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to the difficulties and pleasures of academic writing. And while we work
closely with new fellows as they design their courses, there is no template or
rubric for them to follow in doing so, no assumed pace or sequence of assign-
ments or activities. We do, however, expect faculty to write out their course
materials with a level of care and thoroughness that many at first find surpris-
ing. Before they begin their first semester of teaching at Duke, fellows partici-
pate in a three-week summer seminar on teaching writing. In this seminar we
offer our new colleagues a quick sense of the history and politics surrounding
the teaching of writing, model some key moves as teachers (responding toward
revision, workshopping student texts), and help them draft the materials they
will use in working with students in the fall. Since we represent our intellectual
work as teachers in our course materials, we argue that such materials should
be written with the same care we give to our scholarship. We thus spend a good
deal of time talking about how fellows phrase the writing projects they set for
students and how they describe the aims and concerns of their courses. As a
result, we have as a program an unusually rich and varied archive of the work
that goes on in our courses, and our fellows, when they look for tenure-track
jobs, have strong textual evidence of their skill in teaching undergraduates.

All sections of Writing 20 are listed on the Duke Web catalog by title, brief
description, and teacher. Many of these courses are centered on the ways aca-
demics and intellectuals have responded to public controversies. In 20034, for
instance, students in Writing 20 were asked to take on such issues as the Ori-
gins of Darwinism, Church-State Conflicts in Education, Revolutionary
Visions in Art, Communicating Science to the Public, Science in the Popular
Media, Writing About the Web, Hippies in American History, Imagining the
African Diaspora, and Academic Writing and Political Dissent, among many
others. Students thus do not simply sign up for “English 101/Instructor: Staff,”
but rather select a section of academic writing as they would any other
course—that is, by what most grabs their interest. Many fellows also post their
course materials on the Web, making their work as teachers public in a sense
usually reserved for scholarship. And that work has been a strong success by
all measures: In their course evaluations, students report that they work harder
and are more stimulated intellectually in Writing 20 than in most of their other
courses at Duke. Some of their work as writers is showcased annually in Delib-
erations, a journal of first-year writing that is itself often used as a text in our
courses. The teaching portfolios put together by second-year fellows form a
rich archive of the range of work in our program, and we also post course mate-
rials designed by the winner of our annual Award for Excellence in Teaching
Writing to our website. In the spring of 2003, with the guidance of assessment
expert Richard Haswell, we conducted a programwide analysis of early and
late essays in Writing 20 that offers textual evidence that students make signif-
icant progress over the course of the semester in how they draw on other texts
in their own writing, moving from uses that are largely descriptive to those that
are more critical and assertive.
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Composition as Pedagogy

In The End of Composition Studies, David Smit argues that composition may
have a stronger and more interesting rcle to play in the university than simply
becoming a traditional academic discipline. What if, he suggests, rather than
assuming full responsibility ourselves for teaching writing to all undergraduates,
we instead defined our task as helping faculty across the disciplines take on this
work? He thus proposes a curriculum in which the universal general skills course
in composition is replaced by a range of discipline-specific, writing-intensive
seminars. To teach such courses, Smit argues, faculty would require three kinds
of expertise: (1) They’d need to be proficient writers themselves in the genre
they’re teaching; (2) they’d need to be able to explain the rhetorical moves and
strategies that underlie such writing; and (3) they’d need to know about the ways
people learn to write and how to design courses that could help them do so. The
job of compositionists would be to consult with faculty on the second and third
of these tasks—that is, to help them surface the rhetoric of their disciplines and
to design and teach what for many of them would be a new sort of course.

And indeed that is pretty much what I now do as director of the Duke Writ- *
ing Program. Working with a multidisciplinary faculty has offered me a new
sense of what composition has most to offer to our colleagues in other fields—
which is, in a word, pedagogy. The fellows in our program are ambitious and
talented young scholars. They come to Duke with strong ideas about the sort of
writing they’d like to see undergraduates do, but a less developed sense of how
to help them learn to do so. They need help with things like figuring out how
much reading to assign, how to help students use writing to come to terms with
complex texts and ideas, how to compose writing projects that are well defined
yet open-ended, how to comment toward revision, how to structure a course to
make room for drafting and revising, how to lead a strong class discussion of
student texts, how to set up useful peer response groups, and so on. And even
if what I have to say to them about teaching sometimes strikes me as quotidian,
as the sort of thing anyone in comp would know, that’s not a complaint I’'ve
heard from our faculty. They want to learn how to do a certain kind of intellec-
tual work, one that has a real impact on students, and they look to me to help
them do so. There is a satisfaction in such work that I have seldom felt in teach-
ing graduate seminars or in serving on dissertation committees. And so, while
I understand why many of us wish to sce composition solidify its status as an
academic discipline, I am drawn instead, along with Smit, to a more centrifu-
gal view of composition, to the impulse to reach out to initiatives in writing in
the disciplines as well as to other reform efforts in general education, service
learning, community literacy, academic ethics, and the scholarship of teaching
and learning. .

