excellent assessment tool to reveal areas requiring
improvement in our students' writing. In our first-year program, we evaluate how are
students are doing on each writing project, as noted in our standardized department
syllabi. This provides one avenue of important evaluation regarding both our students
writing abilities in the way our instructors are instructing the course content. You can
obtain a copy of our standardized course syllabi for the first-year writing programs that is
published on our departmental website.

We also want to know what our students think about the teaching approaches, the 
instructional texts that we use, and also their assessments of the teaching abilities of their 
instructors. All of this information is reviewed and is considered by our first-year writing 
pro gram committee. 

4. What do you believe are the most effective pedagogical theories and strategies to
use in teaching composition?

We instruct the writing process model, in which all of the steps of writing from 
prewriting to final editing are emphasized. Because we used the writing portfolio 
method, we also strongly emphasize multiple revisions by students of their drafts for each 
assigned writing project. 

We also instruct writing in the lower division as a rhetorical process. While we do not 
have significant time to teach all the detailed precepts of rhetoric, we do cover the basic 
canons of rhetoric as they apply to the writing process model. We want our students to 
be able to write effectively for the required occasion. We want our students to be 
mindful of the requirements for thinking about their writing during the prewriting phase 
and consider the requirements of their audience, as well as the writing occasion and 
purpose. Such considerations are important to validate since they influence the 
organization, style, and rhetorical approaches that are required, such as writing to 
persuade, writing to inform, and basic research writing. 

We have also had very positive experiences and feedback from stude�ts and instructors 
regarding what we term as genre writing, based on the cultu��l expen�nces of our 
students. This approach would be somewhat similar to a wntmg studio approach 
whereby students explore and collaborate on themes that they consider relevant to their 
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cultu�al and learnin� ��periences. We are finding this approach to be very effective with
certain cultural ethmc1ttes, such as our Hispanic students. Students tend to value 
assignments whereby they feel they have somewhat of an appreciation of the current 
issues that affect their lives and their mindsets. 

5. To what degree does your first-year composition/writing program allow your

instructors to develop and apply their own specific pedagogical theories and
approaches in their classes? Or, does your program require that instructors follow

specified pedagogical theories and approaches? If specific composition teaching
theories are emphasized, would you briefly describe these?

I do not want to inhibit any of our instructors from using certain instructional approaches 
that they consider are effective in the context of our first-year writing program objectives. 
Having said that, we would not want our instructors to teach oppositional strategies that 
would conflict with our rhetorical emphasis in the writing process model in our use of the 
writing portfolio approach. We spent some time in our training workshops clarifying our 
objectives and discussing how varied approaches will work to achieve the desired 
instructional goals for each writing assignment. I believe there should be some latitude in 
the instructional approaches that are instructors use as long as they fill the requirements 
of our program and help our students become more effective academic writers. 

6. In what areas or on what topics do you provide training for composition

instructors? How often is this training provided? Who typically provides
instructor training?

During our orientation and training meetings convened between semesters here at the 

College, we try to focus our instructional and learning objectives clearly so that there are 
no questions or issues regarding the overall direction and requirements of our first-year 

writing pro gram. 

We provide standardized syllabi for instructors, which they can use and modify to meet

the specific needs of their individual classes. They also share information regarding

instructional approaches that support our students to succeed in their writing projects. I

am involved in these presentations, as well as other instructors and graduate teaching

assistants. We encourage active discussion on a variety of topics that are relevant to our

curriculum, and we want our instructors to appreciate the resources that are available for

them to use. We have a very excellent Writing Center that provides tutoring and writing

resources for our first-year writers, as well as curriculum-wide writing requirements of all

academic disciplines here. 

I guess you would say that we want to empower our instructors by providing them with

ongoing support and direction so they can provide their best instruction to their students.
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7. \Vhat percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered in/ace-to-face

(��F) class�o�ms where some form of computer-mediated instruction (CMI) or 
digital media 1s used? 

Most all of the classrooms here at the College provide digital technologies in the 
classroom setting. We enable our instructors to use Blackboard as a teaching resource as 
well. 

8. What percentage of your first-year writing courses is offered through your
institution's distance learning program (i.e., online instruction)?

We do provide a few online courses in our first-year writing curriculum. These courses 
are offered in hybrid format and are part of our online education program named 
"Ed2Go." 

9. Identify any key needs in your first-year composition program.

As I mentioned before, we feel our ability to keep our class sizes at 18 students in the 
first-year composition program is imperative to maintaining a high level of quality 
instmction. We hope that the current economic climate within the University permits us 
to maintain these optimal class sizes. 

We would like to continue our leadership role in supporting our curriculum-wide writing 
initiatives. 

We would like to utilize digital instruction technologies as they are validated to be 
supportive to improving our students writing. 

We have a strong posture within the University setting here and we want to continue to
facilitate through committee interaction are role in supporting institutional writing
requirements. 

10. What instructional approaches or pedagogies currently used in your first-year
composition program do you believe should be changed or modified? Why should
these approaches be changed? Do you believe that the composition textbooks you use
favor any one instructional approach or pedagogical theory over others?

While we are always assessing the effectiveness of our learning ou_tcomes �s they apply
to our students and our teaching faculty, we do not foresee any maJor requrrements for 
modifying our curriculum or our instructional approaches. 

We use text in our first-year writing program that focus a rhetorical approach to writing

based on the incremental steps of the writing process. 

420 



We also use texts which have readings that are on current topics that motivate students towrite on areas or topics of interest. You can see how we use the texts and the 
assignments in those texts, by visiting our departmental website and linking to the
English 1310/1320 syllabi. 

11. Do you believe that professional organizations, such as the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and the National Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), should provide more research findings on writing
program assessments? If so, what might be some of the research findings think
would be useful? Or, should these organizations even provide tools and resources
for conducting such assessments?

Most all of our instructors are members of a one or both of these mainline professional 
organizations for instructors of English. We review published articles regarding writing 
pedagogy and share this information with our instructors. 

We feel that any information regarding assessments that would be beneficial for local 
adoption would be very worthwhile pursuing. 

12. Do you have any responses or perspectives on the subject of composition
pedagogy not covered in the questions above that you would like to share?

I think we have covered some very important areas. I would like to bring to your 
attention that a well-known published study on writing program assessment references 
the emphasis that our department places on the 18 students or less class size for first-year 
writing. The article mentions an internal study that I directed that correlates class size 
with higher student retention and fewer D's and F's. 

The web link for this published article is http://www.wpacouncil.org/archives/31n1-

2/3lnl-2homing.pdf. 

Interviewer: Thank you for your time and professional insights in support of my

doctoral research. 

