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ABSTRACT 

In this study, the author analyzes a sample of eleven 

freshman rhetorics to trace influences of the recent 

scholarship that has marked the emergence of composition 

studies as a scholarly discipline. The author classifies 

the textbooks according to the divisions of Berlin's 

taxonomy of the rhetorical epistemologies and the rhetorical 

schools that have influenced composition studies. The 

interactions of each textbook's treatment of invention and 

of each one's description or implicit working model of 

composing as a process are analyzed to support the 

classifications and to discuss how different concepts of 

invention and composition orient students toward the nature 

of knowledge. 

Although conclusions in this study should be limited to 

the sample, the author found significant innovation in most 

of the textbooks. While two current-traditional rhetorics 

were among those studied and traditional features play 

significant roles in several others, most of the texts are 

informed primarily by recent research and theory. The 

author found only one of the textbooks to be strictly 

traditional; the other traditional textbook includes small 

adaptations of recent scholarship. The innovative textbooks 

are distinguished by some degree of primary focus on 

invention, either the discovery of latent knowledge or the 

making of new knowledge through composing processes. All 



10 

also develop one or another of the models of the general 

composing process, although most emphasize the recursive 

model. The two traditional textbooks exhibit the expected 

objective epistemology. Of the others, one develops a 

subjective epistemology (and represents the expressive 

school of rhetoric) and eight develop transactional 

epistemologies (one of these is of the classical school, 

four are cognitivist, and three are epistemic). The author 

also found interaction between rhetorical schools in most of 

the textbooks, which indicates that authors are not 

responding only to current-traditional rhetoric but also to 

the other rhetorical schools developing in the discipline, 

indicating further that composition studies is developing as 

a discourse community. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

ON PARADIGMS, PEDAGOGIES, 

AND THE HISTORY OF COMPOSITION STUDIES: 

A CONTEXT FOR THIS STUDY 

Composition studies' interest in understanding and 

teaching writing as a process is historically linked to the 

perceived inadequacy of what many in the discipline have 

called the current-traditional paradigm. When thinking of 

the development of composition studies in terms of a 

paradigm, many in the discipline follow the lead of Berlin 

and Inkster, thinking of current-traditional rhetoric--as 

the school of rhetoric was labelled by Fogarty in Roots For 

a New Rhetoric--as a paradigm. To think in this way re

quires a person to combine Fogarty's thinking on rhetoric 

with Kuhn's thinking--presented in The Structure of Scien

tific Revolutions--on theoretical revolutions in the physi

cal sciences. Alongside the discipline's developing inter

est in writing as a process, then, interest also has 

developed in the progress the discipline has made in replac

ing current-traditional rhetoric in composition studies with 

a process-centered theory and pedagogy. Such an interest 

informs this study. 

In the chapters that follow, I will consider the inven

tional practices, models of the general process of compos

ing, and the rhetorical epistemologies that are emerging and 

converging as scholarship in composition studies develops. 
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In Chapter Two, I will survey them on the theoretical level 

in preparation for my analysis of eleven freshman rhetorics 

in Chapters Three, Four, Five, Six, and Seven. These 

analyses constitute the heart of this study; they will 

operate, in effect, as case studies and, in the limited way 

that case studies can, will indicate the sort of theoretical 

applications textbook authors are developing in invention, 

process, and epistemology. I wi)l discuss these general 

conclusions in Chapter Eight. 

In this chapter, I will survey the recent history of 

composition studies, focusing on the interest many have 

taken in the prospects for developing a process paradigm. To 

provide perspective on this recent history and interest, I 

will also survey the history of current-traditional rhetoric 

as it has developed in the teaching of composition. And in 

the end of the chapter, I will turn my focus toward to 

recent studies of composition textbooks by Stewart in order 

to project how my own study will reflect on the development 

of the discipline. 

The Embattled Current Tradition 

Young, ("Paradigms and Problems") in 1978, and Hairston, 

in 1982 ("The Winds of Change"), have also written concern

ing this issue. They have compared the "recent" develop

ments in composition studies (North has identified 1963 as 

the watershed year) to a revolution in one of the physical 

sciences, borrowing Kuhn's metaphor. Young and Hairston 
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looked forward, when they wrote, to the fulfillment in 

composition studies of what Kuhn called a "paradigm shift." 

Such a shift, as Kuhn describes it, involves a discipline's 

moving away from one paradigm--a discipline's matrix of 

beliefs, assumptions, and rules governing its methods and 

its range of inquiry--toward another. A discipline makes 

such a shift when it becomes aware of a sufficient number of 

problems in the established paradigm's ability to describe 

or predict whatever phenonema it is supposed to. This 

prompts innovative thinkers to create a more adequate 

paradigm. This new paradigm is introduced to the dis

cipline, then resisted or adopted by different members 

(depending on their satisfaction with or investment in the 

established paradigm). And when a large enough number of 

members, including enough influential members, adopt and 

begin working with the new paradigm and when those who have 

remained loyal to the previously established paradigm die 

off or lose their influence or finally adopt the new, the 

shift is completed and the newer paradigm is established as 

the discipline's controlling one. Then the discipline's 

"normal science," concerned with refining and supporting the 

paradigm experimentally, begins (Kuhn). 

Young and Hairston (and many others) perceive such a 

paradigm shift or disciplinary revolution as occurring in 

composition studies as dissatisfaction with current

traditional rhetoric, which they and others perceive as the 

discipline's controlling paradigm, grows. Many have dis-
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cussed the central features of current-traditional (C-T) 

rhetoric: its inherently objective epistemology, its focus 

on the" composed product rather than the composing process; 

its classification of these products into description, 

narration, exposition, and argument (the modes of 

discourse); its atomistic analysis of composed products into 

words, sentences, and paragraphs; its concern with style 

(economy, clarity, and emphasis) and with usage. Young 

contends also that it is preoccupied with the informal essay 

and research paper (31); Berlin and Inkster, however, see it 

as preoccupied with expository writing, which, as Connors 

has noted, was a strong current in its history, single-mode 

textbooks becoming popular in the mid-twenties--description 

and narration being handed over then to creative writing 

programs and argument to speech, leaving exposition as the 

focus of many composition programs ("The Rise" 449-452). 

Hairston also notes three beliefs underlying C-T rhetoric: 

competent writers know what they are going to say 

before they begin to write • • • the composing 

process is linear [if writers know what they are 

going to write, the process is a linear process of 

transcribing what is in their heads] • • • [and] 

teaching editing is teaching writing. (78) 

Young also contends that Romantic, vitalist assumptions 

concerning "the natural powers of the mind and the unique

ness of the creative act" also underlie C-T rhetoric and 

have led to "a repudiation of the possibility of teaching 
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the writing process" and the exclusion of the art of inven

tion from the pedagogical canon (31). crowley, whose discus

sion of the history of invention in C-T rhetoric will be 

considered more fully later, contends, however, that inven

tion was not excluded entirely; rather it was reduced to the 

familiar system of narrowing the topic, stating a thesis, 

and outlining a plan for the paper ("Invention" and liThe 

Evolution"). 

In short, denuded of inventional activity and considera

tion of writing processes, C-T rhetoric teaches writers not 

how to go about writing, only how to edit and arrange the 

textual material they have in mind or already on paper. So 

innovators in the discipline have been exploring the writing 

processes and generative writing activities for the last 

twenty-six years or so, studying the newer rhetorical 

theories that have developed, and considering larger epis

temological questions that have been raised, looking for 

ways to correct the imbalances of C-T rhetoric. As yet, 

however, no single theory of composing--or accompanying 

pedagogy--has emerged and become established as the 

discipline's "new paradigm." 

The critical Dialogue on Paradigms in composition Studies 

If, however, as both Hairston and Burhans have observed, 

people accept Kuhn's terms for thinking about what is hap

pening in composition studies and look at what is being 

published in the journals associated with the discipline, 
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they would be inclined to say the revolution has occurred. 

New rhetorical theories and associated process pedagogies 

(and new grammatical theories and insights on style) are 

clearly invading the territory previously occupied only by 

C-T rhetoric; and journals and scholarly books in the dis

cipline are filled, for the most part, with new studies that 

explore and seek to establish elements of these theories and 

pedagogies. Specialists in the discipline have focused 

their scholarship on innovation. For those dissatisfied 

with C-T rhetoric, these are hopeful signs. 

Young sees the the work being done to revive the art of 

invention as the force driving the discipline toward a 

process paradigm. He says: 

It is no accident that the shift in attention from 

composed product to the composing process is 

happening at the same time as the reemergence of 

invention as a rhetorical discipline. Invention 

requires a process view of rhetoric; and if the 

composing process is to be taught, rather than 

left to the student to be learned, arts associated 

with the various stages of the process are 

necessary. (35) 

The notion at the heart of both invention and writing as a 

process is the notion of making with the intention of 

remaking. Young sees hope in the developing interest in 

inventional systems like the classical topoi, Burke's 

dramatistic pentad, Rohman's prewriting activities, and 



pike's tagmemic system. He proposes that research both on 

them and on the rhetorical theories associated with them 

continue. 
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Hairston observes other hopeful signs for the field in 

the development of the discipline itself and its ability to 

disseminate knowledge of the emerging process paradigm, 

between scholars, then to instructors and subsequently to 

students. She notes, in this regard, such things as the 

increasing number of graduate courses and academic programs 

in composition studies being offered, the development of 

training programs for graduate teaching assistants in many 

English departments, the growth of the National Writing 

project, and the publication of more and more pedagogical 

textbooks and "process-oriented, rhetorically based" writing 

textbooks, all of which indicate better training being 

available in composition studies, for both the specialist 

and nonspecialist (84, 87). 

But new thinking and emerging theories and pedagogy do 

not necessarily make for a paradigm shift. Burhans, in 

1983, a year after Hairston had published her benchmark 

article on the signs of hope, published "The Teaching of 

Writing and the Knowledge Gap," a study of the descriptions 

of composition courses in 263 college catalogues, sampling 

the different types of universities and colleges across the 

united states and in the District of Columbia. He found 

that, despite all the hopeful signs of change in the dis

cipline, new theory was far from taking hold of it fully. In 
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fact, much more than clinging to the field with a death

grip, the C-T paradigm, Burhans found, still had a strangle

hold on the field. He found that undergraduate composition 

courses were still dominated by C-T rhetoric: 83% of 

remedial courses, 89% of basic, 83% of intermediate, and 86% 

of advanced described in current-traditional terms (645). 

He sees some hope in his finding that 11% of the schools he 

studied offered graduate courses in theory and research on 

writing processes, 29% in rhetoric, and 9% in discourse 

analysis (649) but notes that none of these schools required 

writing courses of their graduate English students, though 

it might be assumed that graduate students in English are 

writing in all of their courses. (Of course, a person 

should wonder whether this writing and the responses profes

sors write on it leads to better understanding of composing 

processes). At the undergraduate level, Burhans found that 

only 29% of the schools required English Education majors to 

take any writing courses beyond their freshman courses, and 

only 10% required any courses in the teaching of writing 

(647). Moreover, less than 5% of the schools offered 

courses in the teaching of writing that were described as 

being informed by contemporary research. The case was also 

similar in graduate studies in English graduate schools; 

while 46% offered courses in writing pedagogy, only 8% of 

them described these courses as being informed by contem

porary research (649). 

Although Burhans's findings are not very encouraging, it 
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would be interesting to know whether or not they reflect any 

progress in the discipline's movement away from C-T rhetoric 

over whatever had been the case several years before. 

Clearly, however, the differences between the number of 

schools offering courses in writing pedagogy and theory and 

the number offering courses incorporating recent research 

reflect the knowledge gap Burhans discussed. In addition, 

these differences reflect something of the lowly position 

composition studies has come to hold in most English depart

ments and of the training, in general, of the people who 

teach composition. Composition study has been demoted for 

the vast majority to the freshman level, and its teaching 

has been passed to graduate assistants, part-time faculty, 

and low-ranking literature faculty, at least at most fairly 

large colleges (Connors, "Textbooks" 188). And as Hairston 

has noted: 

The overwhelming majority of college writing 

teachers in the united states are not professional 

writing teachers. They do not do research or 

publish on rhetoric or composition, and they do 

not know the scholarship in the field They 

are trained as literary critics first and as 

teachers of literature second, yet out of neces

sity most of them are doing half or more of their 

teaching in composition. And they teach it by the 

traditional paradigm, just as they did when they 

were untrained teaching assistants ten or twenty 
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or forty years ago. (78-79) 

This constitutes a powerful counter force to any movements 

specialists in composition studies are making toward replac

ing C-T rhetoric. Nonspecialists, who do not study current 

research in the discipline, continue to constitute the 

majority of the people teaching composition. This is the 

situation that underlies Burhans's findings, and since it 

would tend to be self-perpetuating, it probably will con

tinue to do so for many years, until specialists replace the 

nonspecialists or the nonspecialists become conversant in 

the research and theory supporting process pedagogy. 

So the prospects for a paradigm shift in the discipline 

would seem remote. But some would argue over whether such a 

shift is even possible. Connors ("composition Studies") 

argues that the discipline's interest in adopting terms like 

"paradigm shift" from the sciences comes along with the 

desire to acquire for the discipline the cultural status of 

a science. Composition studies, however, is not a physical 

science; in fact, as Connors notes, experimental studies, 

rooted in the methodology of of experimental psychology, 

make up a relatively small part of the discipline's scholar

ship (7-8). Moreover, experimentation was not a factor in 

the development of C-T rhetoric, so it is doubtful that C-T 

rhetoric can accurately be called a paradigm, at least if 

Kuhn's sense of the term is adopted along with the term 

itself (though in a discipline, like composition studies, 

that develops knowledge through both social science and 
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ferent meaning than it has in the physical sciences). 
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The nature of the discipline's historical development 

and of C-T rhetoric's development have led some, like Odell, 

Cooper and Courts to think of composition studies as being 

in a preparadigmatic stage of development. The central 

issue for such people is whether or not, as composition 

studies developed as something distinct from the discipline 

of rhetoric, it developed as a scholarly discipline. " ••• 

Today's discipline of composition studies," Connors con

tends, "is really a very new one. Before 1930, the teaching 

of rhetoric and writing in American colleges went forward 

with no important influence from journals at all" 

("Textbooks" 179). The English Journal, the only journal in 

the field until 1949 (when College Composition and Com

munication was first published), established its "College 

Edition" i~·--1930 (it would be renamed college English in 

1938). Prior to that, articles concerning college-level 

writing had shared the journal's space with those concerning 

instruction at other levels. still, in 1930, the English 

Journal had only 1000 subscribers. The inherent conserva

tivism of textbooks, which in any discipline disseminate the 

broadly accepted truths of the discipline to its novices, 

was not balanced in composition studies against advancing 

scholarship, which had come (as print technology advanced) 

to be sustained, in other disciplines, by journals (Connors, 

"Textbooks" 188-190). Since CCC's establishment, of course, 



22 

other journals in composition studies have been established, 

and the influence of scholarship in the field has begun to 

balance the influence of textbooks. According to North, the 

most notable of these journals, historically, is Research in 

Written Composition (first published in 1963), which opened 

the dialogue concerning the making of knowledge in the 

emerging scholarly discipline, composition studies, arguing 

that the model of empirical, social sciences research should 

be the standard (16-17). Despite the discipline's emergence 

in the years since then, however, we could still ask what 

the ratio is of teachers of composition to subscribers to 

the discipline's professional journals and then consider how 

close to an equal balance the discipline is. 

The scholarly vacuum that existed prior to the estab

lishing of many of these journals, however, (Connors "The 

Rise" and "Textbooks") did not develop just because there 

were no journals in which to publish the scholarship being 

done by composition specialists. Rather the situation was 

the inverse--there were no specialists in composition to do 

specialized scholarship or to establish journals. The 

initial transformation of English from a mere school subject 

to that of an academic discipline, according to Applebee, 

occurred as literary scholars began to wrestle control of 

the curriculum from progressive reformers in the 1950's 

(191-94). At that time, composition was still the service 

wing of English departments, staffed by literary specialists 

waiting for better appointments (North 14). In the area of 
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composition, there were only rhetoricians, who--since 1850 

or so, when rhetoric courses turned in emphasis from 

rhetorical theory toward practice in writing--had written 

composition textbooks to serve students and their usually 

under-trained instructors. This stock of under-trained 

college teachers (in all fields, not only rhetoric) 

developed in the middle years of the nineteenth century when 

a boom in the founding of colleges (particularly small, 

frontier colleges with religious affiliations) made it 

necessary for many to hire teachers without advanced 

degrees. This, in combination with the later development of 

English departments and their emphasis on literary studias, 

accounts for composition historically being taught by 

nonspecialists. So the shuffling of composition instruction 

into an academic wasteland and then into the newly developed 

English department doomed composition studies as a scholarly 

discipline early on and filled its journals with what North 

has called "practitioner knowledge," rather than rigorous 

scholarship. And it has only recently begun to emerge from 

this condition and to define itself as a discipline, in the 

last 40 years or so, as scholars originally trained in other 

disciplines have taken it upon themselves to specialize in 

this area, as scholarship multiplies, and as academic 

programs to train specialists develop. 

As the discipline develops, then, some contend that a 

paradigm ~ay emerge from the experimentation that is being 

done and the discipline will then attain scientific status. 



24 

Of course, whether or when this might happen is unknown. 

Connors argues that the prospects for developing the methods 

and the instruments necessary to manipulate the brain as a 

mechanism, let alone study cognition (in which the concerns 

of composition studies are embedded) and isolate its ele

ments, are very remote. And he suggests that composition 

studies look to the discipline of psychology for an example 

of how it might reconcile itself to nonscientific status. He 

contends that, while behaviorists (the one group of 

psychologists still aiming at scientific status for their 

work) may use operant techniques to alter behavior, they 

don't even attempt to explain, outside of the stimulus

response vocabulary, why behavior changes (which is another 

area of concern for composition studies both with regard to 

instruction and to rhetorical effectiveness). Connors notes 

some psychologists' argument that for psychology to be a 

fully explanatory and predictive science, concerning learn

ing and behavior change, it would have to understand the 

circuitry of the brain completely. And at this time, those 

in psychology can't even imagine a way to study this. 

Moreover, they cannot define a clearly scientific experimen

tal methodology, which for Connors is most significant, 

since the model for empirical research in composition 

studies has been adapted from the experimental methodology 

of psychology. Connors says that psychologists have 

generally reconciled themselves to seeing their discipline 

as no more than a proto-scientific one, though some have 
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argued well that they should not even look beyond the 

horizon for a paradigm, and Connors suggests that scholars 

in composition studies would be wise to develop the same 

attitude ("Composition studies" 10-16). Connors writes that 

"psychologists have found to their chagrin • that the 

transaction between two atoms of hydrogen is not necessarily 

an accurate analog [sic] for the transaction between two 

human beings" (11). 

For Connors, then, the facts that certain of these human 

transactions and that the workings of the mind are so 

central to composition studies would suggest that scientific 

status for the discipline is at least as remote a pos

sibility as it is for psychology. When a paradigm might 

emerge, ending the preparadigmatic state of the discipline 

and its proto-scientific experimentation is just as 

unforeseeable. But even if people working in 

neurophysiological psychology should come to map the 

mechanisms of the brain, the way language and other symbols 

mediate in the development of thought and in its trans

ference presents another obstacle to measurement, explana

tion, and prediction in disciplines concerned with language 

use, like composition studies. Not only is the word not the 

thing, it is not the thing in different ways for different 

people, as Burke ("Terministic Screens") and Whorf would 

contend. So as language mediates any transference or trans

action of thought between people, it is likely, perhaps 

necessary, that there will be some distortion of the thought 
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because the lexical elements of the medium will likely have 

different shades of meaning for the different people in

volved, as reader-response theorists in literary criticism, 

like Rosenblatt and Fish, contend. 

So the recent work in composition studies, while defin

ing it as a discipline, may not foreshadow the emergence of 

a new scientific field. And terms like preparadigmatic 

state and paradigm shift should be used cautiously, perhaps 

even metaphorically, and with an awareness that they will 

not mean the same thing in composition studies that they 

will in, for instance, chemistry. However, we should also 

be aware that Connors's assertion that paradigm can only 

mean for composition studies (or any other discipline) what 

it means for the physical sciences is over-restrictive. 

Composition studies' emergence from a century-old academic 

wasteland and the work that has been done to undermine the 

dominance of C-T rhetoric, though both are occurring at 

agonizingly slow rates, are important developments that have 

been significantly fueled by empirical research. Composi

tion studies is emerging after one of the few periods in .. 

academic history when the new rhetorical theories were 

ignored by the Academy. And the new work in the discipline 

is, in fact, contributing to the revitalization of rhetori

cal inquiry. 

Historic Milestones of Current-Traditional Rhetoric and 

Invention 
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Historically, C-T rhetoric emerged in America after the 

civil War, when funding for the first land-grant colleges to 

enhance agricultural production, along with the spread of 

industrialism and the growth of the middle class led to a 

greater democratization of higher education (Connors, "The 

Rise" 447; Berlin, Writing Instruction 59). The aris

tocratic, bellettristic rhetoric of Hugh Blair fell out of 

favor in this setting. American educators soon discovered 

Alexander Bain's English Composition and Rhetoric (1866) 

and, through it, the modes of discourse, the centerpiece of 

C-T rhetoric (Berlin Writing Instruction 65; Connors "The 

Rise" 444 & "Textbooks" 186). Bain had derived the modes 

from the four ends of speaking (instructing the understand

ing, exciting the imagination, stimulating the passions, and 

moving the will) that George Campbell had discussed in his 

Philosophy of Rhetoric (1776) and had, himself, derived from 

Scottish Common Sense Realism and the Faculty Psychology of 

the eighteenth century (Golden, Berquist, and Coleman 148). 

"What occurred between 1870 and 1895," according to Connors, 

"was a shift from a concrete, form-based model rooted in 

literary high culture [that underlying Blair's belletristic 

forms] to a more pliable abstract model that seemed to be 

adaptable to anything the rising young American [of the 

industrial middle class] might wish to say" ("The Rise" 

447). 

The shift was not immediate, however. For two decades 

after Bain's book was published, Blair's Lectures on the 
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Belles Lettres remained a strong competitor. The publica

tion of John Genung's The Practical Elements of Rhetoric in 

1885--a close imitation of Bain, though in it, argumentation 

and persuasion are distinguished--boosted the popularity of 

Bain's system. Together, then, Bain's and Genung's texts 

turned the tide against the belletristic tradition and 

toward the modes (Connors, "The Rise" 446-47). Along with 

the other early, American imitations of Bain's text-

particularly Barrett Wendell's English Composition (1891), 

which introduced the stylistic canon of economy, clarity, 

and mass (emphasis), and the atomizing of compositional 

instruction into words then sentences then paragraphs, and 

A. S. Hill's Principles of Rhetoric (1878) --Genung's text 

established a new rhetorical tradition and dominated the 

developing field of composition instruction theoretically 

and in sales through the first two decades of the twentieth 

century (Connors, "Textbooks" 186). After this, other 

authors' textbooks became more popular, especially the 

single-mode, expository writing textbooks, beginning in the 

mid-twenties. 

This new rhetorical theory, perpetuated and refined by 

Genung, Wendell, and Hill, however, was developed, Connors 

writes, through their "personal observation [of composed 

products], supposition, and selective plagiarism" 

("Textbooks" 187-188) --completely unscientific methods, 

undermining the idea of C-T rhetoric being a paradigm. Their 

focus, reaching back through Bain to Campbell's rhetorical 
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theorizing, was on the psychological effects of texts rather 

than on the act and processes of writing, so the theory of 

composition for which they laid the foundation was im

poverished by contemporary standards, even though they were 

innovators in their own time. But as Connors notes, it is 

not surprising that they got so much wrong (doing, as they 

were, something new), but what is surprising is that so many 

followed "unquestioningly" for so long ("Textbooks" 194, 

footnote). And the fact that the new theory went untested 

for so long further draws into question the idea of C-T 

rhetoric being a paradigm. 

So the first two decades of this century saw C-T 

rhetoric take hold of composition instruction as rhetorical 

inquiry waned, although, according to Berlin (Rhetoric and 

Reality 35-36), the democratic rhetoric of public discourse 

championed by Scott, Denney, and Buck was influential in 

high schools and in Midwestern colleges during those years. 

Studies done in 1926, 1927-1928, and 1938 (ctd. in Berlin, 

Rhetoric and Reality 62-63 & 71), revealed that English 

departments were losing their interest in rhetoric as more 

and more of their faculty were being trained only in 

literature. Only 53% of universities nation-wide used 

rhetoric textbooks in 1926, 40% of eastern, 73% midwestern, 

60% southern, and 65% western universities in 1927-1928. By 

1938 virtually no universities in the East and Midwest used 

them; during the Depression, omnibus literary textbooks 

became popular in freshman courses, matching as they did 
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professors' training, and being less expensive for students 

and so became the chosen texts in these regions. The cur

ricula of freshman "writing" courses were showing the signs 

of the exodus of rhetoricians into speech departments, 

turning all English courses into literature courses by 

default. Given the critical emphasis of literary study, it 

is little wonder that C-T rhetoric continued to develop as 

an analytic, product-centered approach to writing rather 

than a generative, process-centered approach. 

So the first significant questions and challenges to the 

entrenched theory and pedagogy of C-T rhetoric arose in the 

context of a blossoming interest in language and rhetoric 

following World War II and in the general semantics movement 

in language and the communications movement in education. 

During the first half of the century, various expressionist 

and social rhetorics rose to challenge C-T rhetoric but 

faded (Berlin, Rhetoric and Reality). But out of the com

munications and general semantics movements, a new kind of 

textbook, "the thesis text" (as Connors calls it in "The 

Rise," "Textbooks," and "Current-Traditional Rhetoric") 

developed. However, such texts didn't offer any new insight 

into writing processes. Rather they reorganized traditional 

material around the given author's chosen rhetorical or 

linguistic emphasis and offered the author's insights on 

that emphasis. But of course the innovations of these texts 

had to swim against the strong current of C-T rhetoric, and 

as Connors has noted in his study of the period from 1950-
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1980, using McCrimmon's writing with s Purpose, their 

struggles to swim against the tradition and to reach new 

ground were largely unsuccessful as the nonspecialists 

teaching composition continued to demand familiar material 

from publishers ("Current-Traditional Rhetoric"). In fact, 

Connors points out elsewhere, the vast majority of textbooks 

published up to 1980 would have looked "familiar to a 

teacher of 1950" ("Textbooks" 191). 

Throughout C-T rhetoric's history, however, the basic 

emphasis on "managerial advice," how to manage the text in 

mind or already produced, has remained (Berlin, writing 

Instruction 37). Rooted as it is in an objective epistemol

ogy, which considers the truths of the external world as 

directly and accurately apprehendable through the senses, C

T rhetoric, it could be said, reduced the writing process to 

transcribing what has been observed and then refining (edit

ing) the transcript. The truth of things being knowable, 

the knowing rhetor merely finds ways of impressing knowledge 

on an audience. 

For these basic reasons, the rhetorics of the eighteenth 

and nineteenth centuries and C-T rhetoric, which developed 

out of them, focus on disposition and style. Invention, by 

and large, is neglected (Crowley, "Invention" and "The 

Evolution" and Young), the accumulation of the information 

and the generation of ideas to be managed being left, as 

Crowley notes, to prior knowledge, observation, and reflec

tion ("Invention" 52 & 54). Crowley contends also that "of 
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amenable to prescription; and, given a general movement in 

the late nineteenth century toward a more prescriptive 

rhetoric, attention to invention could be expected to 

diminish" ("The Evolution" 152). 
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This is not to say that attention to invention during 

the nineteenth century was ever very rich by today's 

standards. Crowley ("The Evolution" & "Invention") notes 

that inventional advice in many textbooks prior to the turn 

of the century was only slightly richer than the advice of 

Scott and Denney in Composition-Rhetoric (1897) and 

Composition-Literature (1902), advice that she summarizes as 

"Think hard before you write" ("The Evolution" 154), or as 

narrow the topic to a well-defined thesis and then outline 

the discussion. Some writers, Crowley notes, suggested 

imitation as an inventional activity; others, writing notes 

on cards and shuffling these cards in order to discern the 

notes' most effective sequence; others, considering 

prescribed rules of development before planning (outlining) 

("Invention" 56-57), though these suggestions were generally 

given in combination with other advice about theses and 

outlines. Speaking of the early texts of Bain and Henry 

Day, Crowley says that "both rhetoricians write as though 

inventive activity is solely a mental process" ("The Evolu

tion" 150), and we can gather from the brief descriptions 

above of the advice given in other textbooks that that idea 

was accepted almost universally. 
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upon. Crowley says, "During the twentieth century the out

line [became] an end in itself" ("The Evolution" 156). She 

also writes: 
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Graves and oldsey's list in their From Fact to 

Judgement (1957) is • • • typical of the period in 

that they recommend deciding on a subject and 

tentative purpose, jotting down initial thoughts, 

collecting needed materials, restating purpose and 

arranging major ideas (that is, making an 

outline), and selecting details as means of 

invention. This model became a litany in 

textbooks written after 1940 • • •• ("The Evolu

tion" 158) 

So while new textbook writers provided new rationales for 

and reorganized traditional materials throughout most of 

this century, new rhetorical theories and insights into 

writing processes have only recently begun to be explored 

within the discipline. And these innovations have only 

begun to make significant impact in the textbooks published 

since 1980 (Connors, "Textbooks"), though innovative and 

even radical textbooks like Young, Becker, and Pike's 

Rhetoric: Discovery and Change (1970), based on Pike's 

tagmemic system, appeared earlier. 

Invention and the Process Approach to Composing 

Hairston traces the ferment of dissatisfaction with C-T 
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rhetoric back to the initial impact of Chomsky's syntactic 

structures (1957) (81), perhaps to how this study caused 

many to see the generation of language in a new way--as a 

transformational process. Faigley and Skinner trace the 

origins of exploration of writing as a process to 1964 and 

Emig's ("The Uses") and Rohman and Wlecke's publications 

concerning the uses of the unconscious and of "pre-writing," 

respectively, in writing courses (3). Also, although Rohman 

and Wlecke's study focused on several prewriting activities 

implemented quasi-experimentally in the writing program at 

Michigan State University and the reports of the success 

these activities had in laying the foundation for better 

writing that they gathered from students, they became the 

first to attempt a description of composing. They proposed 

a linear process that progresses from the stage of prewrit

ing to writing and then to rewriting, a model Rohman dis

cusses in an article surveying their study. In this ar

ticle, Rohman writes that they defined prewriting "as the 

stage of discovery in the writing process when a person 

assimilates his 'subject' to himself" (106). He also writes 

that they divided prewriting from writing and rewriting 

conceptually "at the point where the 'writing idea' is ready 

for the words and the page" (106). They offered students in 

their experimental group several writing activities to help 

them imitate what they thought happens mentally during the 

prewriting stage and to gain access to these pre-verbal 

writing ideas. In this way, Rohman and Wlecke's prewriting 
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did when she urged teachers, when setting deadlines, to 

allow students the time to utilize their unconsciouses in 

their writing. 
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Many would take or have taken exception to the idea of 

there being ideas without or prior to words, which Rohman 

and Wlecke promoted. Also in her benchmark study, The 

composing Processes of Twelfth Graders (1971), Emig chal

lenged Rohman and Wlecke's linear model of the writing 

process, proposing instead a recursive process (or perhaps 

different recursive processes for different types of writing 

and different writers), in which the writer moves randomly 

or idiomatically between the generation of written material 

and organizing, revising, and editing it. still, both these 

publications from 1964 seem to have been the seeds of the 

field's continuing scholarly attention to facets of the act 

of writing other than the writer's management of what she 

knows. 