Before I came to Duke, I directed the composition program in a large uni-
versity English department. I experienced that job as an ongoing siege: How
much training do graduate teaching assistants really need just to teach comp?
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Who gets to offer graduate courses and on what topics? Who directs disserta-
tions? Why should research on teaching count toward tenure? And so on. A set
of questions and anxieties about the intellectual status of work in composition
seemed to define everything I did and thought. It wasn’t until about two years
into my new job that I realized that I simply didn’t have those worries anymore.
Our program is defined not by a set of disciplinary concerns but by a collective
teaching project. We all teach the same course, albeit in very different ways.
The focus of our talk together is thus on teaching—and, at least to me, such
talk seems more useful, collegial, focused, and sane than the familiar and
internecine struggles of disciplinary argument.

Negotiating Coherence

We offer about 140 sections of Academic Writing at Duke each year, and we
work toward coherence among them in a number of fairly loose and informal
ways. One of the first tasks we took on as a faculty in our first year of work
together was to articulate a set of four teaching goals for Writing 20: (1) read-
ing closely and critically; (2) responding to and making use of the work of oth-
ers; (3) drafting and revising texts; and (4) making texts public. In crafting
these goals, we tried to define both those aspects of writing that we thought
were teachable (drafting and revising, making texts public) and those qualities
that distinguished a certain sort of writing as academic (a close attention to
texts, a responsiveness to the work of others). Each year since, we have
returned as a faculty to these goals in order to debate what they mean and to
share our various ways of working toward them. In particular, over the last few
years, we have moved from an understanding of the goal of making texts pub-
lic as one centering on the tasks of editing and document design to one that
takes on the question of how and where student texts circulate—within a sem-
inar itself, on the Web, in class or program publications, and perhaps beyond.
What seems crucial to me in this process is not that each of us interprets these
four goals in the same way, or even that the goals always remain the same, but
that all of us position our work as téachers in conscious relation to a vision of
Writing 20 that we have collectively defined.

In addition to the summer seminar for new fellows, we also hold an annual
retreat for all of the teachers of Writing 20, along with a series of symposia
throughout the year, designed and led by the fellows themselves, at which we
talk about various issues in teaching. We visit one another’s classes frequently,
and there 1s a remarkable amount of hallway conversation about students and
courses. We try to form a sense of identity as a program, that is, not through
imposing a fixed syllabus or a set of mandated classroom practices (small
groups, portfolios, grading rubrics, etc.), but through sponsoring a set of ongo-
ing conversations about the course we are all teaching.

But in fact our versions of Writing 20 are far from the same. On the con-
trary, the success of our approach rests in large part, I think, on the sense of our
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faculty that they and not the program own their courses. Why should one expect
a writing course taught by an epidemiologist or an architect to follow the same
template as one designed by a historian or a political scientist? And so students
in the various sections of Writing 20 often end up reading and writing very dif-
ferent sorts of texts, considering very different kinds of problems, and talking
about their work in very different ways. Some teachers have students look
closely at intricacies of phrasing; others tend to work more at the level of para- -
graph and essay. Some make extensive use of the Web in circulating and
responding to texts; others continue to handwrite comments in the margins of
essays. Some ask students to imitate the forms of writing in their disciplines,
others ask for something more like critical essays or literary journalism. Some
ask students to do substantive research; others werk with assigned texts alone.
Some divide students into groups all the time, others never do. And so on. There
are, however, some practices that we do insist on: Since our charge is to teach
academic writing, we expect that students will be asked to write on complex
issues and texts, that they will have the chance to revise their work in response
to the comments of readers, and that they will discuss the work they are doing
as writers with their peers—in the form of workshops, discussion lists, seminar
discussions, or the like. In short, we expect the work of the course to center on
the writing of the students in it, and that the writing that students do will engage
the work of other thinkers. But beyond that, we want faculty to own their
courses, to shape the work that goes on in them according to their own sense of
what is involved in learning to write as an academic and intellectual.

Encouraging Faculty Ownership

What I want to argue for, then, s a willingness to tolerate a good bit of pro-
grammatic diversity and even incoherence. Of course you can do so only if you
trust both the abilities of your faculty and their commitment to the goals of |
your program. And so we’ve worked hard to offer fellows a sense of ownership
of our collective project. A subcommitiee of fellows drafted formal bylaws for
the Duke University Writing Program, which the fellows as a group then
approved. We meet as a faculty each month both to share information and to
discuss and vote on questions of policy concerning issues like student evalua-
tions and course archives. Fellows hold four of the seven seats on the program
steering committee that implements such policies. Fellows serve as members
of our Executive Steering Group and on the Editorial Advisory Board of Delib-
erations, the annual journal featuring the work of students in Writing 20. Three
fellows also serve each year as associate directors of the University Writing
Program, with no one holding such a position for more than two consecutive
years. More experienced fellows are often paired as mentors with newcomers
to the program—visiting classes, reading materials, and talking informally
about teaching. And perhaps most importantly, fellows hold five out of the
seven positions on the search committee charged with recruiting new members
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composition faculty, or the graduate program, or the English department, or
even the current cadre of writing instructors. Nor am I asking what is best for
rhetoric and composition as an academic field. (If such a starting point seems
far-fetched, remember how the “new abolitionism” of the 1990s was fueled in
strong part by worries that the intellectual credibility of composition would be
tainted by its association with the service role of first-year writing.) I'm asking
what is best for students in basic and first-year writing courses.