Note: Respondents may not answer all the questions or respond _to the q�estions in the
sequence indicated above. Additionally, responses to one question may mcorporate a 

complete or partial response to one or more other questions since some of the questions 
are closely interrelated by topics areas, a feature inherently designed as part of the 
interviewing strategy to foster adequate responses to key questions. Some respondents . 
may also address the topic area of other questions before the� ar� �sked �r corre�ate therr
response to one or more questions previously asked. The pnmary mves�1�ator did not 
edit redundant or overlapping responses in order to preserve the authenticity of the 
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interview and also acknowledge that, during an interview, respondents may wish to 
modify or amplify their previous responses. 
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Definitions of Kev Terms Used: 

Computer-Mediated Instruction (CMI) is defined as the use of any computer software and related di�tal resources 
in work station and online environments used by composition instructors and students. Examples: learning 
management courseware, email, instmctor websites, and a variety of computer-based off-the-shelf and instructor-
developed programs used to teach composition. · 

Courseware is defined as any menu-driven software adapted for teaching, learning, and applying composition skills 
in face-to-face (FTF) and distance learning online environments. &amples: Blackboard and WebCT. 

Face-to-face (FTF) classroom environments encompass teaching environments where only the instructors use a 
cQmputer and perhaps some form of computer projection display media to instruct students in a class. Examples: 
classrooms in ll'hich overhead digital projection systems are used. 

In-class ll'orkstation environments denote those composition classrooms where teachers and students have computer 
workstations and software. Examples: classrooms in which students use individual computer workstations 
connected to their institution's computer system. 

Distance learninglonline environments describe those web-based environments in which instructors teach 
composition using online technolo�es and courseware. Examples: instruction using the Internet to deliver 
composition courses taught through computer courseware. 

Collaborative writing is an instructional and learning approach whereby students are empowered to interact and 
mutua lly implement writing improvement strate�es during phases of the writing process. 

Diere is a potential risk of loss of confulentiality in all email, downloading, and Internet 
transactions. 
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SECTION I: Multiple Choice Questions 

1. Within tt,e last four years, have you used Computer.Mediated Instruction (Cl!~ an~ composmn courseware m he_, support your 
classroom composiion and wrli'lg pedagogy? 

r Yes r- No 

-----------..-geBreu-----------

2. Wzthin the /.o.st/our ,vears, have yon used CMJ/composmon conrseware in a face-terface (FI'F) 
classroom emironment, in-class student workstation environments, or in distance learning/online 
I earning enironmen ts--or al three? Indicate your choice or choices by sekcting one or more of 
the options be/,ow. 

FACf-TO-FACf Instructor and 
Students Setting-No in-class student 
computer worJ:stations used 

Sfudent~p~ n Se~£ 
Oistance/Onine Leaming 
Envi'onments 

r: r, r 

r 

r r r. 

3. Please rate bow helpful CMl/composition courseware is to each oftbe follomDg generally 
accepted cono11s of rhetoric-

,. 

Very Helpful Occasionally ·~otHelpful..._ .. Ho,OJ>lni?n 

IINENOON: Oiscovemg and nvenlitg 
ideas during the prewriilg phase 

r ,-...~. 

ARRAHGEJAENT: Amlng~organizing 
ideas, sentences, and paraoraplis in 
the lntroductim, support, and 
condusilnsections of a ~mposlbn 

S'l"'l'LE: Thequalty Sid dart}' of 
wriing that resuls from a wrtef's 
word choce, fijures of speech, 1one, 
and syntax (sentence struclure) 

LIEt.lORY: ~~ryenables the 
rementiemg of ideas, concepts, and 
llllemDnicschernes whoi e recal 
assists a"wrler in aB phases of the 

, wrii1g process , 

DELIVERY: Oeivery concerns itself 
with how something is written and 
communicated to b audience-often 
is form and format-faller tflan what 
is written or conm.micated (Le., 
content) 

n 

r. 

,. 

Helpful 

r r r 

( r (" 

r. 

-----------~,age ereat:------ ----

(' 

r 

,. 



4. Please r:.t.f buwi:::portat:! Ct,rucomposi«on courseware ls to facllitafing each of the following 
clements or aspects of iu.Strnttion. 

~ d Question or Text I 

~ r:-;.:i~ __ ii ue 1e Ii o\i 

Very __ h , lm~,i:!8"-l Neutral Not lmportmt No Opinion 
lmp~1i.it; 

10) -ia. Conabomlh'2 r,teraction ar..cr.; 
studeniS at eai~.h l)!iase oi b1s ·w11u::; t r (' r r 
process (sharing ideas end pear 
crlliQuuig}. 

11)l 4b. lncJMutlai'is"..c fim•~,a.l)(i .• . 'Y~-- i 

leamir;g (fc;~iiilg ','faj"S :ii ·;i:ig~ 

sef-reflectk>n and ind~f.~i~~, 
these stls in wntt--• · · '""' . -·· -~· 'II 

12) 4c . Creatr,'(i thllilng (~~~~~,y ::~w 
(', r (' 

insighls, ideas, anr.l air,roac!les lfl r, 

v1rli119} 

' ll 
,, .... 

13) 4d. Writi1l} aids aoo~(6~ ,9~-; 
stuiie11ls and insl.'UCiil.~ ~ ap1JfCMI,., r 
lllrwiiitoS to dirai...U-1~r~,nllfy, .. 
teachillg aildJn-'Eir.f, rol!ir~' · 't • 

. - · . - · 'L. · ~- . --lJ.lo'I 

14) tie. Electromc creati'li& sod i.vJ!!.~m 
"spaces" of ar.y men~ri'.&il 'YJthl:;;r~ 
whicit fac&laloo suldent wri+.ing r r r r r 
exsrcisas and ii113b!s ungoinn 
revising (such as B!ackboaiil er 
WebCi) 

~'~ -~ues~ .?r T~ 

Ecirt i ! Deieic, l't Mo,::. l t.: __ J a rd ' t th 
161 4f. If reQuire<l, type in Ltie space prr..{dcd any aspect which you believe needs to b9 added and rate acco 1119 o e response 

cr~eria indicated bakJN. 

4')0 
.. ✓ 



~ -Very· Important, Neutrai Not Important l No Opinion 
Important " 

161 4f. r (': r- r r 

[ Add Question <r Te~ 

---------------- --·--
'Eciii)[Mtel§ve] 
171 4g. If required, type any aspect which you believe needs to re added and rate It according to Ile respoose criteria indicated 

berow. 

[ Add Question <i ·~ 

Important N~eu~t NJ !IIJJ!Ortant - ·No Op!nion ~ 

(' C r r: r 18) 4g. Additional comments you typed 
above should be rated according lo 
the responses shown here. ·-~==--===--,_ -_ -_ -_ -_.-_ -_-------~--

[ Add Question or-~ 

----------Fag·e Brea1:----------

!Add Question or lextl 
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5. mE in the oame of any Cl'fiI/compt}dt.ion ctlurseware or learning management system 
(e.g., Blackboard, WebCYor otlur) which you have used wi1/1i:i t!:.e last foTir years In teaching 
composition in any dassro~m ~:- cnlin,e enviro».ments. Thrrn, rate f!le f.'11!tming affrihutcs of the 
CMI/composition courseware y~u named by selectlng one o!the r~sponses below each Uem you 
dei,ignate. 