Since 1964, then, composing processes have become one of 

the major foci of scholarship in composition studies, and 

consequently, as Young noted, so has generative writing 

activity--prewriting and invention (which many, like Gage 

and Johnson, distinguish). In that time, many such means 

for collecting the matter for a piece of writing have been 

discussed. Johnson lists the following as corresponding 

inventional procedures which supposedly can be applied 

universally: "brainstorming, meditation, free writing, 
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hand ways of getting at a problem, like questionaires and 

interviewing; and more such as classical topoi, the 

dramatistic pentad, and problem solving and lateral think

ing, Rogerian strategy, heuristics and tagmemics" (1). But 

Johnson's list in no way reflects the multitude of oc

casional heuristics that have been discussed, in journal 

articles, scholarly books, and textbooks, or the multitude 

of twists that have been added to the procedures listed. 
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But as Johnson notes, all this discussion and practice 

has taken place even though the essential problem with 

developing and using inventional procedures has not been 

solved. No one, she says, "understands • • • what 

creativity is and how to spark it" (11). No one is quite 

sure what a given procedure will do for a particular writer. 

Which might strike a creative spark in that writer? This 

problem may be connected to the variety of epistemological 

bases the different procedures have. All of them are ways 

to look at a thing or idea and, so, are ways of knowing. As 

such, the way in which they are generally evaluated has had 

to do with how sufficiently they help a writer look at a 

topic. Wells says that the questions commonly asked of a 

procedure are questions like "What is its range? Or to what 

types of discourse can it be applied? And does it teach or 

is it a memory aid" (468)? But she says more fundamental 

theoretical questions are left unasked: 

Why are the questions of the invention procedure 
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the proper questions to ask? What is it, in the 

world, that makes any particular questions 

fruitful? Why is the ascesis [discipline] of the 

invention procedure the proper attitude for the 

student to take? What sort of writer does he 

become when he constitutes himself according to 

the promptings of this ascesis? (468) 

In other words, if meaning is made and the world takes shape 

for people in their grappling with language, as Whorf and as 

Burke ("Terministic Screens") and others argue, we teachers 

and scholars in composition studies should consider why 

students should be asked to look at the world in a given way 

and what happens to them when they do. Do we equip them 

better to investigate their world by adding to their store 

of inventional resources, as Johnson suggests we can? Or do 

we impose alien perspectives on them, as Wells's questions 

imply we might and stratman asserts we will, confusing them 

and distorting or undermining their own perspectives? 

These issues don't seem to be restricted to inventional 

procedures, however. Instead, they seem inherent in the 

rhetorical theories with which the procedures are 

associated. Berlin (Rhetoric and Reality) observes that the 

movement from a product to a process approach in composition 

instruction is based in epistemological considerations which 

underlie the rhetorical theories explored and developed 

during the twentieth century and now being incorporated into 

composition studies. In addition, along with these new 



38 

epistemologies, new inventional procedures have been 

developed. As noted above, C-T rhetoric is based in an 

objective, even--according to Berlin (Rhetoric and Reality 

7)--a positivistic epistemology that posits a world which 

can be known directly through the senses and, thus, inven

tional activity, theoretically, can be entrusted to the 

senses and observation. Underlying the idea of writing as a 

process, Berlin sees two epistemological strands, the sub

jective and the transactional. Most widely known, perhaps, 

through the writings of Plato, Emerson, and Weaver, subjec

tive theories of rhetoric contend that truth is supersensory 

and accessible only "through private vision"; truth resists 

expression, then, and is at best approximated in language's 

material references and through dialogue (11-12, a conflated 

summary of several people's ideas). The process of bringing 

the approximation as close as it can be to the discovered 

truth, however, is the rhetorical goal--though the private 

vision cannot be passed from one person to another as truth, 

a person's expression of his or her vision can suggest to 

another person avenues of recognition. Transactional 

theories of rhetoric contend that "truth • • • [arises] out 

of the interaction of the elements of the rhetorical 

situation: ••• subject, object, audience, and language 

." (15); the truths of rhetoric, the probable, rather 

than what have been understood to be the certain truths of 

science and logic, are social in nature. So our social 

negotiation of what we will, at least, accept as truth is 



the crucial rhetorical process, and the process of people 

producing written pieces of this social dialogue is a 

process of their anticipating or inventing this social 

dialogue and of, thus, themselves, negotiating what can be 

accepted as truth. 

New Theory and Recent Composition Textbooks 
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In sum then, invention, as Young contends, is a, if not 

the, germinal influence--historically, theoretically, and 

pedagogically--on the discipline's efforts to understand the 

processes of writing. And these are the areas of influence 

I want my study to cast shadows on. The central issue I 

will pursue in this study is the way in which invention, 

process, and epistemology interact in the freshman rhetorics 

selected for analysis. And because they seem to arise 

simultaneously with this issue, apparently as features of 

it, I will pursue two other issues as well. The first of 

these is which of the new rhetorical theories or which blend 

of rhetorical theories, as Berlin [Rhetoric and Reality 183] 

says has become common since 1975), is being presented to 

students in each of these texts, and how. The second is how 

invention is presented and if this presentation, in the 

choice of inventional procedures, is consistent with the 

epistemology and rhetorical theory that inform the text. 

These elements of my investigation should shed some 

light on the theoretical and pedagogical "condition" of the 

discipline and on the places held by invention and process 
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approaches to writing, though any conclusions will certainly 

be partial or restricted by the limited range of the 

investigation. My selection of textbooks may not reflect 

the influence of the whole range of composition textbooks. 

For instance, I will be looking only at freshman rhetorics, 

not at handbooks, style guides, or readers, or at advanced

composition or writing-across-the-curriculum texts. And I 

may not be studying those that are together reaching the 

largest number of students. Also, how teachers use their 

textbooks in their classes, departing from and adding to 

them, can radically alter the given textbook's impact on 

students. 

Reflecting on the theoretical and pedagogical state of 

the discipline, based on what the selected textbooks tell us 

about it, will comprise the current historical contribution 

of the study. The study, as a whole, I hope, will act as a 

filtered historical snap-shot. I want to offer an updated, 

though undoubtedly partial, picture of composition studies 

from the one Burhans presented in 1983 and those stewart 

presented in 1978 and 1984 in his studies of composition 

textbooks. 

Burhans's findings concerning the continuing prevalence 

of C-T rhetoric in the teaching of writing at the college 

level were anticipated and echoed by stewart's two studies 

of composition textbooks. In both of his studies, stewart 

selected from the list he was able to compile of composition 

textbooks with sales of over 100,000 copies either since 
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preceding ten years ("Textbooks Revisited"). He summed up 

his findings in 1978 in these words: 
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Regrettably, only seven of the 34 [textbooks] 

contained any appreciable awareness of the work of 

people like Corbett, Rohman, Burke, Pike, 

Zoellner, or Weathers. The other 27, and some are 

the products of people with enormous reputations 

as literary scholars, were strictly current

traditional in their discussions of invention, 

arrangement, and style. ("Composition Textbooks" 

174) 

In 1984, stewart studied only composition texts/rhetorics 

and handbooks, eliminating readers from his study, though he 

did look at two textbooks produced by university presses. 

Among the fourteen widely selling textbooks he chose to 

study, he found seven that he said were based in C-T 

rhetoric, five that were slightly innovative (integrating 

recent research marginally), and two considerably innovative 

texts. (The descending curve might be significant.) He 

also studied nine other innovative texts that, apparently, 

were not among the best-sellers, a situation which might be 

considered significant in two ways. The first is that they 

are not best-sellers, indicating the breadth of acceptance 

innovative texts receive among composition teachers (many of 

whom are not conversant with modern scholarship). The 

second is that these innovative texts are out there; pub-
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lishers are testing the waters with texts that incorporate 

recent research or are publishing such texts knowing that 

they will find a public among the increasing number of 

specialists in the discipline. stewart also found that one 

of the two composition texts published by a university press 

was innovative; the other was disappointingly traditional. 

What was particularly disappointing to stewart among his 

findings was the "astronomical" sales of handbooks which 

perpetuate C-T rhetoric's vision of the writing process 

(narrow the topic and outline, then draft and edit) and are 

preoccupied with "superficial mechanical correctness" 

("Textbooks Revisited" 463). Reflecting on the sales of 

such texts (and on the low number of innovative texts among 

the best-selling rhetorics and the low sales of other in

novative texts), he summarizes his findings in 1984 in the 

following statement: "Despite the progress we have made, 

the sales of handbooks tell us that we have scarcely dented, 

in the minds of many English teachers and the general 

public, the sense that mechanical correctness is the primary 

virtue of writing" ("Textbooks Revisited" 464). 

This study has been designed to add some depth to one 

corner of the picture we in composition studies have of 

ourselves. Whether, in the last six years, we have enlarged 

this dent in the armor of C-T rhetoric will be difficult to 

determine from this study, however. My initial effort to 

gain information from publishers concerning the sales of 

their textbooks was uniformly unrewarded, which is not 
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really surprising since publishers don't want their success 

with one textbook to work against their others and don't 

want their textbooks to be abandoned by teachers who might 

jump on the bandwagon and adopt some more popular textbook. 

Similarly, my next effort (a letter of inquiry concerning 

each publisher's top-selling rhetoric) was met mostly with 

silence, probably for the same reasons. Only Houghton 

Mifflin, Harper & ROw, and st. Martin's Press responded with 

the requested information, revealing Writing with a Purpose, 

The Practical Stylist, and The st. Martin'2 Guide to Writing 

as their top sellers, respectively. Undoubtedly, Houghton 

Mifflin and st. Martin's are proud of the success of their 

texts, which seem (if informal reports are correct) to be 

battling to the top spot overall. And the long-time success 

of The Practical stylist is well known, so perhaps there 

seemed no reason to conceal its status at Harper & Row. 

Six other publishers, however, did respond to my second 

inquiry by sending me copies of one or more of their 

rhetorics, but eight others I have yet to hear from. To 

fill the gap somewhat, I raised the number in my sample to 

eleven by handpicking Flower's Problem-solving strategies 

for writing and Lauer, Montegue, Lunsford, and Ernig's Four 

Worlds of writing because of the prominence of the authors. 

The unresponsiveness of publishers had made it clear that 

this study would not be able to tell us what rhetorical 

theories and epistemologies or what process models and 

invention practices are making the biggest splash in com-
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position classrooms. So the study has evolved as something 

more of a case study of selected freshman rhetorics. The 

general conclusions that may drawn from the study should be 

confined to the range of the sample, then. still, my 

analysis of the textbooks reveals interesting, often clever, 

sometimes clumsy, but sometimes ingenious pedagogical ap

plications of rhetorical and composition theory. If nothing 

more, this study tells us something about what those of us 

using these eleven rhetorics are teaching the newest gener

ation of student practitioners of rhetoric. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK: 

EPISTEMOLOGY, INVENTION, PROCESS 

Scholarship in composition studies has ranged much more 

broadly than will be treated in this study, and we might 

assume that research in other areas, such as text linguis

tics and sentence combining for instance, is also influenc

ing freshman textbooks. But insofar as the two principal 

forces driving the development of composition studies have 

been the interest in understanding writing as a process (and 

an associated interest in invention, according to Young) and 

the renewed inquiry into rhetorical theory, I have chosen to 

focus my study on them. And insofar as the discipline has 

grown out of dissatisfaction with C-T rhetoric and, ini

tially, from inquiry into rhetorical theory and writing 

processes, developments in these areas of inquiry (and in 

the pedagogy built on this inquiry) have been the benchmarks 

against which specialists in composition studies--like 

Young's, Hairston's, Burhans's, and Stewart's--have checked 

the discipline's progress (at least as it can be measured in 

movement away from the theory and practice of C-T rhetoric). 

As this study's first chapter surveys the historical, 

intellectual, and disciplinary context in which an analysis 

of freshman rhetorics is meaningful, this chapter will 

establish a framework for analyzing such textbooks. My 

analysis will focus on how pedagogy (insofar as can be 
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determined by looking at freshman rhetorics) is being shaped 

by the discipline's investigation of invention and process 

and of various rhetorical theories and the epistemologies in 

which these are rooted. As noted above, research in writing 

is more broad-ranging, but the initial influence of inquiry 

in these areas in the development of composition studies as 

a scholarly discipline seems to validate these foci. But 

moreover, inasmuch as composition studies is rooted strongly 

in rhetorical inquiry, we can focus in these areas, taking a 

cue from Aristotle, who implied that they are inseparable 

when he defined rhetoric as "the faculty • • • of discover

ing in the particular case what are the available means of 

persuasion" (7). From the earliest days of rhetorical 

inquiry, rhetoric has been seen as an activity, a process of 

discovery or invention, as much as, if not more than, the 

products of that activity. 

Regarding the rhetorical theories the textbooks convey 

and the epistemological bases in which these are founded, I 

have chosen to work with Berlin's taxonomy (Rhetoric and 

Reality). Regarding the textbooks' treatment of invention 

and process, I will survey the inventional procedures that 

have gotten widespread attention and summarize the ways 

writing as a process has been described. 

The analysis of freshman rhetoric textbooks that will 

follow this chapter will undoubtedly offer a more detailed 

picture of the variations on inventional procedures and on 

the basic descriptions of process that have been explored by 
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scholars in the discipline. Space and time limitations 

permit no more than such a descriptive summary of the 

framework I have chosen, however. Twenty-five to thirty 

years of research and scholarly discussion of generative 

writing techniques and of the fine points of writing 

processes cannot be done justice in the present forum. And 

the jury is still out on the virtues and faults of Berlin's 

epistemological taxonomy of rhetorical theories, though his 

rooting of the taxonomy in the elements of the rhetorical 

situation would seem to make it unassailable as one way of 

looking at rhetorical theories. In the discussion that 

follows, I will touch on several problems in Berlin's 

development of his taxonomy. But for consideration of the 

basic validity of rooting a taxonomy of rhetorics in the 

elements of the rhetorical situation, I will refer the 

reader to Rhetoric and Reality and to the discipline's on

going dialogue pver such matters. 

Berlin's Epistemological Taxonomy of Rhetorical Theories 

Berlin, in Rhetoric and Reality, employs the elements of 

the rhetorical situation, particularly as they have been 

discussed by Kinneavy (A Theory of Discourse), in categoriz

ing the epistemologies of the rhetorical theories that 

scholars in composition studies have explored since 1960. 

These elements are the object (the external world and events 

of experience), the subject (the rhetor, observer, speaker, 

writer), the audience (receiver, listener, reader), and 
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language (symbol system, medium, message, text). 

The hinge on which the doors swing between categories in 

Berlin's taxonomy of rhetorical theories is the locating of 

reality/truth/knowledge/understanding (Berlin seems to 

equate these) in one or another or some combination of these 

elements (Rhetoric and Reality 6). Rhetorical theories that 

locate "reality" in the objects and events encountered in 

the external world Berlin calls "objective," and he iden

tifies two rhetorics based in an objective epistemology: C-T 

rhetoric (which continues to be developed in textbooks) and 

behaviorist rhetoric (based on principles of operant 

conditioning). Theories that locate reality in the 

subject/rhetor Berlin calls "subjective." Berlin has iden

tified one such rhetoric, expressionist rhetoric, as having 

been developed since 1960. Theories that locate reality in 

an interaction of two or more of the elements of the 

rhetorical situation Berlin calls "transactional" and says 

that three such rhetorical theories have been developed 

since 1960: classical rhetoric, cognitivist rhetoric, and 

epistemic rhetoric. 

Although I find Berlin's taxonomy of rhetorical epis

temologies and rhetorical schools compelling, I perceive a 

possible problem in his seeming to equate reality with 

truth, knowledge, and understanding. By saying that the 

various rhetorics locate or place reality in one or another 

of or some relationship between elements of the rhetorical 

situation, rather than saying that the rhetorics locate the 
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source of knowledge there, for instance, he may be confusing 

ontology (the study of the nature of reality) and epistemol

ogy (the study of the nature of knowledge) or he may be 

using the term reality in an unusual way that could confuse 

his readers. 

Also because Berlin favors "the most extreme" (Rhetoric 

and Reality 165) of Leff's four ways of seeing rhetoric as 

epistemic, his discussion of the distinctions between 

rhetorical epistemologies often focuses on his perception of 

language's function or lack of function in each rhetoric's 

vision of how knowledge develops. This leads Berlin to 

neglect to discuss the epistemic qualities of theories in 

categories other than the transactional/epistemic. And his 

focus on the place language is given by each theory in the 

development of knowledge causes the other theories to pale 

in comparison to the transactional/epistemic. So although 

he says he wants to celebrate the diversity of rhetorical 

theories that he sees as having developed since 1960 in 

composition studies (Rhetoric and Reality 138), his purpose 

seems clearly to celebrate one more than the others, seem

ingly because of this theory's epistemic claims. He fails 

to mention, however, that classical rhetoric and expres

sionist rhetoric also have such claims according to Leff. 

Berlin clarified his preferential treatment of the epistemic 

school on political grounds in a College English article 

published shortly after the publication of Rhetoric and 

Reality (Berlin, "Rhetoric and Ideology"). 
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Because of composition studies' rhetorical interests, 

his epistemic taxonomy remains compelling (despite its 

possible flaws), based, as it is, in the elements of the 

rhetorical situation. Based in such a way, the taxomony 

compels despite its limitations. Berlin himself has noted 

that the distinctions between rhetorical schools have 

blurred since 1975 (Rhetoric and Reality 183). Crowley has 

criticized what she considers the awkward grouping of 

theorists whose work she doesn't think resembles each 

other's, and she criticizes the taxonomy more fundamentally 

because the purpose of rhetorical activity, she argues, has 

not been seen historically as epistemological, as a search 

for knowledge (Rev. of Rhetoric 246), which suggests that 

other categorical bases, like Knoblach's ontological basis, 

might be established. Since a significant emphasis of 

modern rhetorical theory is how discourse develops and 

shapes knowledge, however, Berlin's focus here does not seem 

inappropriate. The awkward groupings merely indicate that 

people are exploring similar ideas in widely divergent ways. 

Despite reservations we may have about the taxonomy, then, 

it retains its utility. 

Transactional Rhetorics 

Discussing what it is that loosely unifies the three 

major transactional rhetorics, Berlin says: 

Transactional rhetoric is based on an epistemology 

that sees truth as arising out of the interaction 
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of the elements of the rhetorical situation: an 

interaction of subject and object [cognitive] or 

of subject and audience [classical] or even of all 

the elements--subject, object, audience, and 

language--operating simultaneously [epistemic]. 

(Rhetoric and Reality 15). 

He says, then, that "the differences between the various 

types of transactional rhetoric lie in the way in which each 

of these elements is defined and, more important, in the 

nature of their relationship" (155). Unlike the objective 

and subjective rhetorics, at least as Berlin conceives of 

them, "transactional rhetoric does not locate reality in 

some empirically verifiable external phenomenon (sense 

impression or the quantifiable) or within some realm apart 

from the external (ideas or vision)" (155). 

Epistemic Rhetoric 

Leff, the principal source Berlin uses in defining his 

category of epistemic rhetoric, has identified four senses 

in which rhetoric has been discussed as epistemic: 

(i) Rhetoric is epistemic because it allows us to 

know how particular objects and events relate to 

fixed abstract principles. (ii) Rhetoric is 

epistemic because it represents an active, social 

form of thinking that allows us to gain knowledge 

both of particulars and of principles in respect 

to practical matters. (iii) Rhetoric is epistemic 
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since it can serve a meta-logical function that 

helps us to secure knowledge of the first prin

ciples of theoretical disciplines. (iv) Rhetoric 

is epistemic since knowledge itself is a rhetori

cal construct. (78) 

Although not developed as a hierarchy or as a system, 

these four senses in which rhetoric has been seen as epis

temic can be viewed as hierarchical in that each is more 

inclusive and includes the preceding. Seeing knowledge 

itself as a rhetorical construct, as normative and developed 

from intersubjective discourse (Leff 82-84), as in (iv), 

includes seeing rhetorical discourse as means by which we 

decide "between alternative conceptions of reality" (80) as 

these conceptions have developed in theoretical disciplines 

or other inquiring communities, as in (iii). Having 

developed within a discipline these "first principles" or 

alternative "realities" are the products of intersubjective 

discourse, rhetorical activity, already. Knowing theoreti

cal principles in relation to other theoretical principles 

through rhetorical discourse (iii), then, is more inclusive 

than knowing such principles, as well as particulars, only 

in relation to practical matters, as in (ii). And, finally, 

acknowledging that the value an abstract principle has for 

us may shift when it is applied in our judgments on par

ticular things or events, as in (ii), would indicate that 

the fixed, abstract principles of (i) are so fixed and 

refixed in our use of them. 
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Perhaps because it is the most inclusive or, in Berlin's 

terms, "extreme" (165), Berlin favors Leff's fourth sense of 

rhetoric as epistemic and uses it to define his epistemic 

rhetoric category: 

Epistemic rhetoric posits a transaction that 

involves all elements of the rhetorical situation: 

interlocutor, audience, material reality, and 

language. The most significant difference is that 

language enters into this transaction and is 

present in every instance of its manifestation. 

The reason for this is that interlocutor, 

audience, and material world are all regarded as 

verbal constructs. In epistemic rhetoric 

there is never a division between experience and 

language, whether the experience involves the 

subject, the subject and other subjects, or the 

subjective and the material world. All 

experiences, even the scientific and logical, are 

grounded in language, and language determines 

their content and structure. Just as language 

structures our response to social and political 

issues, language structures our response to the 

material world. Rhetoric thus becomes implicated 

in all human behavior. All truths arise out of 

dialectic, out of the interaction of individuals 

within discourse communities. Truth is never 

simply "out there" in the material world or the 



54 

social realm, or simply "in here" in a private and 

personal world. It emerges only as the three--the 

material world, the social, and the personal-

interact, and the agent of mediation is language. 

(16-17) 

It seems problematic, however, not also to describe the 

other senses or not to consider them also in this category, 

whether or not this definition includes them. After all, 

while Berlin's favored sense of how rhetoric is epistemic 

cannot exist apart from the others, they can apart from it. 

We will discuss, in fact, how the other rhetorics Berlin 

identifies and describes share ill-defined borders with his 

epistemic school. 

Moreover, if we recall that Berlin's categories are 

distinguished by the given theory's locating "reality" in 

one or another of the elements of the rhetorical situation 

(subject, audience, material reality, and language), we have 

to struggle to understand his shifting terms, both here 

regarding epistemic rhetoric and in his descriptions of the 

others. Granted, at his seemingly most precise, he says 

such things as, "Language forms our conceptions of our 

selves, our audiences, and the very reality in which we 

exist" (166). But at other times, he equivocates, saying 

such things as, "For the epistemic, the symbolic includes 

the empirical because all reality, all knowledge, is a 

linguistic construct" (165, my emphasis). A reader can't 

determine which reality, material or conceptual, he is 
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referring to; in fact, he has not yet in his text drawn our 

attention to a conceptual reality distinguishable from the 

material reality of which we subjects and our audiences are 

parts. That Leff, too, commits a similar error (" ••• 

reality is regarded as fundamentally symbolic, and thus 

language itself becomes the primary unit of empirical 

knowledge," 83) doesn't excuse Berlin, though it points out 

that the concepts being developed are difficult ones to 

conceive verbally (which apparently is the only means 

available). still, it seems incumbent upon those who would 

try to conceive these concepts to do so with more care since 

the dialogue their readers complete shapes the concepts 

being developed. 

Such problems in conceiving and conveying the theory 

might be one type we encounter when looking at 

epistemically-based freshman rhetoric textbooks. Another is 

the relativism (Leff 84), even solipsism (Fulkerson 203), 

that seems implicit in making reality or truth or valid 

knowledge of reality whatever we conceive it to be, either 

together, or individually after consulting with others. 

Pedagogically, this hazard causes problems like the one 

implied in Fulkerson's question, "How many of [us] have had 

the experience of seeing a positive class evaluation of a 

student speech or essay when [we] knew it was completely 

uninformed on the issue involved" (202)? How the given text 

handles this problem seems of critical utility. 

Corder discusses how this might be done. He conceives 
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of each person as a narrative, a remembered personal history 

verbally composed or created (16), and as an argument, a 

world view based on that history (18). What we know, at 

least consciously, is what we've conceived verbally from our 

experience in a real external world. Each narrative and 

argument is partial, since no person has experienced the 

entire world as it was, is, and shall be (18). So while we 

conceive of the world as we have experienced it, we do not 

know the world entirely. If we are to avoid reducing our

selves to narrow and closed-minded dogma, if we are to 

conceive of, perhaps know, the world as completely as we 

can, we have to live in a cycle of closing our minds to 

conceive and then opening them to new experience, embracing 

the challenging narratives and arguments of others, and then 

closing again to reconceive (26-32). Relativism and solip

sism can be avoided by coming to understand that we never 

arrive in knowing, that all knowledge is tentative, is 

working knowledge. 

Given what Corder says as an epistemic rhetorician, 

then, we should also be aware of another issue as we inves

tigate freshman rhetorics. As noted above, Berlin says that 

the distinctions between categories in his taxonomy have 

begun to break down since 1975, especially as classical and 

expressionist rhetorics develop epistemic elements. (Their 

development of epistemic elements in one or another of 

Leff's first three senses of rhetoric as epistemic actually 

began well before 1975 and well before Berlin's "extreme" 
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sense of epistemic rhetoric developed itself.) However, 

Corder's theorizing indicates that certain branches of 

"Berlin's" epistemic rhetoric are also moving toward the 

expressionist. This is the case insofar as Corder makes no 

mention of the clash of threatening narratives or any other 

type of intersubjective exchange leading to like-mindedness 

in the participants. We may learn to speak and hear a 

commodious language, but when the time comes momentarily to 

close the mind to conceive of the world internally or to 

speak or write of it, we are left to accommodate other 

narratives in our own ways. 

Classical Rhetoric 

The neo-classical movement or classical revival in 

composition studies has sought to elaborate upon the broad 

range of rhetorical principles and re-examine the rhetorical 

devices that were developed and articulated by classical 

theorists. The most significant distinguishing characteris

tic of classical rhetoric is the specific set of situations 

that were seen as rhetorical: forensic or judicial, 

deliberative or legislative, and epideictic or ceremonial. 

Scientific and logical discourse are not rhetorical; any 

area of inquiry where methods for attaining certainty have 

been developed and accepted would be considered nonrhetori

cal. 

In the classical world, this sense of the range of 

rhetorical activity was quite restrictive. Perhaps it is 
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not so restrictive today, particularly in more democratic 

societies, where legislative issues are everyone's proper 

concern, as is the weighing of values associated with 

epideictic oratory. And both of these indirectly affect 

judicial decision making, though rhetorical activity of this 

sort still takes place in the courts and associated offices. 

Discussing the transactional nature of classical rhetoric, 

Berlin provides a sense of how broad rhetorical activity can 

be in the neo-classical view: 

Truth is [in classical rhetoric] located in a 

social construct involving the interaction of 

interlocutor and audience (or discourse 

community). Science and logic are outside the 

rhetorical realm since both are concerned with the 

indisputable, with certainties that do not or

dinarily lead to disagreement. The truths of 

rhetoric, on the other hand, are by their very 

nature uncertain, open to debate, contingent, 

probable. They deal not just with the empirical 

or rational analysis of experience, but with the 

emotional, aesthetic and ethical--in other words, 

with the total range of human behavior. Arriving 

at truths regarding these matters, despite the 

difficulties, is central to the existence of 

individuals and society. These truths, after all, 

concern the basic ethical and political decisions 

that affect the safety of all; they concern the 
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distribution of power in legislation, the courts, 

and social groups. In arriving at decisions about 

these matters, science and logic can be helpful, 

but ultimately choices are made on the basis of 

public discourse--individuals working together 

within a community of discourse trying to decide 

what will be in the best interests of the group 

and the individual. The crucial feature of these 

transactional activities is that new knowledge, 

new truths, emerge from the interaction. The 

rhetorical act discovers meaning in its proper 

realm, just as the scientific act discovers mean

ing in its own sphere. (Rhetoric and Reality 15-

16) 

Insofar as new knowledge is developed in discourse in 

the specified rhetorical settings, classical rhetorical 

theory has an epistemic nature, according to Leff's second 

sense (78-80). Despite the range to which this sense ex

pands, however, Berlin doesn't include classical rhetorical 

theory in his epistemic category because of classical 

rhetoric's exclusion of certain endeavors, like the 

sciences, from the range of its theoretical inquiry. In 

particular, classical rhetoric overlooks, at least in areas 

like the sciences, the problematic nature of language's 

mediation between the oojects and events of the world and 

the minds of people (16). Knowledge, in Berlin's epistemic 

view, is a verbal construct validated through intersubjec-
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specialized vocabularies and in determining acceptable 

methods of inquiry and in validating findings through 

replication, partake of this epistemic nature. 
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Beyond developing new understanding of the traditional 

range of rhetorical situations, neo-classical rhetorical 

inquiry has re-explored ancient theory from its philosophi

cal foundations to its stylistic devices. For instance, 

Booth ("The Rhetorical stance") has re-examined, in the 

context of teaching freshman composition, Aristotle's 

criticism of the sophists' employment of what we today call 

"mere rhetoric"--arguing from some foundation other than 

mastery of the given subject--and Aristotle's questions 

concerning whether an art of persuasion that can be so 

abused can and should be taught (The Rhetoric, Bk. I, ch. 

1) • 

In composition studies, the most comprehensive discus

sion of the elements of classical rhetoric has been 

Corbett's textbook, Classical Rhetoric for the Modern 

student, and as Berlin notes too (157-58), the larger body 

of Corbett's work also includes persuasive articles on the 

continuing utility of classical rhetorical principles. 

Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student, however, for the 

most part, discusses how the elements of persuasive dis

course that classical theorists identified can be used by 

student writers today. Organized according to the classical 

offices of "Discovery of Arguments" (invention), "Arrange-
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ment of Material," and "style," the text treats how to 

discover and write a thesis (stases: questions of fact, "Is 

it?" of definition, "What is it?" and of quality, "What kind 

is it?"--questions of jurisdiction are not treated), the 

persuasive appeals (logos/reason, pathos/emotion, 

ethos/authority), the enthymeme and examples as rhetorical 

reasoning patterns, logical fallacies, the common topics 

(definition, comparison, relationship, circumstance, and 

their subspecies), the special topics of deliberative, 

judicial, and ceremonial discourse, the parts of discourse 

(introduction, statement of fact, confirmation, refutation, 

and conclusion), diction, sentences, paragraphs, figures of 

speech (the schemes and tropes), and imitation as a way of 

modifying style. This list represents the rhetorical 

devices and feature of formal oratory that have been inves

tigated in neo-classical scholarship. 

Cognitive Rhetoric 

cognitive rhetoric has developed in composition studies 

through various scholars' efforts to interpolate theories of 

developmental psychology into writing pedagogy and others' 

efforts to use empirical research methods to reveal how the 

mind works during composing. Our developing understanding 

of the recursive operation of the mental writing processes 

and our thinking concerning the development of rhetorical 

awareness and ability in people as they grow from infancy 

are based in the work of scholars Berlin would group as 
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cognitivists. Although there are continuing efforts at 

unified scientific theory building, the efforts toward 

defining the process paradigm discussed in the first chap

ter, for instance, the most significant product of both 

lines of research, which are not mutually exclusive, has 

been the improvement of writing instruction as regards the 

development of writing abilities and the treatment of writ

ing as a process, not only as the product. 

This instructional emphasis, Berlin notes, is "on the 

individual, but the individual is conceived of as inherently 

transactional, arriving at truth through engaging the sur

rounding material and social environment" (Rhetoric and 

Reality 16). Knowledge is formulated individually based on 

the person's cognitive maturity and his mind's corresponding 

ability to perceive the structures of the world. Berlin 

elaborates: 

The school of rhetoric based on cognitive psychol

ogy is distinguished by its assertion that the 

mind is composed of a set of structures that 

develop in chronological sequence. The most 

important of these structures are those that deal 

with the relationship of language and thought • 

• Although the rhetoric of cognitive psychol

ogy focuses on the psychology of the individual, 

it is indeed a transactional approach. While the 

mind is made up of structures that develop 

naturally, it is necessary for the individual to 
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have the right experiences at the right moment in 

order for this development to take place. without 

these experiences, or with the wrong sequence of 

experiences, cognitive structures do not properly 

mature. Thus, the individual's environment can 

playas important a role as the inherent makeup of 

the mind. From this point of view, writing also 

involves a transaction among the elements of the 

rhetorical context. The structures of the mind 

are such that they correspond to the structures of 

reality, the structures of the minds of the 

audience, and the structures of language. Learn

ing to write requires the cUltivation of the 

appropriate cognitive structures so that the 

structures of reality, the audience, and language 

can be understood. (159) 

Writing instructors intervene both in this developmental 

process and in the processes of composing specific pieces of 

writing. How they would do so is a topic much too large to 

discuss here. But Moffett and Britton et al., building on 

the developmental theories of Piaget, Vygotsky, and Bruner, 

respectively, have been instrumental in developing the 

comprehensive vision of the developmental levels associated 

with writing and of the types of activities associated with 

each level and which can be used then to move a student from 

one level toward the next. Emig, Flower and Hayes, Mat

suhashi, Perl, Sommers, and others have conducted research 
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discussed more thoroughly in the section on "Process" 

below), which teachers would want to try to develop. 
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As Berlin describes cognitive rhetorical theory, then, 

the underlying epistemology seems to develop from objective, 

positivistic assumptions concerning the mind's ability to 

perceive the material world accurately. This seems inherent 

also in this approach's use of experimental method in its 

theory building. Inherent, however, in the interventional 

pedagogy of the cognitive approach is an epistemic potential 

that Berlin overlooks. The work that the teacher engages 

in, analyzing students' work to discern their developmental 

level and then designing experiences to stabilize their 

development at this level and later designing experiences 

that will usher them to the next, reflects something of 

Corder's notion of one narrative confronting another and 

moving the other to a more comprehensive world view. The 

cognitive approach, however, differs in that this process is 

restricted to an educational setting. Maturity can be 

achieved, and at that point, we might assume, the mind is 

equipped to perceive the world of objects, people, and 

language accurately. still we would want to be aware of 

this potential and note whether it is given a more open

ended development in freshman rhetorics rooted in the cogni

tive approach. 

Subjective Rhetoric 
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"subjective theories of rhetoric," Berlin writes, "lo

cate truth either within the individual or within a realm 

that is accessible only through the individual's internal 

apprehension, apart from the empirically verifiable world" 

(Rhetoric and Reality 11). Pedagogy based on subjective 

theory has been articulated recently in composition studies 

by such figures as Gordon Rohman and Albert Wlecke, Peter 

Elbow, Ken Macrorie, and Donald Murray, but Berlin traces it 

back through Emerson and Thoreau to Plato and his thinking 

concerning reality's existing only in heaven as ideal forms. 

Whether it exists only in heaven or in some other state 

according to the given theorist, however, reality, according 

to subjective theory, is not altogether accessible to the 

conscious mind, so our understanding of it cannot be 

objective. Instead it is personal or intuitive. Moreover, 

language is not a clear window on the world of our senses. 

Because of this, our personal realities cannot be communi

cated fully. Knowledge of reality exists prior to and 

completely apart from language. At best, we can use lan

guage to construct metaphors that suggest reality's nature 

as we each have envisioned it intuitively. And as Plato's 

dialogues suggest, we can use language in dialogue to expose 

error. Rhetorical activity, then, as Berlin notes (Rhetoric 

and Reality 12-13), becomes valuable insofar as it clears 

the way for a more valid personal apprehension of reality. 

Expressionist Rhetoric 
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Berlin calls the form of subjective rhetoric currently 

being developed and practiced "expressionist rhetoric." In 

composition studies, the exploration of expressionist 

rhetoric seems rooted in Rohman and Wlecke's discussion of 

pre-writing as a stage in the writing process and their 

development of pre-writing activities to help writers mine 

their subconsciouses. While acknowledging that a range of 

expressionist rhetorics have been developed, Berlin 

polarizes them for the sake of discussion. 

statements like Murray's "The interior view of the 

writing act reveals that writing is an individual search for 

meaning in life" ("Interior" 21) and Gibson's " ••• in the 

more complicated and interesting areas of experience • 

language rarely provides an accurate map" ("composing" 259) 

may be used in concert to characterize one type of expres

sionist rhetoric Berlin discusses, the variety that carries 

on the Platonic tradition. This variety, Berlin sees as 

skeptical of language's crucial ability, from his epistemic 

perspective, to constitute and convey reality (for any 

person attempting to understand the world) to himself and to 

another. As is the case with C-T rhetoric, language in this 

variety of expressionist rhetoric is seen as likely to 

distort the personal vision. Berlin says the proponents of 

this variety espouse an anarchical, completely free use of 

language in which the intentional violation of convention is 

encouraged in the writer's attempt to approximate, in lan

guage, the personal, intuitive vision. So here knowledge is 
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not understood as the product of a transaction between 

language and the person, nor as a product of an immediate 

transaction between the external world and the person (which 

I have discussed as the case with cognitivist rhetoric and 

will discuss as a possibility of C-T rhetoric). It is a 

product of internal apprehension, prior to the imposition of 

language. 

The other variety, which Berlin says comes close to 

being epistemic (and with which he associates Murray and 

Gibson, though I have used statements of theirs to charac

terize the first), grants language an integral place in the 

constituting of the personal reality. The rhetoricians who 

have developed this variety, Berlin says, "see reality as 

arising out of the interaction of the private vision of the 

individual and the language used to express this vision" 

(146). statements such as Miller's "the end of language is 

comprehended best not as communication but as creation" 

(363) best represent this crucial difference. Berlin's 

statement, again, seems a verbal tangle, and both could be 

seen as construing solipsism. Elaborating on the essential 

creativeness of language, Miller cites Langer's Philosophy 

in a New Key and indicates how solipsism is not an issue: 

"The transformation of experience into concepts, not the 

elaboration of signals and symptoms, is the motive of lan

guage" (qtd. in Miller 363; Langer 113), a concept Langer 

based on Sapir's work. Reality (an external world fabri

cated and projected within the mind) is not created of 
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language, does not arise out of the interaction of language 

and personal vision. Our conceptualization, understanding, 

or conscious, working knowledge of our experience in a 

physically real, external world develops in the language we 

use to express the private vision that is the primary 

product of this experience. 

That such knowledge is constituted in association with 

language may prompt us to think of this second type of 

expressionist rhetoric as a personal epistemic. Berlin 

might even be seen as supporting this notion in a round

about way when he says, "this brand of expressionistic 

rhetoric finally falls short of being epistemic • • • be

cause it denies the place of intersubjective, social 

processes in the shaping of reality" (146). certainly, if 

the communicative function of language is "subordinate" to 

the creative (Miller 363) and if the purpose of legitimate 

rhetorical activity in the expressionist view is not to 

promote one person's vision for the adoption of another, but 

to develop personal knowledge, then we can see how it does 

not conform to Berlin's preferred social epistemic in which 

world knowledge (including knowledge of selves) is developed 

through intersubjective dialogue. 

The expressionist rhetoric that grants language a place 

in the development of the intuitive vision at the conscious 

level, however, might be thought of as a social epistemic 

insofar as language itself develops and is perpetuated 

socially. Why Berlin does not categorize this type of 
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expressionist rhetoric at least as transactional is unclear, 

however, since he clearly implies that conscious knowledge 

or understanding is the product of a transaction between two 

elements of the rhetorical situation--the subject (person) 

and language and, perhaps, even the external world--which is 

his basic criterion for including a theory in the category. 

Perhaps this is attributable to the logic of grouping this 

type of expressionist rhetoric with the other "nontransac

tional" type. 

Such border problems and the movement toward epistemic 

rhetoric that Berlin notes as a trend in some expressionist 

rhetorics (Rhetoric and Reality 183) indicate that attention 

should be given to ways in which social processes are repre

sented as playing a role and are utilized in the development 

of knowledge in the textbooks that develop a primarily 

expressionistic stance. 

Objective Rhetorics 

Berlin describes objective rhetorics with regard to the 

underlying epistemology as follows: 

Objective rhetorics are based on a positivistic 

epistemology, asserting that the real is located 

in the material world. From this perspective, 

only that which is empirically verifiable or which 

can be grounded in empirically verifiable 

phenomena is real. The business of the writer is 

to record this reality exactly as it has been 
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experienced so that it can be reproduced in the 

reader. Language here is a sign system, a simple 

transcribing device for recording that which 

exists apart from the verbal. (Rhetoric and 

Reality 7) 

Corrent-Traditiona1 Rhetoric 

I surveyed the history and pedagogical emphases of C-T 

rhetoric in the preceding chapter, and I touched on some of 

its theoretical foundations as well. My discussion here, 

then, will serve primarily as a reminder of what I have 

already surveyed, adding only a few details concerning 

Berlin's understanding of C-T rhetoric's epistemological 

foundation. 

In the preceding chapter, I noted the criticisms in

novators have voiced concerning C-T rhetoric. One is the 

abstract, atomistic nature of the pedagogy that developed 

along with it. The more significant criticism for the 

present purpose, however, is the one voiced concerning C-T 

rhetoric's objective epistemology, rooted in the Scottish 

Common Sense Realism and in the Faculty Psychology of the 

eighteenth century and nourished by the scientific 

positivism emphasized in late nineteenth-century American 

universities. Berlin discusses the details of this epis

temology as follows: 

• • • this position argues that the mind is 

equipped with faculties that enable it to perceive 
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the external object directly through the medium of 

sense impression. Truth is determined through the 

inductive method--through collecting sense data 

and arriving at generalizations. The role of the 

observer is to be as 'objective' as possible, 

necessitating the abandonment of social, 

psychological, and historical preconceptions that 

might interfere with the response of the faculties 

to the external world. The responsibility of the 

observer, then, is to engage in an innocent 

reaction to sense impression, examining it without 

allowing any distortion to occur. Once the truth 

is determined through observation, the next task 

is to find the language to describe one's 

discoveries. Truth, located in nature and then in 

the response of the faculties to nature, exists 

prior to language. Language is regarded at worst 

as a distorting medium that alters the original 

perception, and at best as a transparent device 

that captures the original experience so that it 

can be reproduced in the faculties of one's 

audience. The audience is likewise outside of the 

meaning-making act. It is assumed to be as 

objective as the writer, so that the language 

presented can ,stimulate in the reader the 

experience that the writer originally had. 

(Rhetoric and Reality 7-8) 



Problems with communication arise, then, and disagreement 

concerning what is true, in "faulty observation, faulty 

language, or both" (Berlin, Rhetoric and Reality 11). 
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There is a paradox in this description concerning the 

ability of the mental faculties to perceive objects directly 

through a medium. This intellectual tangle, however, may be 

as much verbal as it is "real" and may be more attributable 

to the thinking of C-T rhetoricians than to Berlin. still, 

the possibility remains that insofar as sense impression 

somehow mediates between the objects of the external world 

and the mental faculties C-T rhetoric could be "elevated" in 

Berlin's taxonomy to the transactional level. If, however, 

sense impression is, as the bulk of the passage above im

plies, a transparent conveyance of the objective external 

world to an objective association of mental faculties which 

utilize language as a sign system capable of encoding this 

objective external reality into generalized statements of 

truth, then C-T rhetoric can accurately be called objective 

in epistemology. 

Modern language theory makes this difficult to conceive 

of, and conceiving of sensory impression as a transparent 

conveyance is equally difficult for those of us familiar the 

way language theorists like Whorf and Sapir hypothesize 

language as infusing perception, but the people who 

developed C-T rhetoric were not familiar with this language 

theory and seem simply to have failed to explore this area 

of their thought. C-T rhetoric continues to be published 
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and accepted, though, and by people who should be familiar 

with the theories that draw the picture of reality as drawn 

by C-T rhetoric into question. Looking forward to my 

analysis and evaluation of the C-T rhetorics in this study, 

a person may wonder whether and how they will reflect modern 

language theory or otherwise modify C-T rhetoric based on 

modern discourse theory. 

Behaviorist Rhetoric 

Behaviorist rhetorical theory has rarely been articu

lated in composition studies scholarship, and we are un

likely to find it fully or purely articulated in any fresh

man rhetorics. It bears discussion, however, because the 

principle of shaping writing behaviors through intervention 

and reinforcement, the hallmarks of operant conditioning, 

have become standards of process pedagogy. They have done so 

in a much less radical fashion than Zoellner proposed in 

1969 and in ways that indicate that they are not drawn from 

Zoellner's thinking or from any other work in operant con

ditioning, which, however, would seem to support what 

Zoellner points out about these principles--that we practice 

them anyway, though very sloppily, so we would do well to 

harness them and use them systematically and to their best 

effect (278, 281-282). 

What makes behaviorist rhetoric objective in Berlin's 

taxonomy is this focus on the external behaviors of student 

writers--this, to the exclusion of any speculative con-
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sideration of and direct attempts to shape covert, internal 

writing behaviors or processes. The ability of a writing 

teacher, in the manner of a behavioral therapist, to observe 

and determine the nature of a writing behavior and then to 

judge its value and reinforce it accordingly suggests that 

reality and the truth of it are "out there" for us to per

ceive and transcribe or describe and act upon. If only the 

external behavior is at issue, then we teachers seem not to 

be responsible for scrutinizing what internal, personal 

values or perspectives shape our perceptions and judgments. 

This is not to say that internal, even subconscious, mental 

operations do not exist or are not significant. The be

haviorist simply notes that what these are cannot be deter

mined with any certainty, so we should not try to shape them 

directly. Rather we shape behavior and, by so doing, we 

perhaps reshape value systems and other mental structures. 

Zoellner states that "for methodological purposes [be

havioral psychotherapy] posits external behavior--tactile, 

accessible, measurable, manipulable--as the only reality 

(289). 

Bloom and Bloom were the first to move beyond suggesting 

how operant conditioning could be used for instruction in 

grammar and usage (Berlin, Rhetoric and Reality 140), sug

gesting one way that it could be used to shape larger units 

of discourse. Zoellner " though taking note of their work, 

focused his attention pedagogically on ways to integrate 

immediate reinforcement into the writing classroom. In both 
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cases, however, the enacting and reinforcing of what Bloom 

and Bloom called "successive approximations" of the writer's 

purpose was the focus of their pedagogies. 

Bloom and Bloom describe observing and taking notes on 

the halting writing process of a student and discovering 

that, though the student tried to write his themes according 

to C-T principles, ideas occurred to him in the midst of 

writing and his writing was filled with pauses that belie 

the notion of writing as a mere process of transcribing 

thought (130). In response to their observations, Bloom and 

Bloom developed two teaching methods based in behaviorist 

learning theory, particularly reinforcement theory, which 

contends "that rewarded behaviors tend to persist while 

punished behaviors tend to be dropped" (129). Both methods 

were designed to develop in students the symbolic presence 

of an instructor. Bloom and Bloom offer the following 

description of the first: 

• [Have] the student make successive 

approximations toward preferred goals of writing 

(a) by being made aware of given writing problems; 

(b) by generating several possible solutions to 

these problems; (c) by selecting the best 

solution; and, eventually in a conference (d) by 

getting expert opinion on the quality of his own 

choices so that the student creates a set of 

standards and operating principles for himself 

which he can use the next time he writes a theme. 
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(131) 

The second method is to establish a standard evaluation 

format (not necessarily the one Bloom and Bloom used) for 

both the teacher and students to use in evaluating the given 

student's finished products. These formats, then, are used 

as the basis for discussing the student's work at 

conferences. Over time, discussion at these conferences 

should lead toward the student's adopting the teacher's 

evaluative standards and employing these in the process of 

writing (133-34). 

Zoellner's method involves working from the base level 

of what he calls "cortical utterances" or "visceral blurts" 

(273) and in the series of successive approximations and 

reinforcements shape the writer's utterance toward a full 

and precise articUlation of his developing meaning. Zoellner 

provides as background a quite thorough discussion of the 

principles of operant conditioning and justification of 

these on humanistic grounds (274-85). His discussion then 

moves on to describe how a writing classroom could be 

redesigned and curriculum reshaped to take more complete 

advantage of operant conditioning methods. The room would 

become a writing studio where easels or desks supplied with 

butcher paper or newsprint would be used to display the 

writers' developing work to their classmates and teacher, 

who in different combinations would gather around to watch 

them compose (perhaps one student would work on the 

chalkboards surrounding the room) (299-300). Likewise, in 



conference, the teacher would watch the student compose, 

though in an office the composing might be done in a 

notebook or on a smaller chalkboard (296-99). 
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In either of these settings, writers talk and write 

their way toward a precise statement of the amorphous mean

ing they had wanted to get down. Through cycles of trying 

to say what they mean and then trying to write it, based on 

the visceral blurt--in the midst of which classmates or the 

teacher provide feedback on the clarity of the statements or 

passages--writers shape their writing. 

Although Zoellner notes how shaping written statements 

to bring them more in line with the writer's inaccessible 

inner intention is reminiscent of Chomsky's deep and surface 

structures (316), Berlin seems accurate in labelling be

haviorist rhetoric objective rather than transactional at 

least as it regards this intention-language combination. The 

successive approximations approach is taken because the 

writer is not getting it right (it being the statement of 

his intention), not for the sake of investigating how dif

ferent meanings or understandings develop in different 

statements. 

On the other hand, Bloom and Bloom's and Zoellner's 

pedagogies border on the transactional insofar as an 

audience takes part in writers' development of their 

writing. Writing is a "social event," collaborative, in 

Zoellner's classroom (301), though Zoellner does not 

describe the reinforcement he advocates as a type of 
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rhetorical discourse itself, nor does he refer to students' 

developing pieces of writing as utterances developed in 

rhetorical situations. Bloom and Bloom, however, clearly 

state that their method is designed to imbue students with a 

sense of an audience's symbolic presence (130-31). The fact 

that this presence is most clearly to be teachers' evalua

tive presence again could possibly stunt the development of 

a sense of broader rhetorical discourse if teachers weren't 

clear concerning what they represent in their evaluations. 

Invention and Process 

Since the earliest days of rhetorical inquiry, as we 

have noted, when Aristotle defined rhetoric as "the faculty 

• of discovering in the particular case what are the 

available means of persuasion" (7), the entire process of 

composing a piece of discourse has been seen, in certain 

ways, as inventive. Formal inventional activity, however, 

has traditionally been seen as an optional subset of compos

ing processes. This has been the case, historically, even 

during periods when or in places where inventional activity 

has been separated from rhetoric intellectually, via think

ing like Peter Ramus's, or severely truncated, as in C-T 

rhetoric. But as the enunciation of epistemic rhetorical 

theory has developed recently, invention and process and, 

indeed, rhetoric as well are again coming to be seen as 

nearly synonymous, if not entirely. As LeFevre has dis

cussed at length and as Berlin has implied in his descrip-
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tions of classical and epistemic rhetoric (Rhetoric and 

Reality), rhetorical exchanges (scholarly and political 

dialogues and such) can be seen as inventive in that they 

lead to new knowledge or understanding. Similarly, the 

entire process of composing a given piece of written dis

course is inventive in that, out of it, a verbal artifact is 

created (invented). 

The discussion of invention and process that will follow 

will reflect both the traditional and the more recent con

ceptions of the relationship between invention and process. 

I will discuss several widely practiced inventional ac

tivities and several descriptions of the elements of writing 

processes. And I will elaborate on the points where 

scholarly conceptions of each have come to overlap so en

tirely that distinctions begin to disappear. 

Process 

Given the preceding introduction to this discussion of 

process and invention, choosing which of the two to discuss 

first becomes an almost arbitrary act. Following tradition, 

however, I have chosen to begin with process, it being 

commonly thought of (in the context of composing a given 

piece of writing) as more inclusive. 

When discussing the general writing process, by which we 

usually mean the act of composing or the activity of writing 

a given piece, it seems wise to note, as John Warnock does, 

that for all we know about the process we would seem not to 
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know at least as much. We know the process only by its 

products, whether these be pieces of freewriting or finished 

essays or the thinking-aloud protocols produced by writers 

as they write. John Warnock, citing Emig (The Composing 

Processes of Twelfth Graders), reminds us of how "remarkably 

opaque" texts, both drafts and finished pieces, are concern

ing how they come to be composed (5-6), how unreliable 

people are known to be when explaining their behavior after 

the fact (6), and of how "having to report the contents of 

consciousness in words [for thinking-aloud protocols] might 

distort the contents of consciousness and might also fail to 

capture aspects of awareness relevant to writing* [sic] that 

are nevertheless non-, sub-, or pre-verbal" (6). He notes 

further that most of our knowledge about the process has 

come from observing single episodes (7), which of course 

wouldn't allow us to reach solid conclusions about how a 

piece develops over time, about how a piece develops out of 

others that a writer may have composed, or about how a piece 

develops when a writer decides to enter into an on-going 

social dialogue on the given subject. 

with all these reservations in mind, however, we will 

proceed to consider the descriptions of the general writing 

process. The two most common descriptions of the process 

are the linear and the recursive; John Warnock discusses a 

third, iterative (in which operations are repeated but not 

at different levels as in the recursive description), and 

implies, as others have, a fourth that I'll call discursive. 



Berthoff's allatonceness constitutes a fifth description. 

And all of these descriptions, insofar as they have dura

tion, imply the general process's temporality that Emig 

outlined in The Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders. 
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As the name implies, the linear description presents the 

writing process as an activity during which the writer moves 

through a series of stages during which different composing 

operations are executed. Different numbers of stages and 

names for them have been promoted: pre-writing, writing, 

and re-writing (Rohman and Wlecke); prewriting, writing, and 

revision (Emig, "Hand, Eye, Brain"); pre-vision, vision, and 

re-vision (Murray, "Interior"); creating and criticizing 

(Elbow); the familiar generating (or discovering or 

inventing), drafting, revising, and editing; and the tradi

tional finding a subject, narrowing the topic, writing a 

thesis, outlining, and writing. 

Emig, in The Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders, 

discussed the stages in her subjects' processes in a way 

that seems to combine a linear stage model with the recur

sive model that we will discuss shortly. The stages she 

observed are the stimulus to write, prewriting, planning, 

starting, composing aloud [composing would suffice when 

writers are not engaged in thinking-aloud protocols], refor

mulating, stopping, and contemplating the product (91-93). 

Britton et al. also have discussed the process in similar 

terms, identifying preparation, incubation, and articulation 

as the characteristic stages (19-49). John Warnock 
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describes the temporal sequence simply, saying "Writing* 

[sic] begins. And writing* [sic] ends" (9). But aside from 

that, he is not willing to venture much else confidently 

about stages in the process, where one ends and another 

begins or what distinguishes them (9). He would even be 

hesitant in trying to designate when the beginning and end 

to a process occur, except in the cases of school, business, 

and publishing where assignments and deadlines are the norm 

(9). All these descriptions identify points of beginning 

and ending in a composing process that occurs over time, but 

within that span of time, each also accommodates the idea of 

the recursion of writing activities or processes within the 

larger composing of a piece of writing. Emig does so in the 

stage she calls "composing," and Britton et ale in the stage 

called "articulation." To distinguish this model from the 

fixed stage model associated with Rohman and Wlecke, then, 

we could call this description the temporal model. 

In each of the other linear or temporal conceptions of 

the writing process, except for John Warnock's, considera

tion is made for writers' getting ready to compose the given 

piece formally and for the composing. The getting ready can 

involve both conscious and unconscious mental functions and 

mayor may not involve systematic inventional or "looser" 

types of generative writing. The actual composing is seen 

as involving the selecting and, as Britton et ale call it, 

"articulation" of what has been gathered, either mentally or 

in writing, during the act(s) of getting ready. Whether 
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this composing will involve several drafts during which the 

writer focuses his attention on different kinds of revisions 

and on proofreading and editing for correctness or will 

involve only the composing of a single final copy depends on 

the writer and the situation, which would also be true of a 

writer's getting ready. Lawyers, for instance, may use 

systematic activity to insure that the legal briefs they 

compose for judges of their cases are thorough. And stu

dents will at least grudgingly carry out the steps assigned 

for a given composition. 

The before-and-during demarcation of composing in the 

linear description dates back to the original description 

Rohman and Wlecke developed in 1964. They described the 

writing process as "the 'growth' of a writing idea from 

thoughts and sensations into words on paper" (12) and 

divided the process "into two major parts, that part of the 

entire activity called writing which occurs before words 

appear on the page, and that part after words on a page. The 

former [they] called 'pre-writing,' the latter 'writing' and 

're-writing'" (12). 

The recursive description of the general writing process 

differs from the linear in that it doesn't represent the 

process as a set of activities that are engaged in 

sequentially. Rather it emphasizes the idea that the writer 

can engage in any of the component activities of composing 

any time and as many times as necessary during the process. 

This is the nature of the process Emig observed in her 



subjects (56, 84), and that Britton et ale imply in their 

placing all of formal composing under the heading 

"articulation." John Warnock also implies it in his tem

poral description, "Writing* begins. And writing* ends." 

But he elaborates on this, distinguishing a recursive 

description from an iterative description of the general 

process: 
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An iterative model would allow for operations to 

repeat themselves (for example, allowing planning 

or revising to take place repeatedly at different 

times during a course of writing). A recursive 

model would allow certain operations to be 

repeated at different levels during composing. 

(13) 

A serviceable diagram of this hierarchical repetition 

has been developed by Flower and Hayes (see Figure 1). Most 

of the terms in the diagram seem self-explanatory, although 

Flower and Hayes have discussed them in two different ar

ticles ("A Cognitive Process Theory of writing" and "Images, 

Plans, and Prose"); two of the terms in particular, however, 

bear explanation. By translating, Flower and Hayes mean 

"the process of putting ideas into visible language" ("A 

cognitive Process Theory" 373), which is not to say that the 

ideas are not represented symbolically in the mind-

verbally, or otherwise--prior to writing, only that writing 

generally demands more elaborate verbalization 

than we generally do or can accomplish internally and that 
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representing a mental image of a physical event in words 

certainly requires translation from one symbol system to 

another. liThe monitor," they say, "functions as a writing 

strategist which determines when the writer moves from one 

process to the next" ("A cognitive Process Theory" 374, 

emphasis in original). The monitor operates idiosyncrati

cally for the given writer and, within a given writer, from 

task to task. 

Of the general process of writing, Flower and Hayes say 

that "writing is best understood as a set of distinctive 

thinking processes which writers orchestrate or organize 

during the act of composing" ("A cognitive Process Theory" 

366) and that "the processes of writing are hierarchically 

organized, with component processes embedded within other 

components" ("A cognitive Process Theory" 366). The boxes 

within boxes indicate the distinctive processes that can, 

independently, fulfill more general writing processes. The 

bi-directional arrows indicate how these are orchestrated. 

Together, the boxes and arrows, however, indicate 

recursivity. In explanation, Flower and Hayes offer the 

following example: 

• • • [A] writer trying to construct a sentence 

(that is, a writer in the act of translating) 

may run into a problem and call in a condensed 

version of the entire writing process to help her 

out (e.g., she might generate and organize a new 

set of ideas, express them in standard writing 



[sic] English, and review this new alternative, 

all in order to further her current goal of 

translating[)]. (375, emphasis in original) 
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This is the embedding that John Warnock says distinguishes 

the recursive from the iterative description of the writing 

process. 

On the other hand, in the iterative description, the 

writer would be seen as alternating, as the need arose, in 

the given composing process between the different activities 

inherent in composing: generative writing, drafting, revis

ing, editing, and their sUb-activities. These activities, 

then, would be considered components of the process and not 

stages, as in the linear model. A writer employs and re

employs them idiomatically as the twists and turns of com

posing seem to warrant, but employs them always at the same 

level. 

The recursive model has been accepted generally as a 

more adequate description of how writing works than either 

the iterative (which hasn't received much attention) or the 

linear model, although as John Warnock contends, even the 

best descriptions are not definitive (14) or the language in 

which they have been developed is unacceptable to scholars 

who hold other theoretical perspectives (for instance 

Berthoff's criticism of Flower and Hayes's cognitivist, 

problem-solving vocabulary and perspective). 

Nevertheless, as Selzer has noted, this theoretical 

understanding doesn't seem to have translated into pedagogy 
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well, if our textbooks are representative. He says: 

Nearly every "process-based" text states that 

writing ought to proceed through stages of 

prewriting, writing and revising; even if a par

ticular text is thoughtful enough to acknowledge 

that those states are recursive, it will fail to 

note that good writers might legitimately skip or 

truncate one of those stages. (279) 

John Warnock also notes that "the bad press that fixed-stage 

models have received in the research community has not 

prevented such models from remaining dominant in many class

rooms" (13). But he continues, saying that "the fact that 

fixed-stage models do not serve the needs of researchers 

does not necessarily mean that such models might not serve 

the needs of teachers or (we must not too easily identify 

these two communities of interest) of students learning to 

write" (13). 