This is not an argument, I need to insist, against the value of scholarship in
composition or against its establishment as an academic discipline. All of my
own writing as a scholar has been in composition, and I think that the best recent
work in our field—of Marilyn Sternglass, Deborah Brandt, Jackie Royster,
Richard Miller, Linda Flower, Tom Fox, Bruce Horner, Mary Soliday, Suresh
Canagarajah, and others—is clearly as rigorous as most of what I now read in
literary or cultural studies while at the same time far more lucid and useful. And
I’'m glad that graduate programs in rhetoric and composition like those at Syra-
cuse, Southern Florida, Purdue, Texas, and Rensselaer now exist to promote
such scholarship. But I don’t believe that first-year writing programs should
belong to the discipline of composition studies any more than they should be
owned by English. The teaching of writing should be a university-wide and
multidisciplinary project, not a departmental fiefdom. -

Good Teaching for Fair Pay

This returns me to the question about who teaches in our programs, to ques-
tions of labor. But I do so, I think, with a difference. For me, the argument for
better working conditions is better teaching. I can’t imagine how a writing pro-
gram can exploit its teachers and still hope to serve its students well. But I
don’t think we will improve how wtiting gets taught simply by raising salaries.
We also need to change how we select and train the teachers in our programs,
and how we support and evaluate their work. We need, that is, to connect our
demands for better working conditions to clear plans for improving the quality
of instruction, to link good teaching directly to fair pay.

I'am thus worried by how the 2003 CCCC resolution “Standards to Support
High-Quality Professional Instruction” insists that “all full-time writing posi-
tions will be tenurable or covered by continuous employment certificates” (384)
but says nothing about the sorts of expertise teachers of writing should be
expected to bring to their work and little about the sorts of support they should
be given. This resolution almost exactly mirrors the position taken by the 1989
CCCC “Statement of Principles and Standards for Postsecondary Writing
Instruction,” that much-debated attempt to implement the Wyoming Resolution.
The 1989 statement argued that the teaching of writing should be made the
responsibility of tenure-stream faculty; the 2003 resolution simply asserts that all
writing teachers should be made tenure-stream. Like Hairston and Bartholomae
before them, both of these documents respond to the problem of who should
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teach writing by trying to normalize that work within the familiar structures of

departments, disciplines, and tenure. While I have long argued for involving

tenure-stream faculty in teaching writing whenever possible—and continue to,
do so—I think we also need to admit that the oddls are overwhelmingly against

a widespread return of such faculty to the basic or first-year course.

If that is the case, then I suspect it will prove counterproductive to insist on
a principle of tenure that, on the one hand, few programs can ever hope to
implement and, on the other, seems to put us in the position of censuring other,
more immediate ways of improving the working conditions of writing teach-
ers. I’d note, for instance, that our program at Duke is in clear violation of both
the 1989 statement and the 2003 motion. Our fellows don’t accrue tenure, and
they aren’t paid as much as regular-rank faculty at Duke. And yet, I think, we
do an excellent job of teaching first-year students and an ethical one of sup-
porting our faculty. My sense is that, as a field, we have to learn how to think
less in terms of ideal structures, of disciplines and tenure lines, and more in
terms of possible reforms. We should argue for tenure for good writing teach-
ers whenever that is a realistic option. But we also need flexible and strong
ways of delivering composition, that is, of supporting the teaching of writing in
situations where tenure is not pessible.

The principle I’d insist on is not tenure but this: To teach academic writ-
ing, you should have to be good at i+—or at least show a strong promise of
becoming good at it. This means that decisions about who teaches in a writing
program need to be made by someone: whose main concern is with the quality
of instruction in that program-—and not with supporting graduate students, or
with balancing faculty workloads, or with finding work for the protégés or
spouses or friends of powerful professors. It also means that we need to put-
into practice ways of assessing the work of faculty that account for the com-
plexities of teaching writing and that are as open and transparent to the people
involved as possible. It means, in short, that we need to structure our programs
so it is clear that the only way to advance in them is through teaching writing
well.

I can imagine such programs existing within the framework of university
English departments—although their directors would need to be given much
more control over staffing than they are usually allowed. I can also see them
as part of departments of writing and rhetoric, or in other sorts of interdisci-
plinary units, but with the same caveat that first-year writing needs to be
staffed by the best teachers available. Jane Hindman has recently shown, for
instance, how simply creating a separate writing department does not in itself
solve the problem of finding and supporting strong teachers for the first-year
course. On the other hand, Daniel Royer and Roger Gilles offer their experi-
ences at Grand Valley State as an example of how one can structure such a
department to make sure that both first-year and advanced courses in writing
are taught by the same faculty. Or such programs could be freestanding, unaf-
filiated with any particular department or discipline, like ours at Duke. My