µil~(Move] 
19} 5a. TYPE IN THIS SPACE CMIICOURSE'NARE NAME t 

~ dd Questtor, or )e.~ I 

20) NAME 1 indicated at~~~~: 
=----=-=--=---~:::::==------

(" (" 

'";"::"J~ r:::::: 

431 

My college 
;, should· 
provtd~ 

mote• 
Instr.Jeter 
~..inn'"": ... , '" "·~-" 

''COU!"'..ewar . 

e 

My college,1 

should, 
1
1 

pro'!!de. 
· more: 1 

stu!ren •. 
training on 
c'oursewar t 

e I 

(' 



21) 5b. TYPE IN THS SPACE CWCOURSEWARE NAME 2 (F NEEDED). 

jAdd QueStton or.Text] 

ser- .,,,,.,_ ''"1·•· NOT"us.er··,_ .✓- My ., My 
•), •frlendlf" · ;- · college college • 

Technolog , · should should· i 
y provide prOVlde . ~ 

more more ·1 
Instructor Student•vi• 
m ining . training /'· 

on · , on , ., • 
coursewar, coursewuf l 

e , • ·I 
••ii 

22) Name 2 Indicated above. 0 C C (' 

f 
j.Add Question er: Telt] 

' -- .J 

!Add Question or. Text] 
-------·-·, 

[ecm]foeiml r;,;:vt] i 
23) 5c. TYPE IN THIS SPACE CMIJCOURSEWARE NAME 3 (IF NEEll:D). 

I Add Que.stlon or Tert I 

-· Neutnl NOT "US My My • ,· 
COiiege ~ 
Should ~] 
provide1t:: 'j 

.p,; 
1 
24) Name 3 indicated above. _-=..:...:.......:__:=-~----

r r. 

432 

-friend I}' lege 
,. should 

provide 
more • 

instructor 
tralnfng 

'on ; 
CC1Jn8WV .,·., , " 

~;✓:;~~ 

r 

fflOA! ~ 
....- student .I 

traln'!'g " on 'l 

coursewar'.i 
~ .. -,}f·1 
r 



/ Edit II Delete I/ Move I 

25) Sd. TYPE IN THIS SPACE CMVCOURSEWARE NAME 4 (IF NEEDED}

j

26) Name 4 indicated above.

· j Add Question or Text)

nuser
Friendly" 

Technology 

(' 

----- -· '"\'!,' . •  ,_. 

MODERATEl.:i NOT"user-'.' Mycollege1 
Y ·user- friendly" should 
Friendly" • Tecl!nology'."', •' provide more 

Tecl!nology instructor· 

C r 

. training on • 
• courseware · 

(' 

j Add Question or Text j 

j Add Question or Text I 

----------rage Break:---------

j Add Question or Text I 
----

433 

..... � 

My college� 
should 

provide more . 
student, 

training Oll't 
courseware 

(' 



6. Rate each of the follo\\ 'ing statement s by selec ti

n g onl
y 0

11 e  of the rat
i

ng crit
eria provided.

The follow ing items A through D pertai n to your institutio
n

's aca demic and inst
ru

ctional support
divisions (e.g., Coll eg e of Arts and Scien ces, Jnstruc tfona/ Te cl mo logJ' Division, etc.) 

------ --- ------ - --- ------·-·-

I Add Question or Text I

27) A To the best of my knowledge
, my 

academic division or divislon1 al 
fac ulty dean endorses and supports 

the use of CMVcornpositi o n  
courseware in composition/Engl ish 
courses in face-to-face and/

or 
online environments. 

28) B. My academic dMsion (or division 
of instructional technology) 1ffe,s 
some fonn of training to instructors 
who te ach with CMV composltion 
courseware. 

2 9) C. To the best of my knowledge, my 
academic division 

(
or department of 

strongly 
Agree 

f 

t 

instructional technolog y) assesses 
the effectiveness of 
CMl/compositlon or writin

g 
coursewar e used. 

30) D. To the best of my kllO'Me<!9e, 
CMVcompositlon coursewar e topics 
are occasional� discussed at my 

academic division or dean of faculty 
meelilgs. 

r 

Agree Neutral 

f 

f f 

f 

f 

r f 

43 4 

·-

Disagree strongly
Disagree 

f 

f 

No 
Opini

o n 

f 

6. rat ,. -,.,, "' ' ►• f - 1!( . .!-n ·foto.,, Ant~ hu ~"1err,ip "DIV m1e of thn"tin1Friteria provided. 
The " ,. . . ,u. 'fo•,;- J fl ~- rth n - fnin f(\ 11r11r insti'uti1111 ·.rat. '1de111 il' (111d ll r,r .. .:aona, ll1j'1Jurt 

divi ·,. " (,. '> ('"I/' " llr ~ ·-' - ltvl.~r ·-··"?.r ln~r11r.fio11(1I te"/111f' 1?~ vzvicum, ecC.) 

Strona'.i'., 
Dls,,,,ww 

' 

-~ No,~ 
Oplnlc. . . 

27) .. - ,. ,.. . 
ace .... ... ".!""' ..,I!·;-:-~ 4\t ·ou1·1'1,'"'., ~, 

fac, .. ,, ,,. :"' '"'1"·--..c ~nr' · ··-1\/\rt-
the .. ' ? ,.. "' 111- ·-,nnci!inr 

COl"'"""'' .. ,.. ;,. ':'"'l'Mcinnr~:,.,.1;~1, 

COl'•M~ 1"' f,~- '"-'~"-" ~ .. -i/·•· 
onF·- "" ,ipf't,r-Meftt~ 

Qf ',. ·f1 ·-'1l,.,.,1 fo~"nrlM,,1 ,,lfer,:, · 
SO:-'" 1" 

W~" •,,,i. "l" "\"'---nnMilir· 

co·• .... A l ll~M· 

29' ~-~c 'hr "r' "' .,_ .. , ~'lAu••-·~"" 111:• 

ac--.i,.,;,. ; ~a.,.,, '"f n1r-1n ri;"1m 11 

in!'" -•·,. -.,1 l, rhn--,fnrv\ ~;011~~~ 

th "'f .. ~•i,·•""'~~· .. , 
c~ .. ·--,""'"'"'"m,. ... /\r ,.,rff;"., 
er· 1""""' """'"" • ·r~ .J 

ar,. ,..,,.1,..-,,.,k· " ••1cc~ "f r,v 

aAA.~ ~ ~; .. ,.J;, ~ _ ! ,,, f I'\ ,f 1ft..Af f11',•rnu• 

(' ( (' 

i (' i 



7. Respond to the statements A thro ugh C below by selec ting o ne respo nse fo r  ea ch sta te me nt.

These statements pertain ontv to your academic department (e.
g

.
, 

Depa r
hn

en
t of Engl

is
h, etc.) 