Instruction in writing necessarily proceeds linearly as 

one word written in a textbook follows another or as one 

follows another in a lecture or discussion, and activities 

entered into consciously as a student follows the program 

laid out in a composition textbook or assignment have the 

feel of stages, despite warnings and qualifications in the 

instructions. The organic quality of the recursive process 

is difficult if not impossible to replicate in the products 

of writing, including our observations and warnings about 

how to proceed with the process, especially when an impor-
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tant instructional goal in composition courses is, in 

Selzer's words, "expanding and directing students' composing 

repertoires ••• " (281). We ask students to engage in 

every activity so that they can explore each one's potential 

and, so, can select among activities intelligently after our 

guidance is no longer available--we don't necessarily want 

students to skip or truncate a stage or activity. To under

stand writing as a recursive process, as research has indi

cated it to be, does not lead necessarily to being able to 

write or to effective teaching of writing, John Warnock 

notes (16). He says, "To propose that we might do our job 

[or even part of it] as teachers of writing by giving our 

students copies of the diagrams of Flower and Hayes would be 

worse than silly" (16). 

So for the sake of pedagogical logic (whether we employ 

lecture, discussion, or activity), we end up, at least by 

implication, misrepresenting in our classrooms what we know 

of the process, which is precisely what Rohman and Wlecke 

did, knowingly, when they first developed their linear 

model: 

We were aware of the arbitrary way in which we 

imposed a temporal sequence upon this activity-

who can pinpoint the when of what happens in the 

creative act?--but faced with the task of trans

lating the stages of pre-writing into the temporal 

sequence of a course, we had to assume as best we 

could. (41) 



Pedagogically, then, recursive descriptions of the process 

often don't look very significantly different from linear 

ones. 
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But even in theory, the recursive model has weak spots. 

While it discusses how goals are generated and acted upon 

within the process, it does not adequately address why the 

process is entered into, except in the obvious cases of 

school, business, or other assigned writing. Such assign

ments are the most common types of stimuli to writing, the 

only types Emig was able to identify with any specificity in 

her study of twelfth graders (46-52, 92). The stimuli for 

"self-sponsored" writing were identified much more vaguely 

as coming from "a much wider range • • • [of] fields of 

discourse" (92). 

Of course, if such is the case, then much more 

specificity would not be in order. A bit more could be 

managed, however, in identifying what the goals are that 

writers use writing to achieve or that provoke people to 

assign writing tasks to others (outside of schools). Per

haps, it is implied in Flower and Hayes's identification of 

"exigency" as one component of the task environment and 

rhetorical problem and in Emig's identification of fields of 

discourse as stimuli to writing. John Warnock brings us 

closer to the surface in his hesitation to stipulate, out

side the context of assignments and deadlines, when writing 

begins and ends. 

The suggestion is that writing is a discursive process. 



91 

This model of the general writing process has only begun to 

be elaborated in the discipline of composition studies in 

such works as LeFevre's Invention as a Social Act. Citing 

Burke's The Philosophy of Literary Form, LeFevre says that 

invention, by which she means the new thinking generated in 

discourse, occurs in the context of the "'unending conversa

tion' that is going on at the point in history when we are 

born" (xiii; Burke, Philosophy 110). She continues, citing 

Burke, "You listen for a while until you decide that you 

have caught the tenor of the argument; then you put in your 

oar" (xiii; Burke 110-11). Each utterance in the conversa

tion, whether written or spoken, is composed with reference 

to other utterances with which the person composing is 

familiar or, at least, can recall. And these other ut

terances were similarly composed. The recursivity of com

posing the given piece (when a person decides to make a 

written contribution to the conversation), then, must be 

placed within the conversational, discursive context. 

LeFevre describes invention as a social process, saying 

that "the inventing individual(s) and the socioculture are 

co-existing and mutually defining" (35). "The atomistic 

individual" (35), as opposed to the "socially constituted" 

individual (2), is a myth she works to dispel. Individuals 

in general and writers in particular do not rise up out of 

the dust of the earth, she contends, at least not any longer 

(37). LeFevre argues, in the spirit of Vygotsky, that 

writers, as individuals attempting a particular type of 
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invention, are developed in society; their inventive instru

ment, language, has developed in society; their inventions 

are constructed on previously developed thinking, extending 

or reconstituting it in some way; and this development takes 

place in relation to imagined others, individual col

laborators, or "social collectives" that influence the shape 

the writer gives to the invented text finally (2, 33-34). 

Whether in internal dialogue, in dialogue with col

laborators (both those acknowledged and unacknowledged as 

co-authors), or in dialogue with social collectives (both 

institutional and informal), the writer's stimulus for self

sponsored writing must come from the given writer's sense of 

having something to contribute to the conversation. Of 

course, employers and publishers expect and teachers at 

least hope that writers will take possession of assignments 

and sponsor the writing too as their own contribution to the 

conversation. So the discursive model of the writing 

process would subordinate the process of composing the given 

utterance to the unending conversation. 

To representations of the processes of composing, like 

Flower and Hayes's diagram, then, we could add the "Conver

sation Associated to the Given Topic," which could also be 

thought of as the text§ produced so far, both spoken and 

written, including the writer's own. This could be added 

partially to "The writer's Long-Term Memory" (since these 

texts would have to be subject to recall, at least in some 

subconscious way, to influence the developing text) and 
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partially to "The Rhetorical Problem" (since "The Rhetorical 

Problem" that influences the given "writing Processes" is 

the problem the writer has defined) (see Figure 2). separate 

from the associated conversation the writer has encountered, 

"The Writer's Long-Term Memory" and "The Rhetorical Problem" 

should also share what Flower and Hayes have called 

"Exigency. II Moreover, because liThe Task Environment" is 

really the universe of discourse, at least that discourse 

associated with the defined rhetorical problem (encountered 

by the given writer or not), it really should subsume all 

the other elements in the diagram of the discursive descrip

tion of the general writing process. 

As Figure 2 represents then, the exigency, which writers 

have formulated out of the complex of their own experiences 

and values, their prior conceptualizing on the given topic, 

and the conversation of the topic that they have encoun

tered, all of which they may be only partially conscious of, 

are writers' provocation to write. LeFevre's description of 

the discursivity of the general writing process seems to 

offer the most adequate explanation of why writers write or, 

at least, how self-sponsorship develops in the process. 

Flower and Hayes's model and diagram, as they've said ("A 

Cognitive Process Theory" 366), made up an initial attempt 

to indicate how the exigency influences writing processes. 

As for constituting the exigency, they offered no explana

tion of their own, but referred to others' attempts: an 

exterior rhetorical situation (Bitzer), the imagined (Vatz) 
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or sensed (Moffett [Teaching] and Gibson [Persona]) rhetori

cal situation, or the singular writer's purpose (Kinneavy) 

or meaning (Britton et al.). But to this, we could add, 

transposing their meaning only a bit, what smith and Raymond 

have called in other contexts, engagement and desir, 

respectively. In the discursive model, it is writers' 

engagement in the conversation and subsequent desir, a 

desire "that has you" rather than you having it (Raymond 38-

39), that drives writers to sponsor their own writing or 

take possession of and responsibility for a writing 

assignment. Writing, in the discursive description, then, 

is a social process, even for the solitary writer. 

Berthoff's concept of the allatonceness of composing is, 

perhaps, best discussed in relation to her metaphor of the 

double helix--composing being likened to the DNA molecule 

("Method" 8; Forming 60). Packed into the nucleus of a 

human cell, it is necessarily convoluted and perhaps inter-

twined with itself because of its length. And in this way, 

it could also act as a metaphor for recursivity. But the 

key features of DNA for Berthoff seems to be its basic 

composition (throughout it is built of four amino acids) and 

its genetic potential. Composing for Berthoff is built of 

three interrelated linguistic functions (naming, opposing, 

and defining) and, while these all occur simultaneously and 

constantly, they also develop toward the mature articulation 

of the meaning inherent in the initial, basic terms that 

writers bring to mind to form the picture of the subject 
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they are beginning to perceive. Berthoff writes: 

The reason that free writing, listing and other 

modes of pre-writing can lead to something else is 

that the seemingly shapeless, seemingly random 

words, the images and phrases and fragments are 

stand-ins for fuller statements, for relation

ships, for assertions and questions. They are 

protosentences and paragraphs-in-utero. 

("Teacher" 38) 

The DNA molecule in any fertilized ovum or in any somatic 

cell carries all the information necessary to grow a mature 

organism. Berthoff implies, citing Miles, that any word, 

fragment, sentence, or passage has such heuristic 

potential--coming out of the continuing parlor conversation: 

Questioner: Like a whole composition, then, a 

word is a bundle of parts? 

Speaker: A bundle, a life, with a life history 

(qtd. in Making 15) 

So compositions are born from and in their elementary gener

ative materials, whatever the source, developing from the 

materials' genetic potential. Following Richards, Berthoff 

thinks of language as "an organ--the supreme organ of the 

mind's self-ordering growth" (Richards, Speculative Instru

ments 9). 

The potential for the mind's growth is latent in its 

every use of language, which Berthoff implies is virtually 

continual. " ••• [W]riting is related to everything you do 
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when you make sense of the world," Berthoff writes (Forming 

1), even perceiving the world--"Composing, putting things 

together, is a continuum, a process that continues without 

any sharp breaks. Making sense of the world is composing" 

(Forming 3). This continuum begins in sensing the world; 

"perception is not something that comes first and then we 

get to ideas," Berthoff contends; "peOrception is itself a 

construing, an interpretation, a making of meaning, a com-

posing" ("Teacher" 37). " • • [W]riting, " then, says Ber-

thoff, becomes "a matter of learning how to use the forms of 

language to discover the forms of thought, and vice versa" 

(21). And thinking, she says, is "the seeing [a sensing] of 

relations" (Forming "Introduction"). Thinking is the seeing 

of relations between the forms of perceptions, between 

linguistic forms and those of perceptions, and between the 

different linguistic forms (Forming 50-52). And forming and 

thinking are inherent in writing (Forming "Introduction"). 

"Language and thought are not the same, but they depend on 

one another. You don't think something up and then 'put it 

into words'; as you're thinking, you're languaging" (Forming 

4, Berthoff's emphasis). 

composing is "a continuum of forming," then ("Method" 

10), that begins in perception. And the thinking that sees 

the relations between perceptions is infused by language. So 

the potential for verbal meaning that Berthoff argues, 

echoing Vygotsky, is the focus of writing is "present in 

some form from the start" as she says it must be ("Method" 



11). And insofar as language is a social construct, al

latonceness partakes of the nature of the discursive 

process. 
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And insofar as this social process and each utterance in 

it generate new thinking, we again see process and invention 

as having a shared identity. We may do well in our thinking 

not to relegate invention to the generation of rough textual 

material at the beginning or anywhere in the midst of 

composing. Moreover, insofar as the product generated in 

the process and in the shaping of each utterance (Britton 

61) is new thinking--or, might we say, a changed mind--we 

can see rhetoric also being equated with process and inven

tion, though not in the way envisioned by Aristotle. 

Invention 

In John Warnock's hesitation to attempt to identify when 

writing begins and ends as a process (9) and in LeFevre's 

placing the writing processes and their products into the 

stream of the unending human conversation, we find prece

dents for not thinking of invention as a particular stage in 

the general writing process and for not thinking of par

ticular writing procedures--to the exclusion of others-

inventive, even in process models that account for 

recursivity. So we turn to discussion of invention with a 

sense of its boundaries being as blurred or inclusive as 

those of the rhetorical theories we've considered and as 

those of the discursive process. At the same time, however, 
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the fact that invention is seen as such a significant ele

ment of writing, if not all-encompassing, indicates that we 

would be shortsighted to neglect discussion of the formal 

procedures traditionally and recently classified as inven

tional. 

The types of procedures associated, traditionally, with 

the classical office of invention, moreover, are often 

advocated as mental routines, procedures through which the 

writer can be assured to develop a well-rounded conception 

of the topic being investigated. We teach them, assign 

students to use them, not only to expedite things and help 

them meet our deadlines and not only so their papers will 

not be barren or half-baked, but also to provide them with 

some discipline in perspective-taking. We ask our students, 

at least for a time, to engage in these procedures that 

others abstracted from their internal practice so that the 

external discipline might be internalized and that 

perspective-taking may become one of students' mental 

routines. Essentially, we and the procedures themselves 

teach ways of studying something in order to understand it. 

As are rhetorical theories, then, inventional procedures 

are epistemologically rooted. And for the most part, 

scholars who have discussed the epistemological bases of 

these procedures have developed categories similar to 

Berlin's initial categories for rhetorical theories: objec

tive, subjective, and transactional. Gage and Johnson, 

however, have categorized procedures according to their 
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function in the process. Gage, one of those who distin

guishes between prewriting and invention, asserts that some 

procedures seem most useful during "prewriting" (which he 

considers the stage in the temporal process up to the time 

writers determine what they have to say about a topic) and 

that other procedures are more useful during "invention," 

developing material pertinent to writers' discovered 

intention. Johnson calls these same functions discovery and 

invention. Johnson, however, also categorizes procedures 

epistemologically, labelling what Berlin calls subjective 

and transactional, "intuitional" and "intellectual," 

respectively. Kinney calls the apparently identical types 

intuitional and rational, but unwilling to concede certainty 

to the findings of science, he proposes empiricism, which 

includes scientific procedures and other forms of physical 

observation, as a third category, altering the epistemologi

cal underpinnings of Berlin's objective rhetorics along with 

the category's label. Wells classifies all inventional 

procedures as empirical, criticizing them for this and their 

associated contemplativeness, saying that they all encourage 

students to adopt, as the way of knowing, "separation and 

hypertrophy of the basic elements of a topic" (467). She 

contends that they all neglect to promote new understanding 

or invite the user to investigate language as a way of 

knowing. 

Despite Wells's classification and criticism, however, 

and the variations on Berlin's taxonomy noted above, the 
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survey of inventional procedures to follow will be parti

tioned according to Berlin's taxonomy. Some of the proce

dures to be discussed, however, may not be traditionally 

associated with a particular rhetorical school. Where that 

is the case, the given procedure will be discussed 

separately from the particular school's but under the head

ing of the appropriate epistemologica-l heading. 

Objective Rhetorics 

current-Traditional Rhetoric 

The formal inventional procedure most closely associated 

with C~T rhetoric are the finding of a subject, narrowing 

this subject to a topic, and writing a thesis on this topic, 

which is followed by the other, outlining the development of 

the thesis. The formal outline--its succession of major 

headings, sub-headings, and further subordinated elements of 

the envisioned discussion, marked with Roman numerals, 

capital letters, Arabic numerals, lower-case letters, and so 

on, and developed in word, phrase, or sentence form--is 

probably familiar: 

I. Major Heading 

A. Sub-Heading #1 

B. Sub-Heading #2 

1. 1st subordinate issue of I.B. 

a. elaborative comment a on I.B.1. 

b. elaborative comment b on I.B.1. 

2. 2nd subordinate issue of I.B. 
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The way it is used in strictly traditional C-T texts cer

tainly reflects an objective epistemology; it is used merely 

to plot a discussion of knowledge that is already 

developed. still, the outline has also found its way into 

texts with other epistemological foundations--usually as a 

method for writers to evaluate their organization of 

material they have developed by other means. 

Crowley has discussed history of how the formal outline 

became the exclusive inventional procedure in C-T rhetoric, 

even though at the turn of the century, textbooks suggested 

other less formal procedures as well: informal outlining, 

outlining on notecards, reading, meditating and reflecting, 

imitating, and considering rules regarding unity, coherence, 

and mass. This is hardly a rich list of activities and is 

also objective in the way discussed above, but it did allow 

for some variety in the process, variety that did not endure 

as C-T rhetoric was refined and became entrenched. 

Behaviorist Rhetoric 

Inventional activity in behaviorist rhetoric, as 

developed both by Bloom and Bloom and by Zoellner, is essen

tially neglected. These writers seem most concerned with 

instilling in students, through reinforcement, a sense of 

audience, so their pedagogical attention focuses there. 

In the sequence of activities Bloom and Bloom developed 

to instill this sense of audience, however, they have 

several grouped under the heading "Generating Ideas": 
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A. Being clear about the task assigned by the 

teacher--the rationale, subject, method, and 

intended audience for the assignment; B. Encourag

ing a variety of different ideas appropriate to 

the assigned topic; C. Selecting among these 

ideas for a central focus based on general 

criteria of effective argument; D. Individualizing 

the paper--what is the student's position and 

why?; E. Broadening perspectives--what would the 

opposition counter and how does this modify the 

student's view? (131) 

Again this seems objective epistemologically in that it 

suggests a simple recall of what the student knows. Step 

E., however, modified perspective based on potential 

response, a notion that would fit comfortably into an epis

temic rhetoric based on intersubjective discourse as the 

foundation of knowledge. But insofar as this modification 

is based only on imagined rather than actual discourse it 

becomes problematic again. The instructor's and the 

student's own feedback, implied in C. above and developed in 

another stage, "III. Evaluations" (121-32), is to be based 

on "general criteria of effective argument," criteria (or 

standards) that are projected as objective. 

Zoellner's pedagogy focuses exclusively on feedback and 

revision, the objective being that students become their own 

sources of feedback. In his development of the talk-write 

metaphor of composition, he does suggest, however, the 
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"cortical utterance" or "the visceral blurt" as generative. 

The action of saying aloud quickly whatever the student 

means to say but has not managed to write, Zoellner con

tends, will bring the student closer to the student's inner 

(and, therefore, inaccessible) intention. Again, the fact 

tha't the successive drawing out and writing down of the 

writer's intention is guided by feedback from a teacher, 

others, and finally the writer himself makes the process 

appear transactional. That the writer and the person(s) 

offering feedback both are assumed to be able to know 

whatever thing or idea that is being discussed in the same 

way and arrive at the correct way of verbalizing the 

writer's knowledge reflects an objective epistemology, 

however. 

The six questions of the journalist--who? what? when? 

where? how? and why?--may also be associated with an objec

tive epistemology because of the "press's" desire to attain 

objectivity in reporting the news. These questions are seen 

as being able to give the observer/reporter the facts of the 

given incident. As we will see shortly, when we discuss 

Burke's dramatistic pentad, these questions can be use to 

develop an epistemic perspective. 

Although they are not always strictly representational 

and, therefore, probably cut across epistemological lines, 

drawings and diagrams (cluster or tree diagrams) carry 

enough objective connotations that they may conveniently 



105 

grouped here. The sense of being able to map or render a 

subject as a static object gives the impression that it can 

be known as it is in the external world. still, a person 

should be sensitive to how this impression might be modified 

by textbook writers. 

Subjective Rhetoric 

Expressionist Rhetoric 

Expressionist rhetoric has generally become known for 

the least formal or systematic of inventional activities, 

those in fact that some people, like Gage, call prewriting 

or discovery activities, rather than inventional procedures, 

the latter which Gage associates with intentional systematic 

making of understanding, as compared to the idea of happen

ing upon implied in the former. The earliest activities 

associated with expressionist rhetoric in composition 

studies are those used by Rohman and Wlecke in their in

structional experiment at Michigan state University: journal 

writing, exploration of metaphors or analogies, and 

meditation. The most widespread activity is freewriting, 

first discussed by Hayakawa and popularized by Macrorie and 

Elbow. 

Journal writing, keeping a daily record of whatever the 

writer considers significant thinking, and exploring 

metaphors or analogies, ·spurring new understanding on a 

given topic through associative thinking, are at a basic 

level simple to conceive of and use. Meditation, par-
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ticularly the method called "composition of place" that 

Rohman and Wlecke used, is somewhat more involved, but also 

relates closely to metaphoric thinking. Quoting from 

Shakespeare, Rohman and Wlecke characterize the composition 

of place as the act of "giving to airy nothing [abstract 

concepts] a local habitation" (Rohman 110). This activity 

proposes that students imagine or remember and then write 

"scenes" that embody the concept. 

The elemental principle of freewriting is equally 

simple: write quickly, uncritically, and without pausing, 

whatever comes to mind. Elbow, most notably, has devised 

many variations on this principle, such as focused freewrit

ing (writing quickly, uncritically and without pausing 

whatever comes to mind on a particular subject), but the 

principle is constant. The activity is designed to cut 

through the anxiety that could keep a person from writing at 

all and to take advantage of the mind's natural tendency to 

associate. Clear associations and even random leaps of 

subject are recorded (though the mind is quicker than the 

hand and some get lost), and this record can later be mined 

for gems that can be explored further and polished as dic

tated by the given task. 

Brainstorming, sometimes called listing, is another 

activity that might be classified expressionistic. Not 

unlike freewriting, its generative power comes from writers' 

attempts to suspend criticism and to associate freely. The 
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characteristic that tends to distinguish it from freewriting 

is the tendency for the writer to develop lists of words or 

short phrases when brainstorming rather than sentences and 

longer passages of connected prose. 

Transactional Rhetorics 

Classical Rhetoric 

According to Aristotle's definition of rhetoric, "the 

faculty • • • of discovering in the particular case what are 

the available means of persuasion" [7]), every general 

element of rhetorical discourse can be seen as'a source of 

inventional activity. If this is the case, then invention 

begins with the definition of the stasis or decision by the 

writer concerning what he has to say on the given topic, not 

only the writing that follows as Gage has contended, the 

case being what launches writers into inventional activity. 

Deciding whether the given case should be argued as a ques

tion of fact, of definition, of quality, or of jurisdiction 

certainly is the springboard for many of the decisions on 

what else should be made and included as a part of a 

writer's argument. Questions of what sort of rational 

appeals (logos) should be included get narrowed, what sort 

of enthymemes and examples would be developed, what sort of 

character the writer wants to project (ethos) are clarified, 

as are the nature of the emotional appeals (pathos) that may 

be utilized. All of these are projected in the arguer's 

determination of what proposition he is going to argue and 
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examples are developed with regard to assumptions on what 

the audience values. 
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The intended audience also plays a role in how the 

writer employs the topoi, which AristotlG and others 

developed specifically as inventional procedures, in that 

these commonplaces are understood as general patterns of 

human thinking. Corbett has listed definition (genus and 

division), comparison (similarity, difference, and degree), 

relationship (cause and effect, antecedent and consequence, 

contraries, and contradictions), circumstances (possible and 

impossible, and past fact and future fact), and testimony 

(authority, testimonial, statistics, maxims, law, and prece

dent) as the common topics originating in classical rhetori-

. cal theory (110-45). He further identifies the special 

topics of the three types of rhetorical discourse as, for 

deliberative, the good, the unworthy, the advantageous, and 

the disadvantageous; for judicial, justice (right) and 

injustice (wrong); and for ceremonial, virtue and vice. 

Even the five parts of the classical oration (proem/ 

introduction, narratio/statement of facts, confirmatio/ 

support of position, refutatio/refutation of other posi

tions, and peroratio/conclusion) can be seen as inventive 

insofar as they indicate what approaches to the given dis

pute the writer needs to take to fully support his own 

position. 

That all these elements are to be discovered "in the 
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particular case" casts an objectivist shadow on classical 

invention. That, classically, rhetorical discourse al

together was understood as leading to knowledge (agreement 

on how to proceed) in areas of uncertainty (the probable) is 

where the theory is rooted as transactional. Also, that so 

much of classical inventional activity focuses in the 

writer's sense of his audience identifies such activity 

itself as transactional. 

Cognitive Rhetoric 

Larson's questioning strategy for invention was an early 

procedure developed with a cognitivist emphasis. It could, 

perhaps, be developed in other rhetorical schools, but 

Larsen marks it as cognitivistic by differentiating concrete 

and abstract topics and by implying, in statements like the 

following, a correspondence between the objects of the 

external world and the mind: 

I propose • • • that in our teaching of "inven

tion" we make a persistent effort to force stu

dents to become as familiar as possible with the 

facts, and possible relationships among the facts, 

about experiences on which they might write, and 

also that we force them to examine the facts 

underlying concepts they consider important and 

the content of propositions on which they may want 

to write. (147) 

This correspondence between concepts and the facts of ex-



perience reflects the relation between the external world 

and the mind that Berlin (Rhetoric and Reality) argues is 

the characteristic transactional relation assumed in the 

cognitivist school. 
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Larsen developed his system to address the two basic 

types of assignments made in schools: those in which a 

proposition is assigned along with a topic and those in 

which no proposition (and perhaps no specific topic) is 

assigned. He then groups questions under headings that 

identify the type of assignments and topics stUdents may be 

developing. He develops five groups of questions for 

"'Topics' That Invite comment," topics for which proposi

tions have not been assigned: "Writing about Single Items 

(in present existence)," "Writing about Single Completed 

Events, or Parts of an Ongoing Process," "Writing about 

Abstract concepts (e.g., 'religion,' 'socialism')," "Writing 

about Collections of Items (in present existence)," and 

"Writing about Groups of Completed Events, Including 

Processes" (152-54). He develops two groups of questions 

for "'Topics' with 'Comments' Already Attached," those for 

which propositions are also assigned: "Writing about 

Propositions (statements set forth to be proved or 

disproved)" and "Writing about Questions" (154). Although 

the full list of questions is too long for writers to keep 

easily in mind, the subdivisions of the two types of topics 

give writers a convenient way of classifying their assign

ments, and if the questions are at hand for reference, 
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writers will have also a convenient guide for taking a well

rounded look at their topics. 

The problem-solving approach to composing that Flower 

and Hayes have been instrumental in developing has probably 

become the most widespread of those developed in the school 

of cognitive rhetoric, however. And in one of their ar

ticles, "Problem-Solving strategies and the Writing 

Process," they discuss in some detail the inventional 

strategies they developed. They say that their "heuristics 

are a kind of shorthand for cognitive operations • • • 

[that] give the writer self-conscious access to some of the 

thinking techniques that normally constitute 'inspiration'" 

(452), and they portray their heuristics as a modern set of 

cognitive commonplaces. 

The first operation is planning, which has two parts: 

goal setting and finding operators. Goal setting involves 

writers in determining what they want to do with their 

knowledge; the goal is a rhetorical one (453). Finding 

operators is a continuation of planning in that operators 

are subgoals that break the rhetorical goal into parts and 

that indicate how writers start to fulfill the given subgoal 

and the larger rhetorical goal (453). with regard to plan

ning, then, Flower and Hayes's problem-solving approach is 

similar to the classical approach that roots invention in a 

rhetorical situation and, according to Gage, in "the recog

nition of a stasis" (4). 

The second part of invention, according to Flower and 
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Hayes, is "generating ideas in words" (453). Flower and 

Hayes write, " ••• the real problem you are working on here 

is not getting ideas, but verbalizing them" (454). The 

notion that ideas precede the words distinguishes Flower and 

Hayes's thinking on invention from epistemic thinking. They 

suggest eight activities for verbalizing ideas: turning off 

the editor and brainstorming (goal-focused freewriting), 

staging a scenario (conversing with different imagined 

audiences), playing out an analogy (changing terms to tap 

different pockets of knowledge), resting and incubating, 

finding a cue word or rich bit (developing the implications 

of key words or statements), nutshelling ideas and teaching 

them (talking through ideas--nutshelled in a tentative 

thesis--with an actual listener), treeing ideas (project the 

hierarchical relations between ideas using a branching-tree 

diagram), and lastly testing writing against one's own 

editor (reading aloud to oneself). Some of these activities 

look like they might be at home in an epistemic setting, and 

perhaps they could be so transformed, but Flower and Hayes's 

basic thinking toward them as not generative of new thinking 

and as ways of merely verbalizing knowledge that writers 

already possess in some nonverbal form puts the suggested 

approach to these activities out of step with epistemic 

thinking concerning the interrelation of knowledge and 

discourse or language. 

D'Angelo's own version of cognitivist thinking on inven

tion moves very close to whatever line separates cognitivist 
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and epistemic thinking in this area. This is the case 

despite the fact that he has worked to reconceptualize 

classical inventional practices into the cognitivist 

framework. He has done this with the Progymnasmata in his 

article, "The Dialogue," and with the topoi, supplementing 

the classical commonplaces, in his book, A Conceptual Theory 

of Rhetoric. 

The Progymnasmata was designed, D'Angelo reminds 

readers, as exercises to increase users' fluency in speaking 

and writing (72). D'Angelo lists the following exercises: 

the fable, the tale, the chreia ['a brief bit of 

advice bearing appropriately on some person' 

according to Nadeau's translation (266)], the 

proverb, refutation/confirmation, the commonplace, 

the encomium ['a speech bringing out the good 

points in someone' (Nadeau 273)], the comparison, 

the impersonation (i.e., the imaginary monologue), 

the description , and the thesis. (72) 

D'Angelo has tried to translate the "graduated sequence" of 

difficulty he perceives in the list above into a graduated 

but more accessible developmental sequence of exercises in 

dialogue writing that move students from more concrete to 

more abstract thinking (72). The sequence of exercises he 

describes begins with the writing of descriptive dialogues, 

those "whose primary aim is to portray a character" (73), 

moves to didactic dialogues, those "whose main intent is to 

explain or instruct" (73), and then to persuasive essays 
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based on the material developed in the didactic dialogue. 

Between them, the exercises seem to focus on dave loping 

authorial voice, the pre.entation of differing po.ition. on 

an issue, and tinally on argumentative arrangement. Between 

them, then, these exerci.e. will develop in students' writ

ing, according to D'Angelo, -an auditory quality, an im

mediacy, and a dramatic quality .ometime. lacking in the 

writing of our student.- (80). 

In A Conceptual Th.ory ot Rhetgric, D'Angelo .eeka to 

complement the art of rhetoric with a .cience of rhetoric 

based on "the natura of human intellectual capacitie." (26). 

His theory discuss.s how he conceive. of the inherent .truc

tures and operations of the mind influencing the pattern. of 

discourse. The theory develop. from a well integrated .et 

of propositions (27-29) that empha.ize individual cognition, 

but regarding D'Angelo's presentation of invention in th. 

book, his proposition number ten~-that thought proc ••••• , 

conceptual patterns of discourse, and the cla •• ical topics 

reflect each other (28)--is crucial. It states that the 

topics, the commonplaces, are structures of the mind and not 

spatial metaphors (41). From here, D'Angelo classifies the 

classical topics and other mental operations first as logi

cal topics (linked to the operation of the left hemisphere) 

and nonlogical topics (linked to the operation ot the right) 

(42-52). 

The logical topics, he says, are static, progressive, or 

repetitive. Most of the classical topics are static logical 
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topics: description, definition, division into parts (par

tition and enumeration), classification, exemplification, 

and comparison (similarity [literal and figurative] and 

difference [kind and degree {greater and lesser}]). The 

progressive logical topics are narration, process, cause and 

effect, and syllogistic proqression. And the repetitive 

logical topics are iteration (repetition of an idea in 

different terms), negation, and alternation (movement be

tween iteration and negation). 

The nonlogical topics are imagining (lithe evocation of 

visual, auditory, kinesthetic, tactile, gustatory, and 

olfactory images" [48]), condensation (puns, neologisms, 

dream images), symbolizing (analogy), displacement (allu

sions, euphemisms, dream distortions), free association, 

transformation (the transmuting of dream images), and non

logical repetition (random repetition based on false etymol

ogy, rhyme, homophonic relationships, and so forth). 

Unwieldy as a systematic inventional procedure, 

D'Angelo's topics constitute an attempt to describe scien

tifically the common conscious and subconscious operations 

of the mind. And insofar as many of them emphasize the 

relations of thought and language, we can see how they push 

cognitivist thinking toward the epistemic, just as 

D'Angelo's use of dialogue (imagined intersubjectivity) in a 

developmental movement from concrete thinking to abstract. 

But the focus, in both cases, on individual cognition seems 

to keep them in the cognitivist realm. 
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still, they do (especially the topics) reveal, in com

parison to the classical topics, an enriched vision of the 

processes that can influence concept building. And we 

should be ready to note how they may be employed in 

textbooks. 

Episteaic Rhetoric 

The three inventional procedures associated with epis

temic rhetoric are Young, Becker, and pike'. tagmemic grid, 

Burke's dramatistic pentad, and Berthoff'. dialectical 

journal. All could be classitied here on the baaia ot their 

having been developed by rhetoricians who have developed 

epistemic theories. But these heuristics warrant class

ification here also because of the dialectical processes 

they employ and from which they gain their distinctive 

power. 

The tagmemic grid does this by asking writers to view 

whatever subject (unit) they are considering in various 

ways: as a particle (as a static entity, as a whole), as a 

wave (as something that changes or grows over time), as a 

field (as a system), how it is distinct from all other 

things, how it is a variation on other similar things, and 

how it is placed among other things. The first three of 

these "views" form one axis on the grid, and the last three, 

the other. And in the interplay of the elements of the two 

axes, the system develops its dialectical nature. Young, 

Becker, and Pike present the grid as in Figure 3. (It 
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Figure 3. The Tagmemic Grid. From Young, Becker, and Pike. Rhetoric: Discovery 
and Change, page 127. (Used by permlsslon.) 
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Diagram from RHETORIC: DISCOVERY AND CHANGE by Richard E. Young et 
al, copyright C 1970 by Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc., reprinted 
by permission of the publisher. 
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should be noted, however, that the grid is presented in 

Rhetoric; Discoyery and Change and is discussed at length by 

Young and Becker as only a port of a much larger system of 

discovery--a system from which it is usually extracted 

now.) One person who has done so is Kneupper, who, regard

ing the nine-cell grid as redundant (162), collapses cells 2 

and 5, 4 and 6, and 7 and 9 and devises a simpler six-cell 

grid (see Figure 4). 

Burke's dramatistic pentad also asks the user to toke 

and combine different perspectives. The system, however, 

asks the user to focus not on just anything, but more nar

rowly (at least seemingly so) on human action (the only type 

of action possible according to Burke, who defines action as 

lithe human body in conscious or purposive motion" [Grammar 

14], distinguishing it from the mere motion of animals, 

plants, and minerals which cannot imbue their movements with 

symbolic meaning). The basic elements of the pentad are the 

act (what was done?), agent (who did it?), scene (where and 

when was it done?), agency (hOW was it done?), and purpose 

(why was it done?). In this simplified form, the pentad 

seems much the same as the journalist'o questions. The 

pentad's full inventional value is realized only in the ten 

ratios between these elements: act-agent, oct-scene, act

agency, act-purpose, agent-scene, agent-agency, agent

purpose, scene-agency, scene-purpose, and agency-purpose. 

Each is bi-directional, allowing the user to investigate how 

each element affects or may affect (or affected or may have 
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Figure 4. The Revised Tagmemic Heuristic. From Kneuppcr. "Revising the 
Tagmemic Heuristic," page 165. (Used by ptrmisslon.) 
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affected) the situation. For instance, the two questions 

representing the act-purpose ratio in a situation when the 

user is trying to determine how to respond could be "How 

will the result I desire determine what I do?" and "To what 

extent will doing this [one of the possible actions] fulfill 

the desired result? And qiven the extent to which it does 

this, what further action will be required?" The other 

ratios cause the user similarly to consider how each element 

of the pentad shapes or could shape or could have shaped the 

others. As a way of knowinq, then, the pentad i. open-ended 

potentially. practically, which Burke discusses in the 

length of A Grammar of Motiyes, a user will undoubtedly 

ascribe greater determining power to one or another of the 

elements. At the point where this occurs, a perspective 

arises on the action. By emphasizing each different ele

ment, then, a user can project various perspectives and 

engage in response to varioua ways at knowing, engage 

vicariously in intersubjective discourse, which Burke calls 

"identification," the central concept in his rhetorical 

theory, discussed in A Rhetoric of Motiyes. 

The dialectic of Berthoff's dialectical journal develops 

less systematically but significantly nevertheless. The 

method is, simply, to divide notebook pages one-third on the 

left and two-thirds on the right. On the left side of the 

page, then, writers record observations, experiences, pas

sages from reading, and so forth. On the right side, they 

write comments on and interpretations of their observations 
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etc. This recording and then commenting or interpreting 

engages writers in a process of observing their observa

tions, forming concepts, in making meaning. writers explore 

the implications of the sensory impressions and relations 

behind their written observations and, simultaneously (as I 

have noted regarding Berthoff's concept of the Allatonceness 

of composing), of the language in which these observations 

are conceived. In this way, writers enact the dialectic 

between perception, thought, and language e"A CUrious 

Triangle"; Forming 26-59). 

Reading, in the way it has been conceived by reader

response critics like Fish and Rosenblatt and by deconstruc

tionists like Derrida, can also be seen as a dialectical 

process of invention--the reader in dialogue with the text 

in a process of making meaning. In fact, as I note above, 

tracing this dialectic is one of the activities Berthoff 

suggests students engage in in their dialectical journals. 

And Burke's dramatistic pentad was first developed as part 

of a project "to formulate [and interpret] the basic 

stratagems" people use as rhetorical and artistic (symbolic) 

appeals (Grammar xii). All these ways of reading written 

texts in particular--or events or spoken statements--point 

to the dialectical making of a new text, one based on the 

~ being read, but infused by the linguistically condi

tioned sensibilities of readers, by the backgrounds readers 

bring to bear in making sense of the ~ for themselves, a 



type of remote intersubjectivity that fits reading, as an 

inventional activity, to Berlin's epistemic school of 

rhetoric. 
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The kind of consideration of the terms of perception and 

interpretation given to reading in the reader-response 

approach and in deconstruction also indicates the correspon

dence perceived among epistemic rhetoricians between inven

tion, process, and epistemology. And it reminds a person, 

again, to look for the same in the rhetorical theories 

developed in freshman textbooks, as I will do in the chap

ters that follow. 



CHAPTER THREE 

OBJECTIVE EPISTEMOLOGY: 

CURRENT-TRADITIONAL RHETORICS 
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Berlin has noted that the boundaries in his taxonomy of 

rhetorical epistemologies and rhetorical schools blur after 

1975, and I have found this to be the case. In this chapter 

and those that follow, however, I have chosen to classify 

the textbooks being analyzed according to the rhetorical 

epistemology and school that inform each textbook most 

heavily rather than to label each individually as having 

developed a certain mixture. As I discuss each textbook, I 

will discuss how it partakes of epistemologies and schools 

besides the dominant ones. 

Also, in my discussions of the textbooks, all references 

will be to the primary text being analyzed unless I indicate 

otherwise. 

Sheridan Baker's The Practical Stylist, Seventh Edition 

Sheridan Baker's The Practical Stylist was first pub

lished in 1962, prior to the onset of the scholarship that 

has come to define composition studies as a discipline. And 

if longevity is an accurate indication, it has been one of 

the most successful current-traditional (C-T) rhetorics used 

in freshman composition courses. Its recent release in a 

seventh edition by Harper and Row (1990) reveals its 
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author's and its publisher's continuing interest in develop

ing it and its market, further evidence of the text's con

tinuing success and of C-T rhetoric's continuing acceptance 

as an approach to the teaching of composition. certainly C-T 

rhetoric's treatment of process and invention and its epis

temology and pedagogical structure continue to pervade The 

Practical stylist, although the seventh edition is tinted by 

features from other rhetorical schools that have developed 

along with the discipline. 

A quick scanning of its Table of Contents reveals The 

Practical stylist's heritage and orientation, and a closer 

reading of the entire text confirms a reader's first impres

sion for the most part. 

In the first chapter, Baker gives advice on the attitude 

the student should cUltivate as a writer. Here we find 

several of the principal features of C-T rhetoric clearly 

being developed and placed in the foreground of the 

student's attention. The inordinate emphasis on editing as 

the central feature of writing, which Hairston identifies 

with C-T rhetoric (78), begins to develop in the book's 

second paragraph. Baker notes, with reference to Vygotsky, 

Piaget, and Moffett, that people "spontaneously edit" as 

they talk. He goes on to say (still referring to editing), 

"So writing is an extension of the way we naturally handle 

language" (1). And when he discusses rewriting later in the 

chapter, he characterizes it again initially in terms of 

editing: 
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checking your dubious spellings • . . , sharpening 

your punctuation, clarifying your meaning, pruning 

away the deadwood, adding a thought here, extend

ing an illustration there--running in a whole new 

paragraph on an inserted page. You will also be 

tuning your sentences carefully adjusting your 

tone. • (10-11) 

Editing, then, to Baker seems and central feature of the 

writing process. 

The traditional emphasis of the modes of discourse is 

also apparent, although Baker emphasizes argumentation, 

subordinating the other modes of discourse to it. He as

serts that "argument . • • absorbs for its ends every kind 

of writing you can think of" (9). In chapter five, we find 

that he has classified these other kinds of writing, as 

"argumentative tactics," under the traditional headings: 

description, narration, and exposition. 

In the first chapter, the traditional emphasis on style 

(associated with tone and voice), by which Baker means 

styles of sentences, "the only side [of writing] that can be 

analyzed and taught" (13), is revealed. And in the phrase 

just quoted, Baker further reveals a crucial idea Young 

associates with C-T rhetoric, the repudiation of "the pos

sibility of teaching the writing process" and the art of 

invention (31). 

These above elements of C-T rhetoric are developed more 

elaborately in the rest of the text, where the reader en-
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counters other features of C-T rhetoric. The prescriptive 

tone is used throughout, implying that writing is an act of 

managing a text already produced. The atomistic analysis of 

writing into paragraphs, sentences, and words is featured in 

chapters four, seven and eight, and nine, respectively. The 

concern with style (economy, clarity, and emphasis) is 

revealed in the chapters on sentences and words, where the 

topics of wordiness (chapter eight), concrete and abstract 

words and denotation and connotation (chapter nine), and 

subordination and coordination (chapter seven), and other 

associated topics are treated. Usage is treated in chapter 

eleven. The research paper, in chapter ten. 

Invention 

In the discussion above of Baker's traditional emphasis 

on style, I have noted what Young calls his traditional 

repudiation of the possibility of teaching process and 

invention. Baker does, however, prescribe what Crowley has 

identified as C-T rhetoric's inventional pattern: find a 

subject, narrow it, and find a thesis (Chapter Two). 

Specifically, Baker directs the writer to find an argumenta

tive thesis, which is in keeping with the general focus of 

the text. Baker then advises the writer to sharpen this 

assertion using the familiar qualifying ("although") and 

explanatory ("because") -clauses which turn a thesis into an 

"inner organizer," a simple outline, for the entire discus

sion. 
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Several minor variations, however, are made on this 

traditional pattern. Baker does not represent the formal 

outline as an end in itself as Crowley contends it became in 

C-T rhetorics around mid-century. Baker does not even offer 

any instruction in outlining. In the first chapter, he 

merely mentions that "with longer papers, you will want some 

kind of outline to keep you from straying, and probably some 

jotted notes even for short ones ••• " (10). In chapter 

10, "Research," Baker elaborates on this only briefly, 

saying initially that "Formal outlines • can take more 

time than they are worth" (163), speaking of those made 

without the benefit of some rough notes or a draft to draw 

on. He suggests that students use a formal outline in which 

equivalent headings are ranked, however, as a plan for a 

first draft or for subsequent revisions. So Baker has added 

an intermediate step or two--writing or taking notes and 

even drafting--between the traditional inventional steps of 

finding and narrowing a subject, writing a thesis, and 

outlining. 

This inventional activity begins with the student find

ing a subject, a step Baker notes can be difficult to 

complete. In another variation on the traditional pattern, 

Baker suggests the student use freewriting as a way of 

finding a subject (15-16), though he never calls the ac

tivity freewriting, he just describes it. He hints that 

freewriting might also be used initially to find things to 

say about the subject, but a reader would have to be quite 
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attentive and be able to link widely divided passages in the 

text in order to notice this. On page 15, Baker writes, 

"Arrange your first period [of those the student will dedi

cate to writing assignments] for a time as soon as possible 

after assignments, perhaps only half an hour for scribbling 

and thinking on paper." This scribbling and thinking on 

paper might, then, be the source of some of the notes, 

mentioned above, from which a formal outline could be drawn 

(163). The strongest implication, however, is that 

freewriting is used only to find a subject, and only to do 

that when it is unusually difficult; it is unlikely that a 

student would see the link I have described or that Baker 

could be held responsible if students used freewriting to 

generate rough material. 

Of the types of inventional activities that have become 

widely known in composition studies, one other is repre

sented in The Practical stylist, the classical topoi, but 

their potential as inventional strategies is left 

undeveloped. Instead they are subsumed by exposition, one 

of the modes of discourse, in Chapter Five on "Middle Tac

tics" and are treated, as is usually the case with C-T 

rhetoric, as organizational strategies. The topoi Baker 

treats are comparison, contrast, cause, effect, class

ification, and definition. Baker calls writing "a way of 

thinking" (2) and the the topoi "modes of thought" (58), 

implying that the topoi could be used as inventional 

strategies, but they are not treated this way at all 
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explicitly--in fact, the explicit treatment they are given 

steers the student's thinking away from this possibility. 

In short, then, The Practical stylist is an impoverished 

text with regard to teaching invention as a significant 

element composing. It clearly has not taken advantage of 

modern research in this area. 

Process 

The Practical stylist is equally impoverished in its 

teaching of the rest of composing. In the "Preface," Baker 

describes "the process of writing" as "finding oneself and 

one's subject, making a thesis, the inner organizer, and 

managing the outer structure" (ix), the process which he 

treats in text's first three chapters. While "finding 

oneself" is a provocative activity to view as a part of the 

writing process, what Baker discusses in this regard is what 

has been called writing in a middle tone that doesn't cover 

over a writer's personality with "hollow" formality (3-7). 

The problem that arises in a weak treatment of invention is 

compounded in this treatment of the rest of the general 

composing process. How is a writer to manage the outer 

structure of something that isn't yet there in any form? 

The "how" of this question seems particularly sig

nificant. Above, I have noted that Baker gives the most 

weight in the process to editing. In fact, in a text of 247 

pages, 106 pages--chapters 7, 8, 9, 11, and 12--are dedi

cated to issues of editing. In chapter one, he mentions 
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several other types of revision that can be a part of the 

process: clarifying, pruning, adding, extending (10-11). 

Mere mention of types of revision is inadequate, however. 

Guidance or a method for deciding on what basis to make such 

revisions is needed, but none is given. students are merely 

told to "plan for at least three drafts--and try to manage 

four" (10). In the first of these, students are to "step 

ahead and keep moving until [they've] arrived" (10). "The 

second draft," Baker says, "is a penciled correction of the 

first" (10). The third is to be "a typing and smoothing of 

the penciled version," which somehow "will generate further 

improvements" (11). This is virtually all Baker offers in 

the way of instruction on revision. The focus of revision 

on correctness further emphasizes editing, "correctness" not 

being at issue in content, arrangement, or style. 

Thus the process described is an impoverished linear 

process, moving from subject to thesis through several 

drafts that are focused on achieving greater correctness. As 

with the case of invention, The Practical stylist shows 

almost no sign of being informed by modern research, even to 

the extent of developing a picture of the writing process 

based on the repudiated, but pedagogically inevitable linear 

process. 

Epistemology 

Regarding its epistemology, The Practical stylist is a 

C-T rhetoric with a twist. Its treatment of composing as a 
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straight-forward, linear movement toward correctness and 

Baker's assertion that the "language we share is standard 

English" (1) convey the notion that language can be a clear 

medium for transmitting our knowledge of the world. We may 

grant that this interest in correctness at the editorial 

level is partly based on Baker's desire to teach students to 

write according to the most broadly accepted conventions for 

writing. The fact that he devotes more of his textbook to 

teaching the basic mechanics and style of this specialized 

literary "dialect" belies the idea that Standard English is 

the language we share and that it is the sole standard for 

correctness, however. 

still, the weight given to this literary standard com

bines with several of Baker's early statements to orient 

students toward a verbal objectivity. Baker describes the 

stylistic standard writers should aim for, that achieved in 

standard English as "the language of intelligent conversa

tion" (5), and he writes that the adjustment writers make in 

writing according to this standard is "generally upward 

toward a kind of verbal worldliness, a grammatical tighten

ing and rhetorical heightening to make [their] thoughts 

clear, emphatic, and attractive" (4-5). Rhetoric, here, 

takes on the truncated appearance that Ramus once gave it. 

Rhetoric is equated with style, and the emphasis in this 

area developed in stylist is on clarity and correctness, on 

writers making their writing a clear window on their think

ing so that their "words will carry [their] readers with 
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[them] to see as [they] see, to believe as [they] believe, 

to understand [their] subject as [they] now understand it" 

(2, my emphasis). Where the issue of correctness overlaps 

style, in Baker's prescriptions concerning the use of words 

and the construction of sentences, a reader gets the impres

sion that there is a correct way to way things or to talk 

about ideas and things--the things, the objects of the 

exterior world. The general tenor of the text is objective 

in its epistemology, in the traditional manner of C-T 

rhetoric. 

At the same time, however, we should note that this 

objectivity is more directly associated with standard 

English than with the external world. This is where The 

Practical stylist puts its twist on C-T rhetoric's tradi

tionally objective epistemology. A person could contend 

that underlying this verbal objectivity is the traditional 

assumption Berlin has identified concerning the mind's 

ability to apprehend and know, through the senses, reality 

as it exists in the external world (7). This would mean 

that The Practical stylist is as rigorously objective in 

itsepistemology as it can be and as tradition would have it. 

other statements and themes in the text also complicate 

this matter. Discussing the attitude he suggests student 

writers cultivate, Baker clearly mixes an ingredient from a 

subjective epistemology.into the pot. He writes, "But when 

you [the student writer] are convinced that what you write 

has meaning, that it has meaning for you--and not in a 
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lukewarm, hypothetical way, but truly--then your writing 

will stretch its wings" (2). He also says, "Writing is a 

way of thinking. Writing actually creates thought, and 

generates your ability to think: you discover thoughts you 

hardly knew you had, and come to know what you know" (2). 

Writing, then,seems to have meaning for the writer; it 

matters to the writer primarily (at least in the case of the 

student writer). And as a way of thinking, writing seems to 

serve as a vehicle for drawing up into the light of day 

(discover) the thought and knowledge buried (covered) within 

the writer. 

Transactional epistemology is also mixed into the text 

in a small but significant way. That writing can be crea

tive, generative of thought is hinted at, though not fully 

realized, in the quotation just above. Baker's focus on 

argumentation, particularly the treatment of refutation and 

the dialectic nature of argumentation (31-35), reveals a 

clear link to classical rhetoric. A sense of dialogue also 

develops in his advice concerning considerations writers 

should give to their audiences: "Try to imagine what they 

might ask you, what they might object to, what they might 

know already, what they might find interesting" (5). In 

relation to Leff's broader sense of the epistemic nature of 

classical rhetoric and of LeFevre's thinking about the 

collaborative nature of all writing, such statements by 

Baker convey thought that draw on the school of epistemic 

rhetoric. That such thought is clearly significant to Baker 
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is revealed in Chapter Six, where he differentiates fact, 

belief, opinion, and preference as degrees of evidence. He 

urges students to "write as Close to the Facts as possible" 

but notes that no one can actually write facts--we can only 

write about things and events in the external world that are 

not generally questioned or "can be tested by the senses" 

(84-85). Regarding belief, Baker wrftes further, with 

reference to Karl Popper, "But empirical verification is 

surprisingly far from reach. We take almost all our 

knowledge, even factual knowledge, from the reports of 

others, who have it from others" (86). Knowledge, then, is 

the product of discourse, an idea clearly at home in 

Berlin's preferred, "most extreme" sense of rhetoric as 

epistemic. 

These statements reflecting subjective and transactional 

epistemologies come off rather as whispers and after

thoughts, however, in that they are set in a text so 

prescriptive, so focused on correctness. This is reflected 

in the text's failure to treat invention in any serious way 

and in the picture it draws of the writing process as a 

process of merely transcribing and editing the writer's 

previously acquired knowledge. The Practical Stylist, then, 

seems more dedicated to and developed around the proposition 

that "Writing perfects thought and speech" (1). And insofar 

as these three are all significantly grounded in language, 

the standard for perfection must lie outside the realm of 

language and language use, somehow in the external world--



which would lead a person to conclude that The Practical 

stylist is objective in epistemology, though sometimes at 

cross-purposes with itself. 
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Joseph F. Trimmer and James M. McCrimmon's writing with a 

Purpose, Ninth Edition 
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Writing with a Purpose is, perhaps, the quintessential 

current-traditional (C-T) rhetoric textbook. When first 

published in 1950, as Connors has noted, it was an innova

tive text. The communications movement in the teaching of 

writing was then waning, and textbooks were again being 

written in which the traditional features of writing were 

being placed in orbit around a central theme (rather than 

the traditional modes of discourse: description, narration, 

exposition, and persuasion). McCrimmon made the writer's 

purpose this central theme in his textbook, and in the last 

forty years, Purpose has attained olympian status among 

writing texts (Connors, "current-Traditional"). 

The ninth edition of Purpose, however, is the first for 

which McCrimmon does not receive primary authorial credit. 

That credit goes to Trimmer. The two preceding editions of 

Purpose were also collaborative efforts. Miller and Salmon 

signed on with McCrimmon for the seventh edition, published 

in 1980. And Trimmer and Sommers for the eighth, published 

in 1984. In both cases--though McCrimmon probably took a 

backseat in the revision (Connors ["Current-Traditional" 

214] speculates that this was the case for the seventh 

edition)--McCrimmon's name remained up front. This is no 

longer the case. In fact, Trimmer acknowledges McCrimmon 

only as a counselor in the revision process (xx). 



137 

This would seem to bode well for an energetic revision 

and a new emphasis on current rather than traditional com

position theory and pedagogy, and this is what Trimmer has 

aimed for in his revisions. He says: 

Although the revisions embodied in the Ninth 

Edition retain and reinforce [the] traditional 

features of the text, they also introduce and 

incorporate the best of contemporary theory and 

practice in the teaching of writing. The result 

is a blend of familiar and new material in

vigorated by fresh approaches and examples 

• • •• (xvii) 

And the Ninth Edition does reveal what Connors calls C-T 

rhetoric's "dynamic" quality, its ability to "[drop] used-up 

or discredited theories and assumptions and gradually [ab

sorb] new ones" ("Current-Traditional" 208)--an ability 

North notes as particularly characteristic of texts based on 

"practitioner" theory (though North says there is no 

mechanism for discrediting elements of such theory). The 

Ninth Edition's most notable non-C-T feature is the lengthy 

discussion "The writing Process" in Part One, which I will 

discuss in detail in the section on process. Despite such 

incorporations, however, Purpose remains fundamentally, as I 

will argue, a C-T rhetoric textbook. Houghton Mifflin seems 

to have been unwilling to tinker substantially with its top

selling freshman rhetoric. 

The first four chapters of the text, Part One, treat 
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composing as a process. Chapter One, "Toward Purposeful 

Writing," gives an introductory overview of the process that 

will be described in the next three chapters and discusses 

elements of the rhetorical situation that the writer must 

manage: subject, audience, and purpose. Chapter Two, 

"Planning," treats the first "stage" of the process (though 

students have been warned that "the division of the writing 

process into three stages is deceptive," that writing does 

not "[proceed] in a linear sequence" [7]). Chapters Three 

and Four, "Drafting" and "Revising," respectively, treat the 

other two stages. 

In Part Two, Chapters Five through Ten, the familiar 

features of C-T rhetoric are laid out. In Chapter Five, 

"Common Methods of Development," the authors discuss narra

tion, description, and the patterns of exposition (process 

analysis, comparison, classification, definition, and causal 

analysis). Chapter six is dedicated to "Argument." 

Paragraphs, sentences, and words are the subjects of Chap

ters Seven, Eight, and Nine, respectively. And Chapter Ten 

covers tone and style. 

Part Three, Chapters Eleven through Fourteen, discusses 

three "special assignments": the essay examination, the 

critical essay (literary interpretation), and planning and 

writing research papers. And appendix on "Writing with a 

Word Processor" and a "Handbook of Grammar and Usage" round 

out the text. 

In Parts Two and Three and the Handbook, we see the 
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familiar elements of C-T rhetoric. Just looking at this 

sequence and seeing that it follows on the heels of 

Trimmer's discussion of writing as a process, we may ask 

"just how comfortable is the fit or how smooth is Trimmer's 

'blend' of the current and the traditional?" For my part, I 

would call the Ninth Edition of Purpose as attractive a C-T 

text as I have seen--but add that this is not high praise. 

Purpose, in its ninth edition, remains a product-oriented, 

atomistic/analytic, and prescriptive textbook. Its treat

ment of invention and process is faulty, hampered by its 

need to select from what is available and fit the selections 

to the C-T mold. These incorporations, then, jumble the 

epistemological foundation of the text. 

Invention 

Trimmer's treatment of inventional activity is clearly a 

variation on the C-T pattern of invention that crowley has 

discussed ("The Evolution" and "Invention"). He distributes 

activity with inventional potential throughout his three 

stages of composing, though certainly, the planning stage is 

the one in which inventional activity is most concentrated. 

But discovery also occurs during drafting, and revision 

(particularly global revision) can involve "a complete re

creation of the world of your writing" (7). This distribu

tion seems to reflect the thinking on invention developed in 

recent research and theory, but overall, even Trimmer's 

expanded treatment of invention is stunted and doesn't go 
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much beyond the familiar invention litany of C-T rhetoric: 

find a subject, narrow it, state a thesis, and outline the 

paper. 

This stunting of inventional activity perhaps has its 

source in Trimmer's labelling his initial composing activity 

planning. Flower and Hayes ("A Cognitive Process Theoryll) 

use this label in their description of the recursive 

problem-solving process. But Trimmer doesn't incorporate 

their other labels for the major writing processes (trans

lating and reviewing) or the overall problem-solving ap

proach, so given the setting, planning seems closely allied 

to drafting and the given writer's purpose, not to the 

making of text and to concept formation. Purpose is defined 

as lithe overall design that governs what writers do in their 

writingll (16), and Trimmer writes that lithe central idea of 

[the] book is that writers write most effectively when they 

are 'writing with a purpose'" (16). If the design that 

governs writing has been made, then what is left that needs 

to be planned? Governed writers would seem not to have the 

choices seemingly implicit in the idea of invention. 

Elaborating, in two passages, on the statements cited 

just above, Trimmer further develops the text's inner con

flict concerning invention and this conflict's association 

with C-T rhetorical theory. The first comments on the 

definition of purpose: 

writers who have determined their purpose know 

what kind of information they need, how they want 



141 

to organize and develop it, and why they think it 

is important. In effect, purpose directs and 

controls all the decisions writers make. (16) 

The second passage is a later comment on the first: 

The difficulty with [the] definition [above] is 

that finding a purpose to guide you through the 

writing process 12 the purpose of the writing 

process. writing is both a procedure for discover

ing what you know and a procedure for demonstrat

ing what you know. (16, emphasis in original) 

Compelled to retain purpose as the central theme of the text 

and to retain the definition from which the theme develops, 

Trimmer is hard pressed to reconcile recent thinking on 

writing as a process of concept formation with the idea of 

writing as a purpose-directed transcription of information 

that is already known. In the second passage just above, he 

allows himself a paradox that is common to those who acknow

ledge writing as both process and product. But his "dif

ficulty" is actually a contradiction insofar as the source 

for the writer's control is what the writer knows. 

Trimmer discusses "working purposes" and hypotheses that 

get modified or rejected in the processes of drafting for 

discovery and of global revision. Moving from working 

purposes/hypotheses toward final purposes/theses during the 

overall process suggests a possible reconciliation of the 

paradoxical or contradictory definition of purpose: the 

purpose writers start with (or settle for in order to start) 



142 

need not be the one they end up with. But this is not quite 

the treatment the subject is given. An hypothesis is 

described as an "approach," "perspective," "angle" on the 

given subject (16), or a "possible purpose" (63). An 

hypothesis, then, could be considered any point that could 

be made about the subject. Trimmer describes, in the fol

lowing passage, how the final purpose is determined: 

If your discovery draft reveals that your 

hypothesis represents what you want to prove and 

needs only slight modification, then change your 

perspective somewhat or find the additional infor

mation so that you can modify it. If, on the 

other hand, your discovery draft demonstrates that 

your hypothesis lacks conviction, or that you do 

not have (and you cannot get) the information you 

need to make your case, then choose another 

hypothesis that more accurately reflects your 

intentions. (17) 

Both the modification and rejection of an hypothesis are to 

be based on information that can be found or gotten, that is 

somehow "out there" with, apparently, ready-made (informed) 

meaning. The inventive quality of composing that informs 

recent thought in composition studies is overwhelmed by 

positivistic thinking concerning hypotheses/purposes/theses

-any statements--and the accuracy with which they match the 

information, data, or facts gathered. Meaning or new 

knowledge do not emerge in a "discovery draft." The dis-



covery draft is where hypotheses are tested (traditional 

positivist procedure) (17)--"The first draft is like a 

laboratory experiment" (64). 
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The other stages of this process model, then, build on 

the information gathered during planning. Moreover, the 

sources of this information reflect the positivistic, objec

tive orientation I have noted, and the way they are 

described as being useful indicates .the Ninth Edition of 

Purpose's C-T heritage. The sources are memory, observa

tion, and research. All emphasize observation, either 

current or recovered, either the writer's own or someone 

else's. Under memory (26-35), Trimmer discusses listing, 

clustering, freewriting, and keeping a journal as useful 

activities. Although each of these activities can be used 

for other purposes, the focus of their treatment is on 

identifying and restricting potential subjects for a paper, 

two of the hallmarks of C-T rhetoric's stunted treatment of 

invention (Crowley, "The Evolution" and "Invention"), which 

is also true of the treatment of observation. Under obser

vation (35-42), Trimmer places mapping--spatial maps, ac

tivity charts, and figure drawings--and speculating--a 

nondialectical rendering of particle, wave, and field from 

the tagmemic grid (Young, Becker, and Pike), in which the 

writer observes or imagines the subject as an object, an 

action, and a system of relationships--the "empirical 

categories" that Berlin (Rhetoric and Reality 173) says make 

Young, Becker, and pike's rhetoric "resist ••• placement" 
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among epistemic rhetorics. Under research (42-51), then, 

Trimmer places interviewing and reading (library research), 

the gathering of others' accounts, studies, and opinions of 

the subject the writer has identified through the activities 

of remembering and observing. 