- -- -

I Add Question or Te xtj
-- -

- --

Ed!I ,I Dele te II Mov e  I
Agree Neutral Disagree Strong� No 

Disagree O_plnlon 

31) A. My academic department has
des�nated at least one facully
member who functions as a (' 

r,

(' (' (' (' CMl/composition courseware
support person or training mentor.

32) B. I received rrr, CMl/composition
courseware trairilg from a

(" (' (" r department member or a des�nated
train ing mentor. 

3 3) C. I am self-trained in 
CMl/composition courseware for us e  (' (' (' (' (' 
in my composition classes. 

Add Question or Text 

-
-----, � 

435 

'/. r ~s ... ~ ♦n .• r'- ,~•-y ntc A •1---, .. ,,h (' L-1-,n, 1lv ~0 1Pf~l'IO nne resnonse for rach st~te111r.nt. 

The. ••n/,,. ..• . -.. ,. ,,,--t,,;., ,,-· Iv Ir 11r"v """rPm'' Ar,r"fmpnf le.fl. Dep11~tme111 of F,pali~I,, etr) 

--· - - - -----

.Edif1'-ri"Jftt7 , _ _,_ _ __.._ _ __.__ 

31 l · · · 1""' .,,. " '" '""'"-' "~
de! ...... ·" .. · 'p'f' "" ··•rlfv 
me··"A, ~--•·"r':""-~C" 
crv· , ..... ,..~~"'I - .,~tliW~l'O 

surAA .. P\ I"'"" '"l'~;r;•• - 1nl/V 

32) " ."~"' • " I f\1/11 •• ..,.IV\C!ifuv-

Ct ... , ......... ;+;, . ·,uttQW~ro f11r •1cp 

in ")' "'\"'"""d;,- "11•c~C 

---=-----~ 

(' r 

r (', 

., 

Dis;inree, . ' No 
01s1.t ... , .... 

> 
•. Oplnlc.". · 

r (' r 

r 



• 34} 8.1 actively support CMVcomposition
courseware usage in all courses and 
learning environments offered through 
�y_�cademic disci line.

-35) Using CMVcomRO on cours 
. · · face:-to-face (FTP) !!nviron 

necessary for me t 
inst�_tional ob� 

36) Using CMVcompos�ion courseware in
online/distance learning environments
is necessary for me to achieve my
instructional objectives.

0 

n 0 

. t .-, . .-,--(
('

Stro�gly·. _N�Oplniori'·l
.;,·, �- Disagree' ·· · 1

! 

(\ r r 

(i r,. r r. 

Add Question or Text 
. . ¥,. - . 

I Add Questio� or-Text I 

I ----1 Delete II Move I 

l 
------------rage Break 

I Edit l I Delete 11. Move I 

Add Question orText 
• • f ,,... 

37) 9. In the last four years, have you used blogging in the composition courses you teach? (Select one of the following)•

r f regularly use blogging in my courses
r I occasionally use blogging in my courses
r I rarely use blogging in my courses
r I never use blogging in my courses
r No Opinion
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38} 10. k:, part of your overafi teaching evaluation(s) at your college, one of the foRowing applies:
r There is a specific area in my evaluation which assesses my abilities in using CMVcomposition courseware.
r I am NOT specifically evaluated regarding my leaching abifilies in using CMI or writing courseware.
f NIA

Add.Question or Text 

------------.age Brea11----------

I �dltJI Delete II Move/

. SECTION Il: Collaborafive Writing Practices in Composition 
[._ ------------------------------

39} 1. Do you involve your students in
i some form of interactive collahoration

in completing their compositio1n 
as,signme_nls? 

C 

I Add Questioq or Text I 

0 

Add Question or Text 
_.. . ' ' 

, l'J:"f; ··.,· � 

ME, '"" 
,, 

, 

C C r. 

: [e"d1t)[ Delete.II MQve j 
: 2a. The follo'lling questions iJnvolve the approaches you use to foster student collaboration in. all phases of the

: student composition process. 
l 

Add Que�tion or Text 
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40) ?re\1mting 

41) Sludeii c�draftiY:j 

42) Researching

43) Peer critiquing 

44) R�<f!OOJ 
46) Proofreading 

- --

! Ed�l Delete II Move

Al.WAYS OFTEN 

(' 
r 

r r 

r r 

I Add Question or Text

SOMETIMES INFREQUENT NEVER 
LY· 

r r (' 

(' r (' 

r
r

r 

46) 
2b. W reqtNed, please micate airf olher aspec ts of the wrb1g process \'t1ich you vlO!il tike to specl

y and rate accord'o;i to the

responses shown (please describe� a few w o
rd

s before respooon;i to the options below): 

Add Question or Text 

>J.WAYS OFTEN SOMETIMES INFREQUENT N EVER 

47) 2b. r (' r r

Add Question or Text

I Edit]! Delete 11 Move I
48) 2c. W required, please indicate any other aspects of the writing process which Y?U wouk! fike to specly and rate acc,Jrdir);j to the

responses shown (please descri>e il a rew w ords before respoimJ to the opoons bel'>w):

438

I 

401 Prewritinn 

411 

421 Researchinn 

43\ Peer critio11i11Q 

441 Revisinn/FrlihM 

45I Pron!rP:llflM 

fd;; 11 ~elete II ~nve I 

r (' 

. ' 
,-ft,-ftlti-1•- 4 .::: 

r r 

( 

4ol LO. tt rl>(luirf'll l)jp;!'-P, iflrlir:ttP. aov nt!}Pr ~soecls of"·· .. ..:.:.... ··nrp~ wr;.i. ...... 'fl .. rHI ,-if..· - . •- , .... ..1; "1 1~ 

fe:>fll,.,,)w ,,,111•i11 w"''l~t: UP'i1,1.. 1 ~ re, nv11l: 'Jt""' \. .,,,. .... .. nn In•~- ·11, .. ,,., .. \· 

471 2b. r r r 

@·n II r 1l1!t~ II ~· ~ve I 
48) ?c. "fMUirecl, n!ea"e 1nd'ii:;ite any o\het ~C'JeC!s (If th,111mf~"" 'lr/11'~ whj•" .,,.,,wn· ,, ·•·- ,. ~~ifv , ·· 

I ~Sj.1U11J.:,, JIIU\'111 I ,l,llt'm,.l !Je..'-'·11oe r "·""I{ Wvru~ r'=f(''4 rp_c;r- - ..l··"' '" •rp ---·· ·•-•"" 

43° 

'· . 

r 

7 



49) 2c. C r r r 

------------!"age Break.-----------

I Ad,� guestiori orT�xt I 

. jEdit II Delete II Moye II Add L<>gicJ 

. 50) 3. The approach I use in facifJtating student collaboration in my composition instruction could be descnbed as (select from one of the 
options offered): 
r Very Structured r Moderately Structured O Loosely Structured C No Structure at au r No Opinion 

I A�d Questiqn or T�xt I 

���I Del�[ijo"v;)j Adg Logic! 
51) 

4. I enable students to collaboratively construct their writing assignments rather than assign them specific topics or writing prompts
which they must follow.

r Nways C Frequently C Sometimes 0 Never O No Opinion 

I Add Q_u'!_stion or Text! 

I Add question or Tep I 
--------------------

------------rage Break-----------

I Add Ques�on or:Text l

. i":"-:-::l r::-:--:7r::-7 
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5. Please rate in the followi ng ser ies of questions what you consid er is the impo rt

an ce
of

collaborative writing in Its application to the genera lly accepted rhetorical ca

11
o n s.

-

L�dttJI Delete ii Move
I

52) Invention (pcewriting; discoverilg
ideas)

53) Arrangement (organization of ideas;
essay structure) 

54) Style (clarity, 
impact figures 

o f
speec h

, 
and appropriateness 

of 
usage) 

55) Memory (methods, structures, and
means which foster cognitive
practices to faciilate creative recal in 
composition) 

56) Delivery (refinement and fina
l 

preparation of a composition) 

-

!Add Question or Textj

Very lmpor1ant Neutral Not Important 
Important 

(' f f

f

(' (' (' 

(' f f (' 

f (' r 

r 
(' f 

I Add Question or Text 
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No Opinion 

f

(' 

f 

r 

f 

52 

53' 

54· 

5f" 

5f" 

:r - · M•ioo 11f,. o~tin:--~ wll!lt Vl'll ropddP" ill fLp i111rorta11t:e of 
T1:,.,..~I\- t" 'hf -111111rllllv ""fP.ntPrl r1•ef"rica1 Cf'11011S, 

'Nii" Ojilnl~{ I 

· ,\ ·-•:- , ... r ,u.,,:•· .. . r ,- , ,u,n_nr 
(' C r (', 

id1 
_, 

\r 
es .... ""''""'"' · ., ., 
it . •A, .... 'n , ... 1 f "'" ,.f 

sp··-~ n"' · '""""'" •"l.r~t: "* l 
(' r r r r 

us·•A1 

A• •rr• •- -•~- ' "tr··'"·,,-· ~nil 
m··••n1 I I ~ " ;A.;"' -lf\l'lfl'dt\• • 

·:. .l1 r;a:+ · /11,,.,:,tr :- - · u• 

pl 
er-··· ... ., 
) -~ 1• , .. 1 r. .. , 1"11"11"'"• ,,..~ -r 11 

(' C (' r, r 
pr·--··' ·f · '"'1,N'lofV\f'.itu- - ' 

,1,t' 1""~/\ll·n! Tod 



6. Pl
e a se respond to the following series of questions regarding collaborative writin

g 
practices.

�dit Ii Delete Ii Move I 

5
7

) Composition instruc t ors are, r or th e 

most part, adequately tra ined to lea ch 
collaborative writing appr

oa c hes in 
their composttion classes. 

58) In genera, most cooipositiomng
instructors fcMlr more non-
colaooralive approaches lo leach writing. 

59) Co!abor ative wrrting appr oaches 
improve student

s' wr iting skills better
than othe r approaches used in 
teac hing composition. 

60) In general, composition instructors 
possess the leaching skils necessary
lo facifrtate effective colaborawe 
writing practices in the classrwn. 

61) First-year college wrtters are a
ble 

lo 
benefrt from colaborawe writing 
approaches us e d in face-lo-fa c e  
(IT T) and onfine erMronrnenls. 

62) In general, the approaches and ways
studenls are laugtrt composition in 
h�h school facifllate their adoption of
colaborntive writing approaches in 
their colege composition classes. 

!Add Question or r ext I

Strong� Agree Disagree Strong�·' NoO�nlon - '
Agree [Msagree 

,

(' 0 0 (' 

(' (' 

r 

(' r (

(' r 

4
41 

571 Com~inn jpc:tmrtprs are. fl" 1r~ 
niu:,t t,u11 (111+!\Jl@IP."' n<>illOII I,, "'11;11 
C1J11i1IX).t1'1.r i "i11··IIIJ w.J,u&t;ll"'c 1q 

~•~u i;ut11w:,,J1111 L11~t;Q. 

58l In 9eneral lJlnd "'Jllll)(ltif111nllllritiNJ . . 
ID'lll,,lilUI!> '"""' 1111Jlij IIUII" 

c1,io,,, .... ,,~ .1µu10clt:llf": II' ln2r~ 

W11tl1Hf, 

591 Co!l;ihorntivo 111ritin1J aporoach~ 
iITt~luvt: !>lUur,.,b ..,, , .. ru, ;ii(•u<: n,u10r 

lha11 .JUIP.1 ;iµu1Uili;hF '" ",n 

l8i11illll111 liUl11L,u;,IUl1•1. 

601 tn QeneraJ. romoosffi~n in.ctrill'lqr; 
,J(,:,SvJ:i u1u er..~ .. ·-· SIi""' ""Cessarv 
to • w _.., . .... r;11~=UV" I • ,I,,,• u-,IM' 

Wfiu1n1 Uli:lliUC"S Ill •rr · ""1~-c:rrvvn 

61 \ Firct-year cofte{le writer; are able In 

apu1U(li;11e-. u~w 111 ,~cit-10-•0\., 
(F,, ""U 1 • 111n~ lll1\llllll1111ems. 

62) lri ~eneral. the ::ioproaclfff .,n,1 ""'VS 
.,tuut! .. ,-. '"'1 :au111ll 1·•~IIDU:i1UV1• "' 
hig11 " •IIU\• t><t ;hllii- n"!u - J\ _ JJll\11 QI 

cok.,.n·n11yt ... ,·,111x1 illJIJICJaC 111:, 'II 

then C•llt:".., · --,11w.-,,. 111 •-'C!S.""" 

l' r • I, -
~ . . 

C (' ( 

--, 
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• SECTION III: Short Answer Questions

------·-------------------·-·-- ---·-···-··-·

. fodit]I Deleteji,Mo;J 
L..- t::::_..J 

63) 1. Briefly describe several b?aching and learning aspects which you believe wouk:1 improve the quality of composttion instruction in
your coHege's or academic 1departmenfs curriculum.