In "Drafting," Chapter Three, the outline and the thesis 

make their traditional appearances. Trimmer gives outlining 

three different functions in his process model, another 

variation on tradition. He suggests that a scratch outline 

is useful for plotting a preliminary arrangement for 

whatever information writers select from their planning 

activities and whatever new information occurs to them. The 

work for writers is to identify relationships between bits 

of information and to order these groupings and then to 

develop their discovery drafts. The descriptive outline is 

abstracted from the discovery draft and used to evaluate the 

draft and set an agenda for the continuing process, which 

begins with composing a thesis and, perhaps, composing a 

formal outline too. The composition of a thesis marks the 

beginning of global revision, the rejection of an hypothesis 

in favor of a thesis, though this actually constitutes as 

much as anything the commencement of another round of dis

covery drafting. And although Trimmer says that construct

ing a formal outline is optional, given that the descriptive 

outline does much the same work in agenda setting, he also 

contends that the formal outline is a "powerful tool" (72) 

and that it can be evaluated as a "completed product" (73), 
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implying (as has been traditional) that it is something of 

an end in itself--as Crowley says became common in C-T 

rhetorics in this century ("The Evolution" 156-57)--and 

implying further that what remains for writers is only the 

work of transcribing what they know. Essentially, then, the 

traditional invention litany has merely taken on a bit of 

detail, discovery drafting/hypothesis testing constituting 

the single significant addition to the canon. 

Process 

Because of the way Trimmer distributes activity with 

inventional potential throughout his model of composing, I 

have discussed much of what bears analysis in this section 

already. A few more comments on the weight given to revi

sion in Purpose, however, seem appropriate and will help us 

reflect on the model developed there. 

Trimmer contends that, "in a sense," we revise "from the 

moment" we begin writing (81). What that "sense" is, when 

that "moment" occurs, and what writing is itself, are unex

plained, but the contention remains, and revision becomes 

explicitly the focus of composing, overwhelming the im

plicit, but undeveloped, potential of invention for inform

ing the process. How this focus on revision rather than 

invention affects the process I will discuss further in the 

section on epistemology. 

Here, I will note that this focus explains why five of 

the ten chapters in Parts One and Two, five of the seven 
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chapters that focus on Trimmer's model of composing, are 

treatments of revision. Chapter Four, "Revising," discusses 

global revision. And Chapters Seven through Ten-

"Paragraphs," "Sentences," "Diction," and "Tone and Style"-

discuss matters of local revision, the formal elements of 

discourse analyzed in C-T rhetoric. 

This division of revision into global and local foci is 

useful, though as I have noted, global revision pivots on a 

problematic definition of purpose and on subsequently 

jumbled and convoluted thinking concerning the qualified 

acceptance or complete rejection of an hypothesis. Qualified 

acceptance would lead to what Trimmer calls global revision 

in Chapter Four: "rethink[ing], reorder[ing], or 

rewrit[ing] sUbstantial portions of your draft" (81). Rejec

tion of the hypothesis would lead to a different type of 

global revision (starting to draft again with a different 

hypothesis) that Trimmer comments on in the chapter on 

drafting but does not discuss again in Chapter Four. Local 

revision follows, and the writer's attention shifts to 

conventional matters such as unity, completeness, coherence, 

emphasis, economy, clarity, appropriateness and, 

specificity--more items from C-T rhetoric's litany of 

product features. And though it is not mentioned directly 

as an aspect of revision or of the overall process of com

posing, editing for correctness, which inexperienced writers 

mistake for revision (81), would follow local revision. 

Trimmer cautions students that this suggested sequence 



147 

need not be followed rigidly. He asserts, "[revision] is a 

recursive process" (86), writers making local revisions in 

keeping with the global development of the paper and then 

adjusting matters globally to accommodate the altered 

detail. In this way, revision fits what he says is the 

general nature of composing as a recursive process (8), 

though his description of recursivity as the repetition of 

activities seems closer to John Warnock's iterative process 

model. 

Despite these cautions, however, Trimmer advises stu

dents, perhaps for pedagogical purposes, to perform the 

activities of revision and of the entire process in a linear 

sequence. However, between this, the heritage of C-T 

rhetoric requiring subjects to be restricted, theses to be 

stated, and outlines to be written, and the decision to call 

the facets of the overall process "stages," the two state

ments concerning recursivity are overwhelmed. The process 

model that develops in this edition of Purpose is a curious 

hybrid of the C-T and the more recent linear stage models. 

Epistemology 

In Purpose, then, both inventional activity and the 

overall process of composing remain firmly rooted in C-T 

rhetoric, despite graftings from recent research and 

pedagogy. The graftings do not transform the text's genetic 

nature. Therefore, the epistemology supporting the text 

also remains the standard objective epistemology of C-T 



148 

rhetoric. 

Again, much of what serves to sUbstantiate this conclu

sion I have already discussed in the preceding analyses of 

invention and process; therefore, for the most part, I will 

review the pertinent material here, casting it in the ap

propriate light. 

By making revision the hallmark of his model of compos

'ing, Trimmer edges close to the concentration on usage and 

style, on editing, and on mechanical correctness noted as 

characteristic of C-T rhetoric, respectively, by Young (31), 

Hairston (78), and Connors ("Mechanical Correctness") and 

collectively by Berlin and Inkster. The emphasis in the 

process, then, remains in the traditional ground of getting 

the paper to say what it has to say right, correctly. The 

conventional elements of discourse--paragraphs and, par

ticularly, sentences (which can be clear) and words (which 

can be appropriate and specific)--are shaded by the stress 

on correctness. 

But to understand how emphasis on revision and correct

ness reflects an objective epistemology, recall what I 

discussed above concerning the text's treatment of invention 

and there find what the standard for correctness is. Inven

tional activity is rooted entirely in immediate, remembered, 

or recorded observation, either the writer's own or someone 

else's which the writer gains access to through research. 

Thus, invention becomes a transcription of sensory ex

perience of the external world and, as such, a gathering of 
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information that is out there. The objects and events of 

experience, of the external world, are transformed into a 

verbal object. Through the revision process, the 

transcribed information is refined into a coherent series of 

clear statements made up of appropriate words that correctly 

convey the reality of the external world. 

The standard for correctness in which the C-T process 

model is based is the external world, objective reality. 

Revision, in this model, is a process of looking again at 

both the reality that informs the external world and the 

text the writer has produced. Where words and statements 

appear that do not match the external reality, texts should 

be corrected. Ultimately, Trimmer implies in questions he 

poses for students to direct revision, a purpose is ful

filled in the coherent development of a thesis through 

"evidence that is germane, reliable, and verifiable" (85, my 

emphasis). The given piece of writing, in effect, repli

cates the external world in the mind of the writer, the 

hypothesis tests positive, and the text is sent on--correct

-to do the same in the mind of the reader. 

Locating reality in the external world and focusing the 

process of composing on how best and most clearly and cor

rectly to convey this reality linguistically to a reader 

reveals the objective epistemology implicit in the Ninth 

Edition of Purpose and common to C-T rhetoric textbooks. 

Trimmer's discussions of his process model and the varia

tions on the inventional pattern of finding and restricting 
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a subject, stating as thesis, and outlining the discussion 

do not alter the epistemology and pedagogical theory under

lying the text. They only demonstrate, as Connors has noted 

of the first seven editions of Writing with a Purpose, the 

ability of C-T rhetoric to absorb elements of the continuing 

research and practice in composition studies that will not 

prove fatal to it theoretically. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

SUBJECTIVE EPISTEMOLOGY: 

EXPRESSIONIST RHETORIC 

Peter Elbow and Pat Belanoff's A community of writers: A 

Workshop Course in Writing 
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In many ways, Elbow and Belanoff's A Community of 

writers: A Workshop Course in Writing is a paring and 

rearrangement of Elbow's Writing with Power: Technigues for 

Mastering the Writing Process, the aim of the reworking 

being to delineate a more accessible course structure than 

is suggested by Elbow's earlier textbook. The main part of 

community consists of nineteen self-contained units (sets 

of writing activities) in which material is grouped and 

arranged to create a "messy structural compromise" between 

Elbow and Belanoff's ideal course sequence and their desire 

to give teachers the flexibility to create variant sequences 

(289), "for lots of teachers who agree with [them] don't 

like textbooks and hate the idea of a book's determining 

the structure of a course" (289, emphasis in original). 

Each unit develops, with variations, in six parts: 1) a 

description of the type of writing to be done in the unit; 

2) a main assignment; 3) several suggestions for working 

wi th a peer audience; 4). process journal questions prompting 

students' investigation of the general processes they used 

in the unit; 5) discussion of the theory underlying the 
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unit; and 6) readings illustrating the activities and their 

possible products. The "Main Assignment" is sometimes 

supplemented by preliminaries and may be divided into 

sUbassignments. Also, in some units, the sections 

"Suggestions for Sharing and Responding" (Units One and Six) 

or "Ruminations and Theory" (Units Two, Five, Nine and 

Fourteen) are omitted. "Ruminations and Theory," "Process 

Journal Questions," and "Readings," however, are the 

significant unit-level additions to this text. Each unit is 

designed, then, for students to complete a piece of writing 

(though not always a piece meant for public consumption) and 

to complement students' practical learning with process 

journal writing (in which students begin to develop their 

own theories of composition) and to supplement this learning 

with Elbow and Belanoff's theoretical ruminations. 

The focus on completing pieces of writing is not a 

strong feature of Writing with Power, although its first 

section, "Some Essentials" (3-46), does take readers through 

an entire composing process. Writing With Power, as its 

subtitle--Techniques for Mastering the Writing 

Process--suggests, is focused more on providing a variety of 

ways for students to manage parts of the process, and Elbow 

groups the techniques he discusses according to their 

function in his two-part process model: creating and 

criticizing (Writing with Power 7). 

Elbow and Belanoff operate with the same two-part 

process model in community (3), though the techniques 



153 

grouped by process function in Writing With Power are 

redistributed, reexamined, and supplemented in Community. 

still, the sequence Elbow and Belanoff layout in Community 

focuses first on creating before shifting focus toward 

criticizing. The first seven units introduce freewriting, 

varieties of focused freewriting, Sondra Perl's composing 

guidelines, generative description and narration activities, 

and generative genre activities, as well as ways to get 

generative writing presentable quickly so each unit can have 

a product. units Eight through Nineteen emphasize 

criticism, turning students' attention toward revising (Unit 

Eight), style (Nineteen), audience and purpose (Thirteen), 

research (Fourteen and Sixteen), and different types of 

assignments. 

Eleven mini-units on such things as writers' attitudes, 

dialectical journals, writing with word processors, 

punctuation, and proofreading follow these main units. 

Also, in, Sharing and Responding, under a separate cover 

because it can be used independently from the main text, 

Elbow and Belanoff layout a course in learning to give and 

receive feedback, from simply sharing writing with a silent 

audience, through descriptive and analytic feedback from a 

supportive audience, to more critical feedback that 

indicates what readers think is strong and weak in a piece 

of writing and why each reader thinks so. Elbow and 

Belanoff believe that the sequence moves writers "from 

safety to risk" (Sharing and Responding 1) over the course 
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of a semester and builds trust among, and sensitivity and 

competence in group members (v & 1), so they separate it 

from the main text, not wanting to compromise it or subject 

it to teachers' rearrangements of the units. 

In each unit and in their sequence (with interruptions), 

the agenda of expressionist rhetoric, with which Elbow has 

long been associated, obtains. This agenda, which Elbow and 

Belanoff secure on the foundation of freewriting, "teaches 

us to 'say on paper' anything we have in mind" (16) so we 

can in turn order "the chaos inside our head" (17-18). 

Elbow and Belanoff guide students through the process of 

getting on paper and getting in some order (traditional or 

untraditional) whatever it is each student has to say. And 

they discuss in different places how these ordered sayings 

will either find an audience or satisfy--even impress and 

move--an intended audience, a teacher, for instance. 

In addition to practical guidance, Community includes 

ample discussion in "Runimations and Theory" of the theory 

on which the expressionist rhetoric it develops is founded. 

Believing, however, that they influence students' writing 

and learning most through the activities they have devised, 

Elbow and Belanoff include their "Ruminations and Theory" 

almost apologetically, encouraging students not to read 

these sections if the theory is not helpful (3). But they 

also knew when they composed community that they would not 

get a chance to influence students' writing behaviors if 

teachers did not adopt the text, so they solved their 
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ethos problem (the problem of seeming merely--as North 

might say--folksy, entertaining practitioners with faddish 

methods) by including their theoretical discussions (274-75, 

289-91). They make note of the links they perceive between 

their practice and theory developing from cognitivist 

research, specifically Britton's. Their theoretical 

discussions and the sequence of activities they have 

designed demonstrate, however, the recent tendency Berlin 

has noted of expressionist rhetorics "[moving] in the 

direction of the epistemic" (Rhetoric and Reality 183). 

So while community is based squarely on an expressionist 

foundation, it also includes materials associated with other 

rhetorical schools, the cognitive and epistemic, mostly. 

Invention 

Freewriting is the basic activity from which Elbow and 

Belanoff develop all the other activities that can be 

classified as creative in their two-part process model, as 

equivalent to invention in their expressionist scheme. The 

activities are designed to create text by means of 

transcribing what writers have in mind, not necessarlity to 

make meaning or new knowledge--the substance of a text--as 

some, like Gage, specifically assert inventional activity, 

of whatever form, does. Throughout the first seven units, 

Elbow and Belanoff introduce variations on this method for 

getting "words on paper quickly, easily, and productively" 

(8), although they also ask students to experiment (for the 
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sake of comparison) with writing the hard way (as they call 

it), slowly and critically. 

Freewriting, as Elbow and Belanoff describe it (10-11) 

and as it has come to be known, is continuous, rapid, 

uncritical writing, an attempt (for a given length of time) 

to transcribe everything verbal that comes to mind, without 

concern for formal conventions or topical coherence or 

unity. What they find compelling about it are, first, its 

potential for getting writers to blurt things out on paper 

similarly to the way people blurt things out when they speak 

and, second, its privacy, which is what they contend is 

really characteristic of all writing (2). Freewriting allows 

writers to tap and subsequently develop their familiar 

speaking voices in their writing, the voices they trust and 

with which they generally express themselves and communicate 

successfully. They write, "freewriting can make writing as 

natural as speaking" (16). It also allows writers to record 

the free, often wild, associations their minds make (65), as 

Elbow and Belanoff say with reference to loop writing 

specifically. 

Ruminating on freewriting, Elbow and Belanoff say 

further: 

We think of writing as getting from the chaos 

inside our head [sic] to coherence on paper. But 

this is too hard for most of us to do in one step. 

Freewriting provides a helpful middle step: 

getting the chaos in our head [sic] onto paper. 
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••• What's hard about writing is trying to 

improve what's in your head. Once it's on paper, 

then you can improve it. Thus you have two 

steps to produce coherence instead of struggling 

to do it all in one. 

When you try to avoid bad writing you write 

careful, planned sentences~ In doing so, almost 

inevitably--despite your best efforts--you produce 

some sentences that are tangled, unclear, wooden, 

or hard to read. 

It's not that freewriting is always good. Far 

from it. (Though some of it is good.) But 

interestingly enough, it's easier to tighten and 

clarify bad freewriting than bad careful writing. 

stopping, not writing, pausing to search 

your mind for the right word--as in careful 

writing--often leads to the almost-right or 

sort-of-right word. Not stopping and therefore 

blurting out the wrong word leads to the really 

right word. (17-18, emphases in original) 

The certainty of Elbow and Belanoff's tone here seems 

perhaps inappropriate to a rumination or theoretical 

statement. The idea that blurting out the wrong word on 

paper leads to the right word any more surely than pausing 

over a statement and then settling for a sort-of-right (but 
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still wrong) word seems overly optimistic; in either case, 

the writer has a wrong word and statement that will need to 

be reflected on and revised. Whether that reflection is 

recorded in the continuing freewriting (which Elbow and 

Belanoff contend it will be) or is done as writers pause 

over their writing to consider options seems to matter 

little since the result is the same and since both processes 

rely on critical reflection (suggesting the recursivity of 

the two-part process model). 

The theory remains compelling, however, insofar as 

options for any word or statement cannot be rejected before 

they see and are seen in the light of day when they are 

recorded in freewriting, preventing writers from rejecting 

them without due consideration. Ideas are not allowed 

simply to pass in and out of mind. A record is kept. 

Writing slowly and carefully keeps us from recording many of 

the mental associations that don't match our conscious 

intentions but arise as "we put [words] down on paper • 

[and others take] their place inside our heads" (64). 

The prominent freewriting variations Elbow and Belanoff 

develop are loop writing, open-ended writing, and Perl's 

composing guidelines. All start with a focusing topic on 

which writers then explore their thinking, using 

freewriting. Loop writing and Perl's composing guidelines 

designate specific foci. Perl's guidelines and open-ended 

writing help writers work their ways toward their central 

points about their subjects. Elbow and Belanoff's version 
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of loop writing directs students to freewrite in five 

exploratory rounds: 1) first thoughts, prejudices, 

preconceptions; 2) moments, stories, portraits; 3) dialogue; 

4) variations on audience, writer, time; 5) lies, errors, 

sayings (53-60). Open-ended writing, which others have 

called loop writing, "consists of a simple movement back and 

forth between two basic activities: "freewriting and 

summing-up" (121, emphasis in original), each summing-up 

acting as the focusing springboard for the next cycle of 

freewriting. Perl's guidelines are a series of twelve 

activities that take writers from relaxing and taking note 

of distractions prior to focusing on their writing task, 

through listing possible subjects and identifying one to 

explore, to discussing what they know, feel, and wonder 

about their subjects, and to stating the point that seems to 

be emerging in all their exploratory writing (118-20; Perl 

and Wilson 165-69). 

Finally, in unit Seven, Elbow and Belanoff suggest that 

students use different formal genres to get on paper more of 

what they have in mind about their subjects (136-55). In 

fact, in the exercises that they suggest, they shift 

emphasis from discovery of thinking toward invention of 

thinking: 

As you tryout the various genres we suggest, 

don't just think of yourself as pouring existing 

content into various containers; think of 

yourself also as trying out containers that will 
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bring new content into being. (139, emphases in 

original) 

To do this, Elbow and Belanoff suggest nine genres (six of 

which they treat as products in other units): description 

or portrait (Unit 4), narration (Unit 5), letter (Unit 1), 

monologue or dialogue (Unit 3), persuasive essay (Unit 10), 

expository or analytic essay (Unit 9), satire or parody, 

meditation or prayer, and poetry. As they tryout each 

genre, students are to "look for a 'click,'" to be attentive 

to the genre that seems to urge itself on them as the one to 

use in developing their subjects (149). 

In the same vein of inventional thinking, in Mini-Unit 

B, Elbow and Belanoff also suggest that students use 

Berthoff's double-entry notebook ("A Curious Triangle"; 

Forming) as a way of developing interpretive readings (of 

literary texts or personal experience). On the left side of 

each page, students record their observations, and on the 

right, they write notes about their observations, observing 

their observations, making meaning of what they've noticed. 

Involved in "the continuing audit of meaning" that Richards 

discussed (How to Read a Page) and that Berthoff 

attributes to the double-entry notebook ("A Curious 

Triangle" 44; Forming 23) is what is involved throughout 

the two-part process according to Elbow and Belanoff: the 

making and changing of meaning (425). 

This inventional perspective on generative writing, 

however, develops only as a minor part of choosing a genre 
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for making thinking public and of a mini-unit that seems 

almost an afterthought to the main text of Community. The 

emphasis remains on discovery of what is in mind already, an 

emphasis that virtually masks the idea of making new 

knowledge through writing processes, an emphasis that 

reflects (as I will discuss shortly) Community's 

epistemological foundations. 

Process 

I have noted, above, that the two parts of Elbow and 

Belanoff's process model are expected to interact, even in 

freewriting, during which wr,iters are supposed to suspend 

critical consciousness and simply blurt out whatever comes 

to mind. This seems the case even though Elbow and Belanoff 

contend that the creative and critical abilities of the mind 

"are so different that they usually conflict with each 

other" (3), the critical stifling the creative. They seem 

hesitant to recognize what they imply in their discussion of 

freewriting--that this suspension of criticism is a matter 

of degree, insofar as they trust the creative impulses 

tapped during freewriting to generate what they have called 

right words, even after having blurted out wrong ones 

initially (17-18). Distinguishing right from wrong requires 

critical judgment. Therefore, the two-part process model 

developed in Community is recursive, the two parts, the 

two abilities, interacting throughout composing. 

Revising, which emphasizes criticizing, in this light, 
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is the changing of the text that has been generated, in 

effect, the making of a new text, a continuation of 

creativity. Elbow and Belanoff point this out most clearly 

when they discuss first-level (global) revision, noting that 

this sort of revision constitutes the making of a 

"different" text (170). It is a new creation, a creation 

generated more through what Elbow and Belanoff consider 

critical activity than creative. 

What constitutes generation and what revision in this 

recursive interaction of creating and criticizing, then, 

gets somewhat blurry. And Elbow and Belanoff seem to 

contradict themselves. In Unit Eight, "Revising," they say, 

"Probably the best definition is this: revising is whatever 

a writer does to change a piece of writing for a particular 

reader or readers .•• " (166). In Unit 13, "Purpose and 

Audience," they partially reinforce this, though they begin 

to confuse the issue when they suggest that revision can be 

pursued either based on an intended audience or by not 

thinking about audience but continuing writing and, after 

finishing, analyzing the reader the writing implies. In the 

latter case, they say, the writing chooses its audience 

(270), an idea they also suggest in their unit on persuasion 

(223). The changes made in revision are not made 

necessarily for a particular reader, at least not an 

identified one--Elbow and Belanoff discuss a "reader in the 

head," a reader from the past whose image influences us from 

our unconsciouses (270), the type of fictionalized internal 
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audience Ong discusses or Though they may calIon it 

earlier, writers only have to invoke critical consciousness 

at the end, to make sure they avoid contradictions their 

intuitions may have allowed (284). So the distinction 

between generation and revision is buried in the 

unconscious, the source of more clever revisions than 

planning could often provide (284) as well as the best 

generation. 

If revision may, then, commence prior to the conscious 

invocation of an audience and if a writing can choose its 

audience rather than being shaped to fit a particular 

audience, what is the essential basis for revision? It is, 

as we see in unit Six, "Private writing: Finding What You 

Have to Say" (emphasis added), in writers' "felt sense" of 

their subjects. There Elbow and Belanoff discuss Gendlin's 

concept of "felt sense," an "internal sense of where you're 

going or what you wanted to say" (118), themselves saying: 

Felt sense may seem a vague concept, but we get 

new leverage in our writing if we realize that 

there is always something there 'in mind' before 

we have words for it. In one sense, of course, we 

don't know something till we have it in words. 

But in another sense we do indeed know quite a 

lot, and it's a question of learning to tap it 

better. ••• Behind our words • • • inevitably 

is some nonverbal feeling or 'sense.' ••• We 

haven't got words for what's in mind, but we have 
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something against which we can match the words 

we've used to see whether they are adequate to our 

intention. (126-27, emphases in original) 

This felt sense is the source of our words, the "where they 

came from" referred to in unit One (8), a source that may 

shift and change as association leads to association during 

unfocused freewriting. Nevertheless, Elbow and Belanoff 

contend that it is what writers know of their subjects and 

have to (must) say. It is what "is on [their] mind[s] and 

almost on [their] mind[s]" (118, emphasis in original). It 

is the nonverbal knowledge writers can tap and verbalize 

using rapid, uncritical, impulsive freewriting. It is what 

writers finally aim to express in a refined way for their 

invoked or writing-chosen audience. 

The upshot of Community is, then, that we writers can 

calIon our critical abilities to revise, rooting them 

consciously in the interactions of audiences and purposes. 

But underlying and prior to that, our revisions must be 

guided, if we are to get onto paper what we have in mind to 

say, by an intuition that is more clever and more often 

right about our subjects than our conscious minds are. The 

felt sense of a subject is the initial and final arbiter of 

what gets said. 

Epistemology 

What we know and have to (both possess to and must) say, 

then, is inside us, according to A community of writers. So 
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community's epistemology is fundamentally subjective, though 

not in strict keeping with the platonic idealism that views 

language as a corruptor of the ineffable truth residing in 

the realm of ideas, but which people can glimpse intuitively 

(Berlin, Rhetoric and Reality 12 and Writing Instruction 

43-44). still, Elbow and Belanoff locate knowledge in the 

individual, and writing becomes the attempt to express that 

knowledge in the right word. This line of thinking draws 

this expressionist rhetoric very close to epistemic, as 

Berlin notes as the recent tendency (Rhetoric and Reality 

184). And this might draw people to classify Community as 

transactional rather than subjective in its rhetorical 

epistemology. Beyond considering expressionist rhetoric as 

a personal epistemic (as opposed to a social epistemic), 

however, we can resist this temptation in community's 

case. Despite such acknowledgments of social aspects of 

writing, like "Language is social and socializing" (4), and 

its call for sharing and responding in composing, that 

remind a person of the work of such epistemic theorists as 

Burke, Vygotsky, and Bruffee, it does not investigate the 

development of knowledge as a transaction between elements 

of the rhetorical situation. 

How this is not the case for the felt sense and its 

verbal counterpart is subtle, almost to the point of 

splitting hairs, but significant nevertheless. Knowledge, 

what is true for the given person, simply put, exists in two 

ways: as expressed language and as an unconscious, 
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passage cited above: 
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In one sense, of course, we don't know something 

till we have it in words. But in another sense we 

do indeed know quite a lot, and it's a question of 

learning to tap it better. • • • Behind our words 

• • • inevitably is some nonverbal feeling or 

'sense.' (126-27, emphasis in original) 

The knowledge we have in words is, apparently, something we 

can compose. Our nonverbal knowledge, which is the basis 

for our verbal knowledge, can be felt, seemingly sensibly, 

in different parts of the body--head, stomach, forearms 

(119), gut (127). The crucial point is that knowledge 

exists in people prior to and aside from language, it is not 

developed in the transaction between language and something 

else. The two are distinct kinds of knowledge. Although 

verbal knowledge can be recorded and refined as right words 

reflecting the knowledge of the felt sense, this only 

emphasizes the fact that knowledge finally determines words 

rather than being determined by words. 

Elbow and Belanoff's treatment of collaboration, how to 

get and use feedback, further supports classifying Community 

as subjective epistemologically rather than transactional. 

Beginning in sharing, they emphasize writers' presenting 

their writing to an audience. From this start, where the 

audience in no way responds, workshop groups move to 

descriptive responding (this is what the paper says), to 
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analytic responding (this is how the material functions), 

then to reader-based responding (this is how I [the reader] 

think or feel, passage to passage, as I read the piece), and 

finally to criterion-based feedback (this is how well the 

piece and its elements measure up to the abstract standards 

for such writing) (Sharing and Responding). 

Only in one activity, the doubting game, in the section 

on analytic responding, are readers asked to give any 

indication of how the writer might improve a paper's 

sUbstance: " ••• pretend that everything is false, ••• 

find as many reasons as they can why [the writer] is wrong 

in what [the writer] say[s] ••• " (Sharing and Responding 

32). All this doubting suggests reservations the writer 

might have to respond to or objections the writer might have 

to counter. It does not supply possible ways of doing so, 

however. Readers are not quite asked to offer new thinking 

to the writer or to develop it as a co-author with the 

writer. 

Only once in community, itself, are readers asked to 

point out perspectives on or facets of the subject the 

writer has overlooked--in feedback for making global 

revisions (Unit Eight, "Revising" 169). However, 

intersubjective thinking processes, sUbstantive 

collaboration, is largely overlooked in favor of writers' 

verbalizing their individual felt senses of their subjects. 

This is the primary and overwhelming epistemological 

emphasis of community: each of us is responsible for 
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verbally composing his or her own personal reality. Even in 

the few places where readers are asked for sUbstantive 

input, as in the case of the doubting game, writers are 

directed to "make up [their] own mind[s] and make changes as 

they see fit" (Sharing and Responding 34). Personal vision 

is the critical standard. Language, which Elbow and 

Belanoff acknowledge as "social and socializing" (3), then, 

is reduced for practical purposes to a vehicle for composing 

our selves and to a vehicle for sharing the inner realities 

from which these expressable selves are composed. 

Theoretical statements in the later units complicate 

this picture. Elbow and Belanoff calIon Britton et al. to 

indicate a basis for their focus on self-expression in 

Britton et al.'s continuum of writing purposes--expressive, 

transactional, and poetic--giving their own practice an aura 

of support in empirical research (281-83). Discussing 

audience in unit Thirteen, Elbow and Belanoff write, ". 

[I]f you cannot find any shared agreement or feel some 

kinship with the 'enemy,' it's probably a waste of time 

writing to persuade them" (269, emphasis in original), 

invoking a sense of Burkean identification (Rhetoric). 