( 1000 characters remaining) 
'- .. --------------------------------

r�;�1 rn:i:.:"r

� � 11 Move/

64) 2. What aspects of your insltructional approaches woukl you like to change or see changed?

(1000 characters remaining) 
l -

----------�-

-

-_ -_-_-_-_-_ -_-...,-__,--- ---- -- ---•-

I AdA Qu��on or Text I 

-----------t'ageBreakr----------

----------;::::::::::::::::::::::::;.;---------·- ---- - ... 

I Edit j I Delete II M�ve i . .. 
· 65) 3. What instructional approaches or resources do you believe are needed to help you become a more effective colege composition

instructor? 

442 
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66) 4. Bri�fly d�scribe the type of training in CMl/courseware which your university provides through its departmental, divisional, or
msbtut1on-w1de resources.

(1000 characters remaining) 

!Ad..� Question or Texfj

-----------"age Break----------

rEd�f Delete ll Move4 
67) 5. Do you follow or practice any particular collaborative writing theories or theorists? If "yes," please briefly list them here.

(1000 characters remaining) 

�ditli Delete JI Move j -=�� -· !.-�-�-;.... 

68) 6. What teaching philosophies does your academic department folow or prescribe for teaching composition?

( 1000 characters remaining) 

443 
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69) 7. Whal o~clr.ies, graEgies, ard perfonnance benchrmrks (rreasurermrt) does your acad001ic ~moon! use kl ~ess 
cof1l)Osnim program eff ecliveness? 

(ICOO characters rermining1) 

Ra~dly Add New. Que$tiOns to End of SUNey 

i Edit Survey Conc~sionJ 

I Inquiries regarding these confidential findin~ may be made to the follo\\~ng email address: 

Thank you for your parti'cipatio11 i11 I/tis important researclL Your time at1d i11sigllts are gratefit~' 
appreciated. 

You rooy now dose }OIK browser. 
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College Students Enrolled in Composition/First
Year Writing Courses Survey 

COMPOSIDON/FIRST-YEAR WRITING STUDENT SURVEY: 

COMPUTER-MEDIATED INSTRUCTION AND COLLABORATIVE COMPOSITTON 

PEDAGOGIES 

Spring2009 

Target Respondents: College Students Presently Enrolled in Composition/First-Year Writing Courses, including 
developmental writing, at Universities and Community Colleges 

Your participation in this survey is greatly appreciated 

Defmitions of Key Terms Used 

Computer-Mediated Instruction (CMI) is defined as the use of any computer software and related di�tal resources in 
work station and online environments used by composition instructors and students. Examples: learning management 
courseware, emrul, instructor websites, and a variety of computer-based off-the-shelf and instructor-developed programs 
used to teach composition 

Courseware is defined as any menu-driven software adapted for teaching, learning, and applying composition skills in 
face-to-face (FTF) and distance learning online environments. Examples: Blackboard and WebCT. 

Face-to-face (FTF) classroom environments encompass teaching environments where only the instructors use a 
computer and perhaps some fonn of computer projection display media to instruct students in a class. Examples: 
classrooms in which overhead di�tal projection/digital media systems are used 

In-class workstation environments denote those composition classrooms where teachers and students have computer 
workstations and software. Examples: classrooms in which students use individual computer workstations connected 
to their institution's computer system. 

446 



Distance leamioglonlinc environments dcscmc those oft'-caq,us web-based cn\'ironmcots in which inslmctors teach 
compositioo using oolinc teclnol,o~cs and courscware. Examples: instrucliln using~ Intcmct to <rMr compmlion 
courses taught through computer courscware. 

C ollaborati\'c writiig is an instnJ:tiooal and leamiog approach \\bcreby stodcnts arc empowered to inlcract and mntnally 
implement writing improYcmcot gnegjcs dtmog pwcs of the wriliogproccss. 

There is a potential risk of loss of confu!entiali1y in all email, downloading, and Internet transactions 

I Add QUllS1ion a Text] 

Page~eak 

!Add Question OJ Text] 

[Editj@aieaj[iiove] 
· SECTION I: Com(!uter-Mediated Instruction {C~,ffi l\.lultiele Cboice Questions 

I Add Questk>n « Text l 
[Ed'it-1 @aief;l 

. 1. Respond to the following su1tements by indicating how often you use a computer (v«>rkslatioo, personal computer 
! or I apt~) to generate some form d text in communicating. 

L 

11 Emailing (' 

-· -2) Writing Oass_Notes __: 

3) Composing/Re-,ising Essays 
(' 

4) Writilg Reports and text-based t. 
assignmer4s 

. 5) Other 
r, C C 

---
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Briefly descnbe "Other' if answered above. 

-----------r--,ageBt-eak---------

2. Does your instructor currently use C~ll/composition coorseware in face-to-face (FIF) 
classroom euironments, in-class student worbtation environments, or in distance leaming/online 
learning enYironments--or all three? Indicate your response to t/Jis question by selecting one of t/,e 
optionsfr0111 t/Je series of statements tl,atfollmv. 

FTF Settilg-1 nstru:tor uses 
Col11)1ter/Di[jtal l~a ii Classroom 
Only 

~-~ 

Sludents use Waxstaoon· 
Classr0001 Sellilgs -~ : 

Oistance/Onine Leanmg 
Environmerts 

0 

r. 

~ ~.t•w ·•· -~~~~. ~•<-v.•-~'!!~·":;I 
· etimes ~s freque~tly us (,,:... · 
east $foe, ss than on . ">:" 

~~... 7+ 1"X r _,,- $> ·,;.; ~f 
" month) p_erm{rith). tJi/ 
~MAvl-~~:+ - 4,. • ' . • ·~.:.\;'f','~,~ 

C r. r, 

r r. r 

Add in the space beklw any ~itxlnal commerts you feel v.,iuld be helpulor a~ 'fCH responses aiove: 

3. Do you relieve the growilg 
applicalxln of co111Jlter te:hnoklges 
and Ct.II ii your cornposilxln classes 
are factors which make l il11X)~art for 
you in developilg effedve 
writing/composition skills? . . 

r r r 

- -- - -- ----- --

Md any commerts you baieve v.,iud be helpful or al11)iy yo11 respoose aiore: 
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4. Respond to the following sc. ries of questions rega.-.1~,g how /zeJnt;,J your believe CMI and .. ~i,;..11 • " 
J • I f h h f h • . 1'J" "'•iw~ collt"..,w ... -c &-c uurrag eac t o t e p ::sGS o : .e writing process &scnbed below. 

PREWRmNG (lnvenlilg and 
discovering yoor ideas, free writing, 
andoulMlilg) 

COJ.iP.OSINOORAFrnG· -1 

(t°{l.'npOS?lg Of\'~~; 
COmpositioQS) , 

REVlSt1'./GlfOiTING (Changing, 
rr,o,ifying: and en."dllci1g,vour 
c l>lll)Osilioli drafts} 

·, :· -•.. ,•l,.. 

PROOFREAOINC3'[The fuµ! s,tage: .• 
after eating.tr~ ii wlicri awrier 
'd .. -..... . '•, . ..a: • 'rii l ~ 
I 'Q :u:= !.'Sag6'1 Ol'9!!ll!Z!!U-'.l!"i, ~,.. ;~-
Stylisti!: issues 10 change orentmce 
the co"""5ifion's fi11al <n!tl-

~! • ..._ ............. 

PEER COUABORATI0N (!nteracoon 
with yoYr peers during any phase of 
the writ ~ocess) 

(' r (', 

(' C: C 

r: r C 

Add any comments you believe soo.i!d be noted or w!11 amp!Jy &i'ff ol }IOll ,eqionw aboYC. 

[ . --7 

r 

r 

r 

-------------r-ageBre~~,- ----------

5. Overall, CMI and courseware have helped impcoved my wri'J.".g skis in ilij t~~ ~ .-year ':!?!'!!yv~ i;id;r~. 

r Sironaiy Acree t JiQree t Ne11!lai (' Disagree (I Nu Opf:-~-: C Guier i~ ~~! 
Oti1er:i ·----7 

I 

(' 

r 

r 

6. Agree or disagree with the followirg statement Computer tecmo!ogy/CLU facMates more efficienl W'Ol'd proc~, ix. rd 
necessaril'I be!terwriling. 
r Strongiy Ag;ee r Agree r Ne-Jtral r Disi!gree r Nu Oj;iiion 

OTHER: Add any comments you befieve would be he!?,'1.!! or ampify ~~r ~~(1~ ~~-c-- ~ 
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1~ Please respond to one 111tho ont...,," hoJ,,.., ,..,,,,,,,OM '"""'use of hhwuw,·n-iativn M!ll'-wwnm ll!.'UlnrnMI" 
_ • vtV"- t""'• tJ~l'\ltfl~ \,ii~ jU11ii anv:/':r':J .--- ,V • 11 - •':li~""'°'"""'· 

I use blogging as a means for 
OSCOVelDJ ~s ~ the PreYIMJ 
phase of mywm~ a~~~-·r ~ -.· . .,, 
l use b!~i!lg ~sa fliiins1o sti.ar~ 
ideas and fm $\1118 o!llers aie'1 

experiencing i!!.~~ · · · 
assig~ls.~~:-.rs: .·,.,_ 

! use blogging as a means ror peer 
co/!aooralion and c~J!fll} cf my 
v,ntir-~ ~.gr!Tt&i:S. . .. .•... ,,< 
ou~~'eafe~-~~l-1 

Wt'~, .... \..,.,'( 

0 

r. 

Stlf9lal tJ;;-,ar 
••~th -... 

Ii\.~, 

(' 

('. 

r 

7b. Please briefly describe your response to "O'u'let ii Q'Jes!ion !a ~'2: 

~Bie.1!: 

Si,~~tillu __ 
d~~1; Ili~ 

. lntf eq1111'ltly 

··--· ... -"Clln::ns, 
' 

(i r 

(j r 

~ 

NEVER · 

Ci 

(' 

S~p~~1 Agr:t,. Neutral--. Dk.agl".!~x Sk'-vl1Qqi No OpiAiCII! J 
,\:if' t~::J .. i 

Ag!!e' D~g~~ 

Collabora!Jve writing rs '!':ff he~!ul in r r (' r r (' 

All phases of tr,e ~ ri_ocess. 
~~•~,r.•~ ,. 

Colaborat.ive.wri'J:~ ;5 ~ lll r; (' 
Se\'eral, b!A not -~ 'J! !he .,. 
wri!!m nrocess · .i! ,¾! f -•:,r• . 

Co!~borative writing is h€!pM ootf in r r (' r r (' 

pre.vntinglinve.ntion. 
• ·•. .... t 

~rungfs~£~~~ r r r r r 
. ...; - ·:-.;·er. .•!!• 

Cofraboralive \Jl!lting is hP.lpM only in r r r r (' r 
proofreadir.o 

,t-1 ~I 

r r ·r Co~i'ative writ.~ is~! oo!}' ='w r r 
peer critq. · ·, .: -t~1.. Nt .;,,.! ~~· .. . ~ ., ;:A~ 
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SECilON II: Short Answer Ourstions 

1. What aspects of Cl.l/corrpisition c011Seware or Cf.I aw roaches used ii teac~ co"l)Qsioon do you lie best? i'Jso, ~e list 
se-.Eral that you lie. 

( 1000 characters remainilg) 

2. What aspects of Cf.tlcompositi>n cOCJSeWare oc Cf.I aw roaches used to teach COll1)0siion cb you Ike the least. Also, please ist 
several!M you dislike. 

(1000 characters remaiing) 

3. (Answer this question on~ i your instructor uses colaborawe v1iing as an VlSt/UC!iolill awroach il yo11 composiioo class). 
What aspects of collatxrative wming (enabl~ you to iteract wth oh1s a each phase m the wrm:i process) do you Ike the best 
Please fist several Ila! you ike. 

(1000 characters remairirYJ) 

-----------~e~eak---------
4. Briefy mention several approaches with you beieYewol.fd improve the quaity of v.nilg i'lsmlction i1 course . 

.. 

(1000 characters rermiring) 

5. What teaching strategies and mettms used in your composDXI COll'Se(s) nuld be charged or emanced to inprove fie quaiy 
of teaching aid leamng? 

(1000 characters rerreimJ) 
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College Students Enrolled in Composition/First-Year Writing 
Courses Survey 

Survey findings are used for doctoral research purposes. Please direct your questions regarding this research survey to 

YolD' participation in this suney is gra1ef ul~ acl:nowledged. 

You may now close YOW' browser. 

For maximum confidentiality, please close this window. 

~hi@ 2001-2011 Ps)tl0aa8, U.C. Al lights reser\81. 
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APPENDIXN 

PsychData® Validation of Total Survey Particinants in i: .. r•iltv 
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Validation of Total Faculty Members Participating in Online Survey 

♦) PsychData' 
COIIHD!NCI IN HSIU(M 

• View Survey Data 
D Survey Title 

i,;: 

Deprtmental Contract 
()lice of Research ard 
Spmgifed Programs 
YOlUJW()rt cootad~: Rene 

Welcome, g\lidson1@tvftl.eclJ [ Sgn out] 
Host~g Account Baeree 
Start: 00/08/2))8 Ouestims: UrOnited 
End: OOJO~al11 R~ooses: Uninited 

' ' · •• ...... ,.. .:-·~. 