The "Theory and Ruminations" section (343-45) of the unit on 

personal (field) research they subtitle "The Ongoing 

Conversation" and conjure the image of the Burkean parlor 

from The Philosophy of Literary Form and the discursive 

process of inventing knowledge LeFevre discusses. In doing 

so, they cast the shadow of epistemic rhetoric over their 
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self-expression, on the intra-personal conversation: 
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What we say to ourselves changes as we experience 

more of the world around us. One of our 

aims in this book is to push you to record some of 

this personal conversation in your freewriting and 

exploratory writing. If you've done this, you've 

discovered how often such personal conversation 

can be interesting to others as well as to 

yourself. (344-45) 

Such a view of the impact of our communication stops 

half a step short of a transactional rhetorical 

epistemology. What we have to say "can be interesting to 

others." True enough. But as with a classmate's feedback, 

it can be taken or left. These statements, and others like 

them in Community that seems to group it with transactional 

rhetorics, stop short of the idea that somehow our 

verbal/rhetorical interaction is the source of our 

conceptions of reality and of ourselves. Reality and the 

self (as embodied in the practice advanced in Community), 

Catano would say, are "self-made," the product of private 

vision, a felt sense. And so A Community of Writers must 

be classified subjective, although it leans toward 

transactional,' almost to the point of being off balance. 
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TRANSACTIONAL EPISTEMOLOGY, ONE: 

CLASSICAL RHETORIC 

Lee A. Jacobus's writing as Thinking 
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In his preface to Writing as Thinking, Lee A. Jacobus 

writes that his text "developed from thirty years of writing 

and teaching writing, and from a commitment to certain basic 

principles of classical rhetoric" (vii). He goes on to say 

that these classical principles must be adapted to modern 

discourse theory and theory concerning composing processes 

but that, all together, classical and modern theories "can 

not only help writers discover their subjects, but think, 

plan, revise, and present their work in a manner that will 

promote communication and acceptance" (vii). The text aims 

to develop a comprehensive treatment of the processes of 

composing, developing it within a classical framework but 

drawing also from other modern schools. In short, Writing 

as Thinking is Jacobus's attempt to develop a neo-classical 

rhetoric for freshmen. 

The spirit of Writing as Thinking is eclectic, and the 

text draws material from all the rhetorical schools Berlin 

identifies in Rhetoric and Reality except the behaviorist 

school. This material, 'however, is arranged according to 

Aristotle's classical pattern, is gathered into the offices 

of classical rhetoric: invention, organization, style, 
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memory, and presentation. 

Each of the five parts of Writing as Thinking develops 

one of the offices. Chapters One through Five make up Part 

One, "Invention: Beginning the Process of writing"; in these 

five chapters, Jacobus discusses the writer's situation 

(based on thinking like Bitzer's in "The Rhetorical 

Situation"), prewriting for discovery, thesis writing and 

outlining, and two sets of common topics (means of 

development). "Organizational Principles," Part Two (Chap

ters six through Eleven), is a series of chapters which 

discusses various common types of prose writing; narrative, 

informative, argumentative, literary analysis, and research 

and business writing are each discussed, primarily reagard

ing their academic applications but also regarding wider 

public applications. Part Three, "Style," develops chapters 

on diction (Chapter Twelve), sentences (Chapter Thirteen), 

paragraphs (Chapter Fourteen), and imitation (Chapter 

Fifteen). Chapter Sixteen, "Memory: Being Memorable" is 

the whole of Part Four, and Chapter Seventeen, "A Modern 

writer's stylebook," makes up all of Part Five; in both 

cases, Jacobus twists the classical oratorical principles 

that focused the office of memory on mnemonic devices for 

the orator and the office of presentation on the orator's 

physical and vocal delivery to conform them to their scribal 

equivalents: cues, cohesion devices, and memorable phras

ings; and conventions of grammar, mechanics, and usage; 

respectively. 
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Each chapter, develops through discussion and illustra

tion of the rhetorical features and patterns collected 

there. In most of the sections of each chapter, Jacobus 

provides "tips" for using the feature or pattern described, 

and at least twice in each chapter under the heading 

"writer's Workshop," he provides students with activities 

designed to get students to work with the particular feature 

or pattern, or sometimes to get students to apply the fea

ture or pattern to a subject they are developing in a paper. 

So in writing as Thinking's classical arrangement and in 

the workshop activities, we can see a combined focus on both 

writing processes and features of written texts. Jacobus 

explains his thinking on the mixture: 

This book tries to be pragmatic about what people 

do when they write and what they produce from the 

act of writing. 

Here the product is treated as dynamic, in 

motion, capable of improvement. (viii) 

I will discuss in more detail in the sections on invention 

and process below how Jacobus treats the classical offices 

as reflecting the recursivity of composing, but the survey I 

have already provided reveals a measure of process orienta

tion, linear at least, in the offices' arrangement. Inven

tion deals with generative writing. Organization deals with 

drafting and some matters of revision (global unity, ar

rangement, and development). style and memory deal with 

local revision, and presentation, with editing. 
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Jacobus's abstract approach to his materials, however, 

compromises the process orientation, based as the arrange

ment is, according to Ehninger, on the "grammatical" em

phasis of classical rhetorical texts, " ••• the development 

of the syntax of the speech act--the delineating and naming 

of the parts of that act and the tracing of the permutations 

and combinations of which these parts permit II (26). In 

Parts Two, Three, Four, and Five, Writing as Thinking be

comes heavily weighted toward abstract descriptions of 

rhetorical patterns and features and toward Jacobus's 

rhetorical and stylistic analyses of sample passages and 

essays. Not even one of these samples, however, is followed 

in its composition, from part to part of the text, giving 

students an example of how the activities provided and 

implied in each chapter play their roles in the entire 

process of composing a paper. 

I will discuss shortly how the contemporary process and 

discourse theories make their appearances in writing as 

Thinking. What will become apparent, however, is that their 

appearances do not blend smoothly into the classical arrnge

ment of the text. Jacobus's eclecticism, in the end, does 

not develop into a well-balanced neo-classical rhetoric. 

Invention 

Part One of writing as Thinking focuses on invention. 

And Jacobus grounds invention in Chapter One, IIPrewriting: 

The Writer's situation," in the elements of the rhetorical 
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situation: the audience, the writer, the subject, and the 

writer's purpose. These elements Jacobus calls the "four 

cornerstones of writing" (7), equally balancing the composi

tion being built. Jacobus opens discussion of the writer's 

situation by considering how communication depends on a 

writer's fulfilling an audience's needs. Determining what 

those needs are in relation to the writer and the subject is 

the focus of Jacobus's treatment of audience. For this 

purpose, he provides a modified version of the Pfister

Petrick Audience Questionnaire (9) for instances when the 

writer knows who the audience is. He encourages writers to 

create an audience in those instances when the audience is 

not determined by the assignment. In either case, the 

analysis or the creation involves the type of imagination 

that has led Ong to say that writers' audiences are always 

fictional. Having grounded their work on consideration for 

their audience, Jacobus calls writers to decenter, look at 

their subject, insofar as they know it in the beginning, in 

relation to their audience. In this way, the given writer's 

purpose seems to spring from the convergence of the 

audience's need and the writer's tentative stance on the 

subject. 

Inventing the rest of the composition from these cor

nerstones echoes the spirit of classical invention Gage has 

identified in his distinguishing of invention and discovery 

techniques in generative writing, noting that "the point of 

departure" for invention in classical rhetoric was "the 
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recognition of a stasis, • • • the point of disagreement 

between a writer or speaker and an audience" (4), which is 

the point of the audience's need and the writer's purpose in 

Jacobus's discussion. But establishing the elements of the 

writer's situation as the cornerstones of invention could 

just as well be the product of Jacobus's understanding of 

composing as a problem-solving process (ix & 4). As 

developed by Flower and Hayes with regard to composing, the 

problem-solving process of writing begins in a definition of 

the rhetorical problem (liThe Cognitionll). 

Chapter Two, IIPrewriting: First stage of the Writing 

Process," discusses generative writing practices and tech

niques that seem to surround the conceiving of the rhetori

cal situation that sets composing in motion. The titles of 

the chapters seem intended to focus attention on the link, 

but Jacobus also notes the relation in the opening of Chap

ter Two: 

Prewriting concerns everything that the writer 

does before beginning a first draft. It includes 

the stages of selecting a topic, thinking about 

the form that might be appropriate for the writ

ing, reflecting on the audience and yourself as a 

writer. But it also includes the processes of 

working up your material. In a sense, this part 

of prewriting is also writing: you jot ideas 

down, you keep track of their relationship, and 

you decide on ways you may use them. (25) 
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In the chapter, then, Jacobus discusses journal keeping as 

the consistent practice writers should keep. He discusses 

free associating (listing), grouping (classifying the listed 

items), clustering, and brainstorming as techniques for 

tapping the "creative unconscious" (29-35). He discusses 

freewriting as a technique, similar to free associating, for 

recording internal dialogue (36-37) and incubation as 

another way of putting the unconscious to work (38-39). 

And in the last section of the chapter, Jacobus dis

cusses the journalist's questions and Burke's pentad as 

systems of questions that help writers generate material 

(39-50), noting the similarity of the two systems at a basic 

level--what? (act), when and where? (scene), who? (agent), 

how? (agency), and why? (purpose). Except for developing a 

long series of associated questions for each element of the 

pentad and more involved discussion of each, however, 

Jacobus doesn't distinguish the two as systems. Why the 

corollary questions for the pentad couldn't have been 

developed for the journalist's questions is unclear. This 

is especially true in Jacobus's decision not to distiguish 

human action from the motion of other animals, plants, and 

mineral objects. Burke distinguishes something happening 

(motion) from someone doing (action) in his theory of 

dramatism, defining action as "the human body in conscious 

or purposive motion" (Grammar 14). Moreover, Jacobus does 

not develop the pentadic ratios systematically and bi

directionally, though some of his corrilary questions imply 
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a uni-directional ratio. So Jacobus's treatment of the 

pentad could be considered weak: inconsistent with the 

spirit of dramatism and difficult to internalize or recall 

as a system. still Jacobus's questions can help students 

work up their material if they have the questions there for 

reference. 

A discontinuity develops in Chapter Three, "writing and 

Rewriting: From Thesis to Draft," where the title focuses 

students' attention away from invention and where a discus

sion of outlining is developed prior to two chapters on the 

topoi, the "means of development," as an inventional 

system. Following an analysis of the rhetorical situation 

and recognition of a stasis, a statement of a thesis would 

work well as a prelude to using the topoi for systematic 

invention. The second chapter, however, interrupts this 

sequence somewhat, and in this chapter, the statement of the 

thesis gets mixed together with the restricting of the topic 

(58-59) and outlining (61-67). The principle of classical 

invention perhaps being developed is overwhelmed by what 

seem to be the concessions made to current-traditionalists 

looking for the familiar but impoverished pattern Crowley 

has trac{~d historically ("The Evolution"): narrow the 

subject, state the thesis, and outline the discussion. 

Jacobus does well to direct students to develop their out

lines from the writing generated from the activities in 

chapter Two, but the placement of this chapter transforms 

the use of the topoi the "means of development" (that follow 
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in Chapters Four and Five) from an inventional system, from 

"intellectual processes" as Jacobus calls them (74) echoing 

D'Angelo, to ways of analyzing an outline and filling in the 

blanks--more a system of revision than invention. 

Jacobus discusses the topoi as inventional procedures in 

"Means of Development--Part I" and "Means of Development-

Part II." In Chapter Four, he discusses the use of the 

"most common and most important" of these means: definition, 

comparison and contrast, cause and effect, and possibility 

and circumstance. The means he seems to consider secondary, 

he discusses in Chapter Five: description, illustration by 

example, classification, and analysis. Calling the second 

group less common is perhaps true, though it would be dif

ficult to sUbstantiate the claim. However, calling them 

less important rubs against the grain of the classical 

rhetorical principle Aristotle stated in his definition of 

rhetoric "as the faculty • • • of discovering in the par

ticular case what are the available means of persuasion" 

(7). Jacobus's second group of "means of development" is 

just as significant as the first in discovering what is 

available. still, between the two groups and the variations 

on each of the topics Jacobus discusses (or implies in the 

cases of contraries and contradictions) the twelve topics 

that Corbett has listed as common in modern use (Classical 

Rhetoric v): genus and division (definition); similarity, 

difference, degree, contraries, and contradictions (com

parison and contrast); cause and effect, and antecedent and 
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consequence (cause and effect); possible and impossible, and 

past fact and future fact (possibility and circumstance); 

and precedent/example (illustration by example). Class

ification is implied by comparison, as is analysis. And 

description seems an addition to the classical list, though 

it implies perceptual delineating and linguistic differen

tiating, a breaking of a scene into its elements that is 

almost analytic perceptually. So Jacobus's treatment of the 

topoi, though it includes an unnecessary hierarchy, is 

thorough and useful. 

Much the same could be said of his entire treatment of 

invention. His treatment of the pentad is faulty, and his 

third chapter might have been better placed at the end of 

the section and better developed in a way not so reminiscent 

of C-T rhetoric. Part One, however, does provide students 

with a good number of options for discovering and inventing 

material they can develop further and refine as they con

tinue composing. 

Process 

The discussions of thesis writing and outlining in 

Chapter Three might also have been separated, and that of 

thesis writing placed in the first chapter, where it could 

have been combined with the material on purpose to solidify 

a recognition of stasis as the springboard for invention. 

Jacobus's directions to think of a thesis as dynamic, as 

subject to change (ix & 59), could have reflected on the 
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analysis of the rhetorical situation, indicating the 

writer's opportunity to develop it throughout the given 

process of composing. outlining, then, could have followed 

all the work of invention as a bridge to drafting. 

But any attempt to develop an ideal sequence in a dis

cussion of composing processes will imply a linear pattern 

that modern research and theory like Emig's, Flower and 

Hayes's, Matsuhashi's, Sommers's, and others' has dis

credited and which Jacobus rejects. still, some sequence 

must be developed. And as John Warnock has implied, even 

discussions of recursivity will necessarily lay the writing 

processes out one after the other (13). Jacobus understands 

this and emphasizes the recursivity of composing from the 

beginning of Writing as Thinking (vii, viii, x, xi) and in 

various places throughout it (25 & 89), revision being a 

part of the earliest acts of invention (52) and invention 

being at work in the refining of style and metaphors (xi & 

364). He even tries to build recursivity into his sequence 

of chapters, the most notable being the extended discussions 

of the means of development as both an inventional system 

and patterns of organization. 

The sequence of invention processes Jacobus has settled 

on suggests a combination, as I have noted above, of the 

classical model and the problem-solving model developed by 

Flower and Hayes. Composing a thesis at the mid-point of 

invention seems to be the uneasy compromise needed to com

plete the combination. In the classical pattern, composing 
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a tentative, dynamic thesis or, at least, recognizing the 

thesis implied by the given stasis would have preceeded 

inventional activity. In Flower and Hayes's problem-solving 

pattern, composing such a thesis follows generative 

writing. Jacobus places discussion of thesis writing and 

outlining after some inventional activity, as preparation 

for drafting, in keeping with the problem-solving pattern, 

but before use of the topoi (the classical inventional 

system), in keeping with the classical pattern. Of course, 

the mid-point placement compromises both patterns, and 

moreover, the echoes of C-T rhetoric developed in Chapter 

Three could be used as an excuse to promote the entire, 

impoverished process model developed in C-T rhetoric (though 

this would require the writer to neglect much of Jacobus's 

text). 

Where Jacobus discusses composing as a process, however, 

he emphasizes its recursivitYi there are just opportunities 

for wrong turns in some places where he engages students in 

process activities. If there is any overwhelming problem 

with the treatment of process in writing as Thinking, 

however, it is that any focus on engaging students in 

process activities is confined to Part One during the 

presentation of inventional activities. In the other parts 

of the text, Jacobus's discussions focus on products, 

describing and analyzing the rhetoric of whole pieces of 

writing and the stylistic, syntactic, and mechanical fea-

tures of sample passages. Although it is not out of step 
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with classical rhetorical texts (and even C-T texts) in this 

regard, Writing as Thinking loses contact with the peda

gogical needs of most modern students when it develops this 

focus. 

Epistemology 

Principles of classical rhetorical theory, strictly 

applied, would lead a person to classify Writing as Thinking 

as transactional in its rhetorical epistemology. In Rhetoric 

and Reality, Berlin argues for this classification of clas

sical rhetoric as it has been developed by modern scholars, 

describing the transaction as being between the speaker or 

writer and an audience and as emphasizing rationality (15 & 

155). Berlin does his own survey of modern scholarship 

(155-59), but his description is born out in a reading of 

just the first few pages of Aristotle's Rhetoric, where 

Aristotle criticizes the rhetoric texts that preceeded his 

for emphasizing emotional appeals that warp audiences' 

judgment and where he asserts that the enthymeme is the 

proper form of rhetorical reasoning (1-3). Rhetors persuade 

their audiences by building their reasoning on unstated 

assumptions, as the enthymeme does, that they share with 

their audiences. The persuasion rhetors desire is developed 

through a transaction with the audience that they control, 

but in which the audience vicariously participates. such 

rhetorical transactions were to be developed in the courts, 

the legislature, and in ceremonial settings--in other words, 



183 

in settings where decisions are made based on probabilities 

rather than certainty. Rhetoric, according to classical 

theory, is not suited to the realms of logic and science 

where certainty is the mode of operation (Berlin 15, Aris

totle 6 & 11). 

Writing as Thinking draws from beyond the range of 

rhetorical features developed by classical theorists. As I 

have noted, Part One of the text, on invention, is sig

nificantly influenced by the problem-solving model of com

posing and by the C-T pattern of invention. Also, Jacobus 

supplements the topoi with other generative writing 

activities. Part Two, on organization, departs from classi

cal interests in the five sections of the classical oration, 

developing instead discussion and description of the or

ganization of common types of college papers, including the 

argumentative essay, which Jacobus discusses with reference 

to Toulmin's system of informal logic rather than the 

enthymeme. And as I have noted, Parts Four and Five have 

been similarly been recast in their substance to accommodate 

Jacobus's focus on writing rather than speaking. 

still, Writing as Thinking takes its major structural 

cues from classical rhetoric, as well as its approach to the 

fundamental rhetorical transaction. Jacobus says his aim in 

the text is to offer methods that will "help writers dis

cover their subjects, • ' •• think, plan, revise, and present 

their work in a manner that will promote communication and 

acceptance" (vii). Everything in the text, then, builds on 
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the foundation laid in Chapter One and the way Jacobus 

presents the writer's situation as shaped entirely by the 

writer's conception of what his or her target audience needs 

from his or her storehouse of knowledge on the subject (that 

the writer "already [has] within" [2]). Fulfilling this 

need may be done, as Jacobus implies in the set of assign

ments or discourse types he includes in Part Two, through 

narrative or informative writing, for instance, as well as 

through formal argumentative writing. writers build 

knowledge for readers by providing new information, reor

ganizing the old, and providing new perspectives on events, 

not just by changing their readers' positions on issues. 

So although writing as Thinking is not strictly classi

cal in its substance or in its understanding of the bound

aries of rhetorical discourse, it is best classified as a 

classical rhetoric, perhaps as neo-classical, as I have 

done. The type of communicative and epistemological trans

action it emphasizes supports this classification. writers 

reason for their audiences, building knowledge to pass on to 

their audiences. What they write replaces an oration 

designed to change an audience; it is not a statement, 

however, as Burke might represent it (Philosophy), in a 

perpetual parlor conversation. So although the series of 

orations or compositions we encounter in the universe of 

discourse might be said to imply the view of socially con

structed knowledge emphasized in the theories, like 

Burke's, developing in the epistemic school of rhetoric, 
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writing as Thinking does not offer students this perspective 

on their composing. The thinking they do in the act of 

writing is the shaping of what they know so it will be 

acceptable to their readers. 



CHAPTER SIX 

TRANSACTIONAL EPISTEMOLOGY, TWO: 

COGNITIVIST RHETORICS 
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Linda Flower's Problem-Solving Strategies for writing, Third 

Edition 

Linda Flower's Problem-Solving Strategies for Writing, 

as its title indicates, transforms research on problem 

solving, both from the fields of composition studies and 

cognitive psychology, into a textbook for students. In 

large part, it translates, integrates, and augments, for 

student use, material from several journal articles by the 

author alone--"writer-Based Prose: A cognitive Basis for 

Problems in Writing" (College English 1979)--and along with 

her research partner, John R. Hayes--"Problem-Solving 

Strategies and the Writing Process" (College English 1977), 

"The Cognition of Discovery: Defining a Rhetorical Problem" 

and "A Cognitive Process Theory of Writing" (College Com

position and Communication, 1980 and 1981, respectively), 

"Images, Plans, and Prose: The Representation of Meaning in 

Writing" (Written communication 1984). 

However, except for the last of these articles, which 

influenced the Second Edition of Problem-Solving, the theory 

and practice suggested in all of them has been part of the 

text since its First Edition. The developments that con

stitute the occasion for this Third Edition, according to 
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Flower, do not alter the text's basic approach to writing or 

the steps in her process model; these developments, although 

some of them predate the First Edition, have moved Flower to 

see her method in a larger context, and she makes them part 

of this edition. She writes: 

These additions draw, first, on our new theoreti

cal understanding of how writers operate within a 

discourse community; second, on a new research

based view of the revision process; and finally, 

on the pedagogy of transforming such ideas into a 

structured sequence of assignments. (v) 

The first of these leads to a substantive addition to Chap

ter One, a discussion of good writers' perceptions of them

selves as members of discourse communities, of their ability 

and willingness to act according to these communities' 

conventions, and of their desire to contribute their own 

insights to the Burkean parlor conversation (Philosophy). 

The second leads to a change in the strategies for step 

seven, "Review Your Paper and Your Purpose" (Chapter 

Eleven), focusing them now on global revision exclusively 

rather than dividing attention between global revision and 

"simulating a reader's response"--the the same activity from 

the Second Edition (189-90) is set in the new context, 

however (3rd ed. 221-22). And the third, based partially on 

the first and second, leads to changes (mostly additions) in 

the section following the body of each chapter, formerly 

"Projects and Exercises," now "Projects and Assignments." 
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All of these changes could significantly alter the impact of 

a writing course in which the Third Edition of Problem

Solving is used, although the rest of the body of the text 

remains virtually unchanged from the Second Edition. 

The stated goals of the text remain the same, however: 

to help the student " ••• to become more efficient as a 

writer and more effective with [his or her] readers" (2). 

The means to these ends are to provide students with a 

variety of strategies for solving the problems of writing. 

In this way, Flower hopes to make them more expert as 

writers: 

• • • [E]xperts in their field are characterized 

by two things: a great knowledge about their 

topic and a large repertory of powerful strategies 

for attacking their problems. Good writers share 

these qualities. They are people who have 

developed better ways to entertain the problem of 

writing. (3) 

The goal of the text, in other words, is to make students 

more expert as writing-problem solvers by equipping them 

with the appropriate strategies. 

In Chapters Five through Twelve, Flower discusses the 

nine recursive steps in her model of composing and several 

strategies for completing each. The first two steps, ex

ploring the rhetorical problem and making a plan, develop 

from each other and, so, are grouped together in Chapter 

Five, "Making Plans." Chapter six discusses strategies for 
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generating new ideas, step three. step four, organizing 

ideas, is developed in Chapter Seven. Chapter Eight, 

"Analyzing A Problem and Building A Thesis," interrupts 

discussion of distinct steps in Flower's process model but 

extends and asks writers to crystallize the first four by 

refining their understanding of the rhetorical problem and 

focusing their plans and ideas into a thesis. Step five 

develops in Chapter Nine, "Designing for a Reader," and is, 

itself, extended in Chapter Ten, "Writing Reader-Based 

Prose," where Flower discusses strategies for transforming 

writer-based prose into reader-based prose. Chapter Eleven, 

"Revising for Purpose and Editing for style," develops 

strategies for the seventh and eighth steps, named in the 

chapter's title. And in Chapter Twelve, Flower discusses 

two strategies to guide editing for connections and 

coherence, step nine. 

The first four chapters in Problem-Solving introduce the 

problem-solving approach to writing and argue its supe

riority to the "popular mythology" that supposes that "If a 

writer is lucky or talented--or waits long enough-

inspiration will come, paragraphs will flow, and the paper 

will write itself" (2). These chapters also provide over

views of this model of composing and some of the strategies 

Flower will develop in the next eight chapters and compare 

these to other common but ineffective composing processes 

and strategies students use. 

Chapter Thirteen presents case studies of two students 
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writing research papers, discusses how problem-solving 

strategies can be applied to this particular type of writ

ing, and offers some further advice for writing research 

papers. 

Clearly, then, Problem-Solving strategies for Writing 

develops as rhetoric rooted firmly in the Berlin's cog

nitivist school (Rhetoric and Reality). Internally, the 

text does not seem to incorporate activities that encourage 

a teacher, as Berlin puts it, "[to intervene] in the compos

ing process of students in order to insure that their cogni

tive structures are functioning normally, thus enhancing 

their ability to arrive at truth in examining the external 

world," the characteristic that makes the cognitivist school 

of rhetoric transactional in epistemology (Rhetoric and 

Reality 16). However, that is actually the entire book's 

design--to improve the functioning of student writers as 

writing-problem solvers. 

Invention 

Flower's treatment of invention approaches, but does not 

quite reach, the comprehensiveness of Aristotle's (though it 

doesn't approach Aristotle's in detail). Steps one, two, 

three, and four in her recursive process model are the ones 

that focus on the strategies from which writers may choose 

to create their images of their present rhetorical problems 

(themselves in relation to their message and possible 

readers), plan their communicative goal, generate the 
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elemental ideas they want to discuss, and arrange and relate 

these ideas to each other. Despite her fundamentally dif

ferent approach to rhetoric, Flower echoes Aristotle's 

vision of rhetoric as lithe faculty • • • of discovering in 

the particular case what are the available means of persua

sion" (24) insofar as writer, reader, and subject are being 

weighed in the development of the message and insofar as 

arrangement is being treated as an inventional strategy. 

In this treatment, Flower parallels, but doesn't dupli

cate, Aristotle's treatment of ethos, pathos, logos, sys

tematic invention, and arrangement (respectively) as ele

ments of rhetorical invention. Of the major rhetorical 

departments used by writers, all that is missing is style, 

which Flower treats (focusing on academic style) as a matter 

of revision. In addition, Flower's treatment of invention 

as grounded in a communicative goal seems in keeping with 

the spirit Gage has identified as that of classical rhetori

cal invention, although Flower does not root invention 

precisely in lithe recognition of a stasis" (Gage 4). 

This parallel to Aristotle's thinking on invention may 

be coincidental, although Flower acknowledges Aristotle as 

the source of the "topics." The parallel indicates, 

however, that those developing cognitivist rhetoric are 

aware of the ancient rhetorical tradition and are reshaping 

it in the image of the research findings in the field of 

cognitive psychology. In Flower's case the particular shape 

is that of problem solving as developed by Hayes in Cogni-
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tive Psychology and The complete Problem Solver. 

Invention, in Flower's problem-solving scheme, includes 

the first four of the nine steps in her model of composing: 

exploring the rhetorical problem, making a plan (to start 

with and to change as necessary), generating ideas, and 

organizing ideas. Rather than rooting invention in Gage's 

"recognition of a stasis," as I've noted above, Flower roots 

it in a writer's building a working image of the issues 

inherent in the chosen or assigned subject and a working 

characterization of the discouse community he or she is 

writing for. When writing in schools (where Flower focuses) 

and many other situations, a stasis doesn't virtually sug

gest itself in the subject and the opponent's position, as 

it did to a large extent in the Athenian Assembly (which 

also took care of the discourse community). Therefore, 

Flower suggests writers start by developing a working model 

of their rhetorical situations and what they want to do and 

say (76-92). More explicit identification of what amounts 

to a stasis (in the problem-solving scheme) is the culmina

tion of invention, along with the building of a thesis. 

Flower discusses both in her digression from her treatment 

of the steps and strategies in composing, Chapter Eight, 

"Analyzing a Problem and Building a Thesis," which follows 

her chapters on inventional activity. 

Flower develops disoussion of strategies more tradition

ally associated with inventional activity in Chapter Six, 

"Generating Ideas." She discusses brainstorming, dialogue, 
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Aristotle's topics (definition, comparison and contrast, 

cause and effect, and evidence), tagmemics (particle, wave, 

and field), the four analogies of synectics (personal, 

direct, symbolic, and fantasy), and incubation. Her treat

ment of Aristotle's topics and of tagmemics, the activities 

developed specifically for rhetorical invention, out of all 

the strategies she associates with invention, is par

ticularly underdeveloped. (Perhaps her citations of Aris

totle and to Young, Becker, and Pike are meant to make up 

for this, but I doubt many teachers could expect their 

students to work their own ways through these texts). She 

acknowledges that her list of topics is short (105-06), but 

of the seventeen particular topics that Corbett catalogues 

as still useful to modern writers, Flower gives examples of 

only the four listed above. She treats the tagmemic system 

as three simple perspectives (106-07) rather than a system 

of nine (Young, Becker, and Pike) or six (Kneupper, 

"Revising") dialectical relationships, completely disregard

ing contrast, variation, and distribution's interactions 

with particle, wave, and field. 

Flower's treatment of the other generative activities is 

more adequate. Incubation hardly needs explanation, al

though students should be aware that, once set to work on 

something, the mind seems to keep working on its own subcon

sciously, and Flower reminds them of this (108). Brainstorm

ing is a simple activity, and all Flower does is explain how 

in a problem-solving setting--once the rhetorical problem 
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has been roughly characterized--it operates differently than 

freewriting, as goal-directed thinking, somewhat like 

focused freewriting (102-04). Flower's discussion of 

dialogues is useful (104), pointing out how to take ad

vantage, by simulating it, of the way others can help us 

shape our thinking in the give-and-take of conversation. 

And in the four analogies of synectics, she provides a 

simple way to explore the broad range of metaphoric thinking 

(107-08). 

Although we may be disappointed with portions of 

Flower's discussion of invention, the reflection we get of 

the classical rhetorical approach to invention in the mirror 

of problem-solving is intriguing. Of course, we can assume 

some distortion. As Burke notes in "Terministic Screens," 

"[I]f any given terminology is a reflection of reality, by 

its very nature as a terminology it must be a selection of 

reality; and to this extent it must function also as a 

deflection of reality" (45, Burke's emphasis). Classical 

rhetoric distorts as well. But Flower does, in effect, keep 

the rhetorical triangle equilateral in taking into account 

writer, subject, and reader in invention. 

Process 

Flower is one of the figures in the field linked closely 

to the development of our understanding of composing as a 

recursive process. Building on Ernig's germinal work 

(composing Processes), Flower, along with Hayes, has studied 
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the elements of this process, framing writers' characteris

tic composing activities in a problem-solving vocabulary, 

and even given us a graphic representation of recursivity 

("Cognitive Process" 370; "Images" 125; reproduced in Chap

ter Two above, page 87). 

It's not surprising, then, that we would find recur

sivity highlighted in Flower's initial discussion of the 

steps she lays out for composing (51) or that it would be 

built into the progression of steps itself. Of the steps 

she has set apart from each other, she writes: 

Each of these nine steps represents a task that 

you as a writer will need to do. However, these 

steps are unusual: Unlike stair steps that march 

straight from A to B, each of these steps may need 

to be taken over and over in the process of 

writing. (51) 

Describing these steps in terms of a flight of stairs rather 

than like the steps a person takes on level ground indicates 

metaphorically the recursivity of composing (the repetition 

of compositional acts at various levels, for different 

purposes) that John Warnock distinguishes from "iterativity" 

(the mere repetition of such acts). Flower, however, might 

have done well to call her "steps" something else so stu-

dents would have less opportunity to mistake Flower's recur

sive process model for an iterative or even linear one. 