Responses : Status} 

College C001posffion Faculfy Survey. Co"1X1tef'Mei3ted lnshit!Qi (CMl)and Cdlalxlrative 
_!25992 Writingf edagQg,i:.=es ______ _ 

66 ~ 

Participant Information 
------

~-Partic~ants j 66 I Participants who have startld thesurveyand suooiittld data. 
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Validation of Total Students Participating in Online Survey\ 

,, PsychData 
COIIIIOIN(I IH UUUCH 

Create Survey 

f~ View Survey Data 
ID Survey TIiie 

Departmental Contract 
Office of Researth and 
Sponsored Programs 
Yours coolactis:Reoe 

Welcome, gwilson1@1\w.eoo I sign ouij 
Hosing Account Balance 
Start: 09.()8/2008 Questons: lmlimiled 
End: 09/r6/2011 Resimses: ~fmtted 

-~=~~=-:-:----r-~ 

Responses• r Slahls l 
-:-.-..L~-.......,.;..,.,;.;...,_____,:..::...:,._.,.L_.d-'-"''"'-'''--"-'"''""'f ,._,"""':::--'.I 

127855 • &;i~g·e Stud- en-ts~ ~ il eo;~avFvst-Y ear Wrir:g Coorses &Ivey 39 : ON I 

Participant Information 

Participants 1 39 ParticipMts who have started the !llrvey !id subnitted d1ta. 
' 
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APPENDIXO 

Representative Faculty Responses to Short-Response Survey Questions 
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Representative Faculty Answers to Short-response Questions, Section II of Faculty 
Online Survey 

1. Brvfl! dtsaibt st'ltttll 1. JJ'haJ !lSPecfs or\., J; What iilsinidio11ol~ a;'f1Jritfly dfuibt Ou ~- 5:, l)c you follow Of prat.itt 4/lf 

fttll:hbtg IUld mbtt · _,o,iiilltruction,I ,. ,, .. qproailrtS or: · typeoftrainiA.g bi' . . · partiadtinolllbommi wrilillt 
aJpd w!ki JH bdiet ,pptotZdrts H'Ould resiiirris dq J'O .. C/iJVcq1113'tMfe•,•flidl ,, .. t/ttQW Of tht,risn? , q '~·es.,, 
WOldd bnpmt tit q~ · 1Pc• likt lo ch . . irmify_proviits_: : pm britfly list Jlrmr Am. 
of aJ"f'Osilitm ii!trldioii ''sti'clltmgtd h · ' ✓- ··' 

btyo,u a,lltgt's or · ta1, tin' · 
«adt1ttic d!putMtt,l's 
cllTricltbrm. 

using more technologies 
in student assignments
asking students to 
construct visuals and 
fliers/pamphlets rather 
than just essays, as well 
as asking students to 
draft biogs and other 
digital texts using more 
draft-respond-revise 
methods to encourage a 
stronger sense of the 
writing process, 
particularly using 
electronic drafting and 
commenting programs 

:~, ': .;:,_ µ ), ' f.;\ _;:, }: ; <tJ :t:~ <! ~; . .. 
I think I personally I just need more Wchavccollcgc-wid~ ,':-.N~t really.~i have read quite a 
need to get more time to work out InsttuctionalDcsign lit, but most of it is pretty 
comfortable whatwillorwon\ folkswbohold obvioussoldonheally 
assigning teJlts that work in the wodcsbopsandoffcr fdlow any partiouar theorist's 
arcnot strictly classroom. That's one--0n-onesessions to workthatdosely. 
essays. I use hard in the age of discusstedmology 
electronic accountability use. 
submi:ssion, and whercwchavcom 
maybe that's part of course complctm 
what keeps me aid successful 
glued to the essay. complcters tracked 
Students arcmorc each semester and 
comf 01tablc held over our 
acatingthosc kinds heads. Innovation 
of docwncnts when is not-suppottcd in 
they arc in groups that environment-
and th1eworkis it's too risky. 
consid.ercd "class 
work"[~athcr than 
! major assignment, 
though. 
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APPENDIXP 

Representative Student Responses to Short-Response Survey Questions 
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Representative Student Answers to Short-response Questions, Section II 
Student Online Survey 

1. Whafaspecfs 
af 
CMl/composifion 
courseware orCMI 
a,pproaches used 
in teaching 
canpositiondo 
you l il<e best? 
Also, please nst 
several that you 
like. 

I l iked the use of 
oommentsin 
~\\Old, 
emailed kl each 
otherbyinstructor 
and students. It 
was sirrple snd 
qllicktodo, and 
s lso easyto 
undel'Stand 

2. Whatasp1cts ·· . 
of · 

al/composition 
C:O!,Jl'Hware or CM · 
approache-s used 
foteach 
composilf~ do 
you like,the ~ -
Also, please llst 
severalthJtyou 
dislike. 

I dislilced the online 
tutorisls thst we 
were foroe-fed as 
homewmk. Forme. 
wonang together as 
a dassina 
woncstation sres is 
the bestwsyforme 
to Jeam howto use 
newweb/oomputer 
features. 

3. {Answ.rthis 
questioo only if 
your instructor 
usu :collabc:wative 
writing as an 
instniotional 

., approachinyour 
composition 
class). What 
aspeetsof .. 
collaborative'' 
writing (enabring 
you to inleract 
wi1hothersat' · 
Hehphue ofthe 
writing proous) 
do you like the 
~ Please fist 
several flat you 
like. ,, 
The best was the 
sugpesti:msfor 
ll!vision (atthe 
revisvlg 
stspelprocess,}., 
~goodwa.sp,e.
writing 
c:ollboralion; when 
alwehadwas 
basicaly an idea. I 
think we well! able 
to h~ point each 
otheril the "'write" 
direction. I think 
outline review 
would have also 
helped, had we 
done it moll!. 
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·4_ Bri4!ffy ' 
mentioo several 

.. approaches 
. whichyou 

believe would 
improve the 
quality of writing 
instruc6on in 
your course. 

An occasional 
tined esSByhe"s 
to force me to get 
my ideas out on 
psperquicldy
some students 
work'Aoel under 
pressure, you 
know. Moie focus 
and guidance on 
the ,evision 
process would 
have been he'1ful. 

5. Whatteachi"' 
strategies and 
methods used in 
yourcompositior 
course(s) should 
be changed or 
enhancedto 
improve the 
quaJityof 
tuchingand 
IHming? 

I think that having 
a pubicspeaking 
opportunity 
(having students 
ll!ad aloud oneot 
more of the 
essays that they 
'Mite fortneclsss) 
wouJd round out 
the goals of the 
a>UIH, because 
leamilg to speak 
wel is related to 
IHming to write 
wel. More 
in1)ortan1ty. 

~~.sm 
shouJd be taught 
in this course 
because ii is a 
wlu9ble slcl. 911d, 
ii the long run. 
nothilg 
contri>utes to 
'Mlliig sbity 
fasterormore 
than reading of 
quaitybooks. 
Nothi'lg 