The description above should suffice, however. But even 

if it didn't, enough recursivity is built into the steps 
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that if a student should walk across instead of up, down, 

up, back down, and up them, the student would still get a 

basic feel of composing's recursivity. The early, inven

tional steps, like exploring the rhetorical problem and 

planning, are repeated in the steps dedicated to revision. 

In the digression to problem analysis and thesis building in 

Chapter Eight, the acts in which invention culminates, we 

see that such acts operate, not only as the first two steps 

in Flower's "sequence," but also as as an intermediate 

"step," and as the seventh of nine steps. And insofar as 

all the other steps and strategies develop from the estab

lishment and changing of the writer's understanding of the 

rhetorical problem and his or her associated planning, this 

repetition of these activities in several steps reflects the 

recursivity of the general process. 

similarly, the writer's sense of and focus on audience 

develops through the series of steps Flower sets out. The 

audience appears as a consideration in the tentative ex

ploration of the rhetorical problem and plan (steps one and 

two). In generating ideas (step three), the audience shows 

up in the dialoguing activity, helping the writer develop 

rough textual material in a mock dialogue. Likewise, the 

audience helps the writer organize (step 4) when the writer 

"nutshells" the idea and teaches it. steps five and six 

turn the focus directly toward the audience as the writer 

analyzes (or fictionalizes a la Ong) the intended audience 

and transforms writer-based prose into reader-based prose on 
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the basis of this analysis. Flower suggests such imagina

tive collaboration as a global revision strategy, but she 

suggests that collaboration with an actual reader is even 

better (220-21). 

So Flower doesn't seem to attempt to establish a program 

that teaches recursivity infallibly or to develop a descrip

tion that rivals the diagram she and Hayes drew. And as 

John Warnock contends, that is as it should be (16); 

abstract knowledge of that sort doesn't make for better 

writers. As the diagram I have reproduced on page 85 above 

indicates, however, audience is an intregral feature of the 

task environment throughout composing, which distinguishes 

her process of shifting from writer- to reader-based prose 

from other two-part process models like Elbow's (Writing). 

For Flower, invention is not a matter of turning off the 

mind's critical capacity, though this capacity is exercised 

with more empathy for a reader when the focus of the given 

composing process turns (recursively) toward revision. 

Epistemology 

I have already looked at several elements of Problem

Solving that indicate that it is transactional in its 

rhetorical epistemology. Most notable of these is its 

attention to audience throughout the steps of composing. 

Also, I have noted the way Flower has recast major features 

of classical rhetoric in the problem-solving mold and how 

she has placed the problem-solving model of composing in the 
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context of the Burkean parlor (Philosophy) and discourse 

communities (Burke, "Terministic Screens") and, thus, into 

the range of concerns of epistemic rhetoric as it has been 

defined by Berlin (Rhetoric and Reality). Features of each 

of the transactional rhetorical schools appear in the text. 

Clearly, its genesis and focus reside with the rhetoric of 

cognitive psychology, which Berlin discusses as the home of 

problem-solving research and of developmental intervention. 

Further evidence of this focus is Flower's choice of a 

communication model based on Shannon and Weaver's mathemati

cal theory of communication. Flower's discussion and 

diagram of this model includes a writer's encoding a prever

bal meaning into a message, sending the message, and a 

reader's decoding the message and, consequently, receiving 

the message. Noise--external and internal distractions, 

textual errors, and such--may block the transmission, and if 

the message does not contain adequate cues to the writer's 

intended meaning, a creative reader will construct a new and 

"mistaken" meaning from the message. All this will lead to 

miscommunication (164-74). This model, particularly the 

idea of encoding and decoding meaning, sets Problem-Solving 

apart from the most extreme epistemic rhetorics in that this 

model does not posit knowledge as a linguistic and discur

sive construct, as Berthoff has noted of the problem-solving 

approach to writing (liThe Problem"). 

This, in turn, limits the implications of the Burkean 

parlor conversation, the context in which problem-solving is 
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placed in this edition (18-25). The conversation seems less 

a situation in which knowledge develops intersubjectively 

than a place where people voice their opinions. 

Flower's treatment of Rogerian argument strengthens this 

effect. She precedes this treatment by contrasting winning 

an argument and persuading a reader, noting that the three 

possible effects of persuasive efforts, from the least to 

most likely, are completely changing the audience's perspec

tive, modifying the audience's understanding of the person's 

position, and no change. In this context, Flower focuses on 

the Rogerian strategy of a writer opening an argument with a 

demonstration of his or her understanding of the audience's 

position. This will quiet the noise of defensiveness that 

might arise if the audience feels its position is being 

attacked, and the writer can gain a hearing for his or her 

position. Then the audience may even modify their own 

positions (though this is unlikely) (206-10). The strategy 

seems, in this way, more a means of getting heard than a 

mode of persuasion. Moreover, it overlooks the main em

phasis of Rogerian argument as a way of resolving polar 

oppositions and as a way of trying out positions that accom

modate divided parties (Rogers). 

Certainly, changing another person's perspective on the 

reasonableness of positions other than that person's own is 

a significant accomplishment for a writer. It reduces 

hostility, even though it doesn't increase community. And 

it amounts to a change of mind, even though it doesn't 



200 

amount to a change of position. There is a half measure of 

persuasion in that, a half step toward altered knowledge. So 

in Flower's Problem-Solving Strategies for Writing, we seem 

to have a cognitivist rhetoric that has moved toward the 

epistemic, one that focuses writers' attention on 

psychological strategies for making themselves understood. 
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The st. Martin's Guide to Writing by Rise B. Axelrod and 

Charles R. Cooper, if informal reports are accurate, has 

quickly become one of the top-selling freshman rhetorics on 

the market. Now in its second edition, The st. Martin's 

Guide was first published in 1985. The acknowledgements 

read like a roll-call of major scholars in rhetoric'and 

composition from Aristotle to Zoellner and reveal the eclec

tic range of inquiry that has informed the text. 

The heart of the text is a series of essay assignments 

and guides or suggestions to students for how to go about 

fulfilling these assignments. This series of task chapters 

(Chapters Two through Ten) begin with assignments for narra

tive and descriptive essays demonstrative of abstractions 

(Chapters Two, Three, and Four), which in Moffett's scheme 

of developmental writing assignments (Active Voice, 

Teaching) might be seen as bridges between concrete and 

abstract thinking tasks and in Britton et al.'s scheme as 

blending expressive and transactional purposes. The tasks 

that follow--assignments in reporting information gathered 

from library or field research and assignments in different 

types of persuasion--are based in the higher orders of 

abstract thinking Moffett associates with generalizing and 

theorizing and Britton et ale associate with more purely 

transactional writing. 
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Each of these chapters opens with a brief description of 

the "writing situation" in which the given type of essay 

develops and of how the given type of essay suits or ful

fills the occasion. A set of model essays (several profes

sional and one student) with study questions and commen

taries follow, indicating to students the nature and the 

characteristics of the type of essay "the chapter will help 

them produce. These characteristics are then discussed in 

two sections of each chapter called "Purpose and Audience" 

and "Basic Features of Essays [of the given type]." The 

assignment (in most basic terms) and the guides for the 

process of writing an essay of the given type then follow, 

provided in the form of questions suggestive of the choices 

the writer has in producing the given type of essay. These 

questions are grouped according to the function they serve 

in the general composing process, and most of the rest of 

the chapter is organized under these headings: invention, 

planning and drafting, analyzing a draft for the purpose of 

giving feedback, revising and editing, and evaluating the 

finished product. Each chapter concludes with passages (and 

accompanying commentary) from the composing process for the 

student essay published as a model in that chapter. 

Each of these assignment chapters carries appropriate 

cross-references to chapters eleven thought nineteen, Part 

Two of The st. Martin's Guide, "Writing strategies." Chapter 

Eleven discusses invention and revision, and Chapter Twelve, 

cueing the reader. Chapters Thirteen through Nineteen, 
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then, discuss the modes of discourse delineated by current

traditional rhetoric: narrating (Chapter Thirteen), 

describing (Chapter Fourteen), exposition (illustrating, 

Chapter Fifteen; defining, Chapter Sixteen; classifying, 

Chapter Seventeen; and comparing and contrasting, Chapter 

Eighteen), and arguing (Chapter Nineteen). Treated, 

however, as strategies rather than modes of discourse these 

are discussed descriptively, as being subsumed by other 

writing purposes and are not discussed as types of written 

products themselves. In fact, along with invention and 

revision strategies and cues, these are incorporated into 

the The st. Martin's Guide only as they relate to the types 

of writing and associated writing processes discussed in 

Part One. So while these chapters would be in many ways 

familiar to the writing teacher entrenched in current

traditional rhetoric, they should serve more as a link to 

new theory and practice than as further confirmation of the 

tradition. (Traditionally-minded writing teachers, un

familiar with research in the discipline, could, however, 

mistakenly see Part Two as the occasion to perpetuate C-T 

rhetorical theory and to teach a modes-centered course.) 

Part Three of The st. Martin's Guide is made up of three 

chapters on research and documentation. Part Four is a 

chapter on taking essay examinations. The text ends with a 

handbook for guiding editing and proofreading. 

So although The st. Martin's Guide draws on research and 

theory associated with each of the rhetorical schools Berlin 
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has identified, it is arranged in such a way that it em

phasizes the the concepts about writing developed in the 

rhetorical school Berlin calls the cognitivist school 

(Rhetoric and Reality). The st. Martin's Guide, then, is an 

innovative text which, drawing on the research that has 

defined the discipline of composition studies, teaches 

writing as a process and writing as a rhetorical activity. 

Invention 

In their "Introduction" Axelrod and Cooper describe 

writing as pervasively inventive. In their first statements 

about the nature of writing, they focus the reader's atten

tion on invention, the act of making: "Writing makes a 

special contribution to the way people think. When we 

write, we compose meanings" (2). They go on to explain 

this, in terms of Vygotsky's (100) web metaphor: 

When we write, we create an intricate web of 

meaning in which sentences have special relation

ships to each other. • • • These sentences, 

moreover, are connected in a still larger set of 

relationships, with every sentence related in some 

way to every other. By controlling these complex 

relationships, writers forge new meanings. (2) 

Taken all together, then, as Axelrod and Cooper further 

assert, "Writing is a process of discovery" (3). They 

conceive of the whole process of composing a given piece of 

writing as inventive insofar as the "web of meaning" being 
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rearrangement, and rephrasing. 
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Axelrod and Cooper also discuss invention in its tradi

tional sense, as something other than the inevitable by

product of any writing, as a systematic type of writing 

activity informed by an exploratory attitude. Addressing 

the students who will be using their text, Axelrod and 

Cooper write, "Systematic invention in writing can be espe

cially productive if carried out intensely before you begin 

drafting" (7), indicating its traditional placement in the 

linear description of the composing process. They also, as 

they say, "promote a certain recursiveness in the composing 

process by encouraging students to continue generating and 

testing their ideas as well as analyzing and synthesizing 

information at all stages of planning, drafting, and revis

ing ••• " (vi). Specifically, they discuss how and why 

writers may want to return to inventional activities at 

different points in composing (7). 

In each of the chapters in Part One, then, Axelrod and 

Cooper provide specific inventional activities for the type 

of essay being composed. These activities include ones that 

will help the student list possible subjects and test 

whether they are appropriate to the given assignment and 

whether students are prepared to write about these subjects 

at the time. And there are activities that also help stu

dents define their perspectives on the subjects they chosse, 

recall details of the subjects, generate what they want to 
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sible meanings to their readers. 
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Beyond the listing of possible subjects, these ac

tivities guide students to consider subjects with reference 

to the "Basic Features" of the type of essay they are 

writing. Axelrod and Cooper refer to this as a "par

ticularization of invention" to the given writing task 

(vi). For instance, the basic features of profiles (Chapter 

Four) are a well-focused subject, a controlling theme, a 

vivid presentation, and an informative, entertaining pace 

(126-28). The invention activities, then, are choosing a 

subject (which includes listing possibilities and choosing 

one based on interest and accessibility), exploring precon

ceptions (the writer's knowledge of, attitudes toward, and 

questions about the subject), planning the project (schedul

ing the time involved in observation of and interviewing the 

subject and in doing library research), posing preliminary 

questions (preparing for interviews), and finding a tenta

tive theme (stating, based on the material developed in the 

other invention activities, the impression of their subjects 

writers plan to give readers). certainly, the pacing of the 

essay will be worked out in the drafting and revising, but 

these activities seem well designed to help generate 

material to make the profile a vivid and interesting 

development of the theme. The other chapters in Part One 

follow this pattern of invention associated with the given 

type of essay's basic features. 
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In the first part of Chapter Eleven, "Invention and 

Revision," Axelrod and Cooper pro'/ide guides for using the 

well-known general heuristics. They group these activities 

under the general heading "Invention and Inquiry" and 

separate them into three categories: "Mapping," "Writing," 

and "Reading." The third of these groups, "Reading," is not 

commonly thought of as inventional activity, but it bears 

noting that Axelrod and Cooper consider annotating, inven

torying (the tracing of patterns that develop in the given 

piece being read), outlining, paraphrasing, and summarizing 

as inventive, perhaps in response to the way reading has 

been discussed as creative by reading-response critics like 

Rosenblatt and Fish or by deconstructionists like Derrida. 

In the following passage, Axelrod and Cooper explain what 

the activities in each group provide or are as invention 

strategies: 

Mapping: a brief visual representation of your 

thinking or planning 

writing: the composition of phrases or sentences 

to discover information and ideas and to find 

relationships among ideas 

Reading: a systematic use of reading to understand 

and to explore information for its possibilities 

in your own writing. (366-67) 

And although reading can be useful in the way described, the 

description does not direct students' attention to the 

transactional character of reading that reader-response 
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critics, like Fish and Rosenblatt, and deconstructionists, 

like Derrida, have emphasized. Reading becomes, then, 

information gathering. Generative inventional activity is 

developed in the sections on mapping and writing. 

Under Mapping they group clustering (branching-tree 

diagramming), listing (brainstorming), and outlining 

(scratch and formal outlining). As I noted above, these 

activities represent the pattern of the writer's thinking 

and planning. Interestingly, especially in the case of 

outlining, these activities are not discussed as repre

senting or mapping the subject at hand. They are not 

designed to enable the writer to get an objective handle on 

the given subject. Axelrod and Cooper wrestle outlining 

away from current-traditional rhetoric and an objective 

epistemology. The mapping they are considering is not the 

mapping of the external world that Gibson warns us of 

("Composing"), but of the mental landscape the writer is in 

the process of designing during the composing process. They 

imply, then, that the products of such inventional ac

tivities develop according to the patterns of association 

the writer brings to ,the activity and according to such 

patterns the writer may discover while engaged in the ac

tivity. 

The heuristics grouped under the heading, "Writing," 

produce prose which may be coherent for extended passages 

(the characteristic that distinguishes them from the Reading 

and Mapping activities). Axelrod and Cooper guide the 
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writer in using "Cubing" (the classical topoi), "Dialogues," 

"Dramatizing" (Burke's pentad), "Drafting and Dictating," 

"Journals," "Looping" (the freewriting pattern Elbow calls 

the open-ended writing process [Writing 50-53]), and "Ques

tioning" (a combination of the topoi and tagmemics). 

All of these activities are at least somewhat structured 

in the way they direct writers' approaches to their 

sUbjects. Dialogues, journals, and looping are the least 

so, revolving, respectively, around remembered or imagined 

conversational exchange (373), topical restrictions (377-

78), and the statement of each loop's "center of gravity" 

(378-79). Drafting and dictating are structured according 

to the conventional patterns of the given type of text being 

composed, requiring the writer to develop the appropriate 

kinds of basic features Axelrod and Cooper discuss in Part 

One. 

Cubing (372-73), dramatizing (373-76), and questioning 

(379-81) are highly structured as inventional activities; 

they are, even, systematic in directing writers' attention. 

Cubing requires writers to describe, compare, associate, 

analyze, apply, and argue their subjects for five minutes 

each. The classical topoi, then, guide their developing 

understanding of sUbjects. Axelrod and Cooper translate 

Burke's terms for the pentad (Grammar) for the sake of 

familiarity ("act" remains act; "agent" becomes actors; 

"scene," setting; "agency," method; and "purpose," motives). 

They discuss how the pentad can be applied to different 
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types of essays, and they explain how the terms can be 

combined to produce more complex consideration of the given 

subject (though they never use the term ratio). Seventeen 

questions are then posed to guide the writer through the 

activity. Questioning groups 34 prompting questions and 

statements under five general questions selected from the 

topoi and tagmemics: 

What is your subject? 

What parts does your subject have and how are they 

related? 

How is your subject similar to and different from 

other subjects? 

How much can your subject change and still remain the 

same? 

Where does your subject fit in the world? 

These questions don't indicate the fact, but the complete 

list of questions and statements blends the topoi and the 

tagmemic grid well, in a manner that should be accessible to 

students who don't want to study any heuristic system before 

being able to use it. The same could be said for Axelrod 

and Cooper's translation of Burke's pentad. The only 

problem with their treatment of these last two systems is 

that they are not treated systematically, so the student 

using them would not learn the ingenious way each system is 

rooted in familiar patterns of thought that can be combined 

dialectically to reveal the complex relations within the 

subject and of which the subject is a part. The student may 
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consciously without reference to the text. 
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The emphasis on invention that Axelrod and Cooper imply 

and refer to in their introductory chapter, however, is 

borne out in the text. And in the eclectic spirit of the 

entire text, they guide students in the use of activities 

associated with each of Berlin's epistemological divisions-

objective (outlining), subjective (looping), and transac

tional (cubing, dramatizing, dialogues, and questioning)--as 

well as other general inventional activities that are not 

associated with one or another epistemology. Axelrod and 

Cooper, however, direct students to use all of the ac

tivities in the context of the transactions of thinking they 

are planning for their readers. 

Process 

Axelrod and Cooper, as noted above, have attempted to 

promote, in students' minds, a sense of the recursivity of 

the composing process by encouraging students to return to 

invention whenever necessary in their processes (a returning 

that John Warnock refers to as iterative rather than 

recursive). still, like others who write about composing, 

Axelrod and Cooper must discuss one thing first and then the 

others in whatever turn they choose. Perhaps for the sake 

of familiarity, then, they employ the traditional linear 

terms (Invention (and Research], Planning and Drafting, 

Reading [critically], and Revising and Editing) in their 
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stepwise guiding of students through the general composing 

process. 

The encouragement they give students to practice con

sciously the natural recursivity of composing develops 

initially in their introductory chapter, where they describe 

how invention can be used before, during, and after draft

ing, in its traditional function or whenever problems in 

production are recognized. Given that Axelrod and Cooper 

consider drafting and dictating inventional activities along 

with the general composing process, the stagewise distinc

tions implied in the linear description are undermined 

anyway. But they discuss how a writer could use inventional 

activity as a foundation for drafting and then return to 

invention if the need becomes apparent. They also discuss 

the scenario in which a writer begins with a strong idea of 

what he or she wants to do and, therefore, begins the com

posing process by drafting, after which the writer notices 

problems, gaps in the text, and returns to inventional 

activity in order to generate the kind of material needed 

(7) • 

This encouragement is reiterated in all the chapters in 

Part One, then. In the chapter "Remembering Events," for 

instance, students are guided through the appropriate par

ticularized inventional activities. During the planning 

activities, students are told, "If your invention writing 

looks thin but promising, ••. [y]ou might try composing 

other conversations, recalling additional sensory details, 
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thinking more about your own reactions to the event, 

elaborating on significant people, describing other people 

who were involved" (53), the types of things they were 

encouraged to do by the inventional activities. Later stu

dents read, "if you feel stuck at any point in drafting the 

essay, try returning to the writing activities in the Inven

tion section of this chapter" (55). Among the revision 

guides focusing their attention to specific elements of 

their essays, students then find advice for developing more 

detail in passages that seem to need it, advice which en

courages them to try "one of the all-purpose invention 

activities ••• in Chapter 11" (58). So Axelrod and Cooper 

carefully contextualize their general advice about using 

inventional activities recursively. And in indicating how 

inventional activity functions differently in each "stage," 

they suggest the levels and registers that John Warnock 

considers characteristic of the recursive composing process. 

overlying their stepwise guidance on the composing 

process is another feature that suggests such recursivity. 

For each operation in the process, Axelrod and Cooper also 

guide students to work with the elements of the rhetorical 

triangle (writer [purpose], subject, and audience) at dif

ferent levels and in different registers. This, again, is a 

feature of all of the chapters in Part One, though it is, 

perhaps, most clearly developed in the chapters on different 

types of argumentation (Chapters six through Ten). As 

writers work through the guides in each section of the given 



214 

chapter, the emphasis shifts from recalling or developing 

what they know, feel, and think (Invention) through defining 

their purposes (planning) and organizing their thinking 

(drafting) to refining and fulfilling their purposes as well 

as can be anticipated for the intended audience (revision). 

All are considered in each each stage, but what writers 

"know" of their subjects is given the most attention during 

invention, how they envision their subjects as coherent 

thinkers is given more attention during planning and draft

ing, and how they want to go about influencing readers to 

understand their subjects in the same way, during revision. 

Given that The st. Martin's Guide to Writing is, in 

fact, a guide, Axelrod and Cooper cleverly incorporate 

elements of recursivity into their guidance for getting from 

start to finish of a composing process. Insofar as readers' 

interests, needs, assumptions, knowledge, and values are 

expected to be acknowledged as students shapes the web of 

meaning they will convey and are to be drawn on in anticipa

tion of revision in the form of reader feedback, the picture 

of composing conveyed even takes on some texture from the 

dialectical description of the process. Clearly, then, The 

st. Martin's Guide has been shaped significantly by modern 

research on the composing process, like Emig's on recur

sivity and Flower and Hayes's on problem-solving in writing 

as a recursive process. 

Epistemology 
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Near the beginning of this discussion of The st. 

Martin's Guide, I noted that the series of assignments that 

constitute the heart of the text have been selected and 

arranged to reflect the general pattern of the development 

of writing abilities suggested by Britton and Moffett. This 

would seem reason enough to assert that the text is founded 

on the transactional epistemology underlying the cognitivist 

rhetorical school. There are others, however. 

Clearly, all the guidance Axelrod and Cooper provide 

students for working their way through composing draws 

heavily on the work of the cognitivists, like Emig, Flower 

and Hayes, Moffett, and Britton, who have provided the 

discipline with the most clearly supported descriptions of 

this process. This includes the stress Axelrod and Cooper 

give the intervention in the process ("Reading a Draft with 

a Critical Eye"), which Berlin identifies as a hallmark of 

this rhetorical school (16). This part of each chapter in 

Part One is developed explicitly to gather feedback on 

drafts from the writer's classmates or teachers, although 

the guides, as Axelrod and Cooper note, could be used by the 

writer to evaluate his own writing. 

While this further grounds the text in the cognitive 

school, it also suggests collaboration as a feature of the 

composing process and the discursive process in which com

posing is embedded that LeFevre has discussed. Although 

this intervention (or seeking of feedback) is embedded in 

the more dominant sense of composing as iterative or recur-
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sive developed by the cognitivists, this application of 

feedback suggests that writing is collaborative, that 

writing--the making of meanings--involves intersubjective 

processes, which Berlin identifies as a hallmark of the 

epistemic school of rhetoric (Rhetoric and Reality 16). 

Others tangibly shape the web of meaning being developed, at 

least when a writer uses their feedback to guide revision. 

Moreover, the way The st. Martin's Guide directs writers to 

take readers into account while inventing formally and 

during the other operations in the general composing process 

is reminiscent of LeFevre's notion of invention as internal 

dialogue, the writer dialoguing with his acquired, internal 

representation of others (54-58). It is also reminiscent of 

the social constitution of the self that Berlin alludes to, 

discussing the interlocutor (as with the other elements of 

the rhetorical situation) as linguistically conditioned and 

language as a social phenomenon (165). 

This subtle incorporation of epistemic theory into the 

text appears also in the emphasis given to the pervasiveness 

of invention in the composing process. The idea that com

posing is a process of making meanings ties closely to 

Burke's definition of the realm of rhetoric. He writes, 

"Wherever there is persuasion, there is rhetoric. And 

wherever there is 'meaning,' there is 'persuasion'" 

(Rhetoric 172-73). All discourse, then, is rhetorical, 

including the narrative and descriptive and reportorial 

types of essays developed in The st. Martin's Guide, which 
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are shaped to convey significance or perspective to readers. 

This is true of the persuasive types of essays, which 

along with the treatment of the topoi as an inventional 

activity and the chapter on "Arguing" (Chapter Nineteen) 

make up the contributions to the text from the classical 

school of rhetoric, also a transactional school. And this 

school, as Leff has noted, also has an epistemic potential, 

though this potential is traditionally seen as having a 

narrower range of application than is granted to rhetoric by 

modern theorists. 

The shaping of meaning in both the particular act of 

composing and the conveyance of significance and perspective 

into the social dialogue gives the transactional epistemol

ogy that The st. Martin's Guide is rooted in added texture. 

Although features of expressive rhetoric may be seen in the 

descriptive and narrative essays it incorporates and in its 

suggestions for using looping as an inventional procedure, 

and although features of C-T rhetoric may be seen in its 

incorporation of the modes of discourse and outlining, 

clearly The st. Martin's Guide orients its users toward a 

transactional epistemology in the practices it promotes. 

Which transactional school of rhetoric receives emphasis, 

however, seems left as much to the teacher who guides stu

dents in the text's use as inherent in the text itself. 
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stephen Reid's The Prentice Hall Guide for College Writers 

The Prentice Hall Guide for College Writers, by Stephen 

Reid, (1989) invites comparison to The st. Martin's Guide to 

writing. If Reid hadn't acknowledgee of his debt to Axelrod 

and Cooper in his "Preface" to the text (xx), the text's 

simply being organized primarily around a series of assign

ments or types of writing would have revealed the debt. 

comparison of the series of assignments in The Prentice 

Hall Guide to the series in The st. Martin's Guide, however, 

indicates that comparison to current-traditional textbooks 

is appropriate also. Reid acknowledges his debts to a broad 

range of contemporary researchers, theorists, and colleagues 

in composition studies, these being associated with the full 

range of contemporary rhetorical schools that Berlin has 

identified. The Prentice Hall Guide draws on the eclectic 

range of inquiry that has developed in the discipline, and 

its arrangement of the writing tasks around which it 

develops reflects a movement from concrete toward more 

abstract thinking and a debt to Moffett. 

Following two introductory chapters on writing behaviors 

and attitudes toward writing, the task chapters begin. 

Chapter Three is "Observing." Chapter Four, "Remembering." 

"Investigating," "Explaining," "Evaluating," "Problem 

Solving," "Arguing," and "Exploring" follow (Chapters Five 

through Ten). The final chapter is a guide to doing and 

using research. A handbook completes the text. In this 
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sequence, writers move from description to narration to 

reporting on research to exposition to different types of 

persuasion and finally to speculative exploration of topics 

that are not easily explained. Throughout the text Reid 

explains his understanding of how the given type of writing 

incorporates the former, building a kind of operational 

hierarchy. He explains how description of physical objects 

is a part of any narrative and how these may be used in 

reports and subsequently how these are useful in exposition, 

which, in turn, is useful in persuasion, even when it is 

tentative self-persuasion, speculative exploration. with a 

certain variation that accommodates contemporary research in 

composition studies, then, this organization retains much of 

the traditional division of discourse into modes that 

reflect the repudiated cognitive hierarchy of eighteenth

century faculty psychology passed from Campbell through Bain 

into C-T rhetoric. 

Each of the task chapters in The Prentice Hall Guide 

opens (as do the first two chapters) with several quotations 

from published authors that relate to the kind of writing 

treated in the chapter. Then several writing situations 

similarly related are described. A brief description of the 

uses of the given type of writing and the attitudes a writer 

may take toward it, then, opens the discussion of the type 

of writing, followed by discussion of the "techniques" for 

producing the given type of writing. For instance, for 

writing about observations, the techniques are "Giving 
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sensory details (sight, sound, smell, touch, taste)," "Using 

comparisons and images," "Describing what is not there," 

Noting changes in the subject's form or condition,".and 
I 

"Writing from a distinct point of view" (52). (These tech

niques serve a function equivalent to the "Basic Features" 

of the different types of essays developed in The st. 

Martin's Guide.) Under the "techniques" heading, Reid 

describes the various types of subjects commonly written 

about in the given type of essay--observation essays, for 

example: people, places, objects, and events (53-57). A 

set of "Warming Up: Journal Exercises" from which the stu

dent may select and a model professional essay (with a 

vocabulary list and study questions on the essay's subject, 

purpose, audience, and "techniques") follows the description 

of subjects. 

The rest of each task chapter guides students through 

the process of composing such an essay. The major subdivi

sions Reid makes in this process are "Choosing a Subject," 

"Collecting" (generating raw material, rough writing, on the 

subject), "Shaping" (planning), "Drafting," and "Revising" 

(including editing). Reid also asks students to contemplate 

and evaluate their processes and to study portions of stu

dent processes (with the help of study questions) at the end 

of each chapter. And in different places in each chapter, 

Reid provides "Computer Tips" for those students who compose 

using a word processor. 

The Prentice Hall Guide for College Writers, then, takes 
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a more deductive approach to developing students' under

standing the different types of essays, proceeding from 

principles and characteristics to models rather than from 

models to basic features, as The st. Martin's Guide to 

Writing does. The guides for the writing process reflect 

this approach too. Rather than questioning students about 

the choices they have in developing the elements of the 

given type of essay, instructions (only sometimes followed 

by suggestive questions or examples) for developing these 

elements are provided. These instructions, however, do 

guide students through similarly conceived sUbdivisions of 

composing, though there are significant differences also 

(which I will discuss shortly). 

The Prentice Hall Guide does not develop the complex 

system of cross-reference to subsequent parts of the text 

that The st. Martin's Guide does. Instead, it incorporates 

as much of the material on generative writing, cueing, and 

writing strategies into the task chapters (except for the 

material on doing and documenting research in chapter 

eleven). The Prentice Hall Guide seems a more streamlined 

text, then, but the material in the second, third, and 

fourth parts of The st. Martin's Guide seems to get 

shortchanged in the process. 

So even though The Prentice Hall Guide is an innovative 

text, drawing on each of the rhetorical schools Berlin has 

identified, it could be called a poorer cousin of The st. 

Martin's Guide in its translation of contemporary research 
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into practice. 

Invention 

This is most true in the area of invention. Reid calls 

this facet of composing "collecting." I have noted in 

Chapter Two writing activities that Classical rhetoricians 

first called "invention" have proliferated in the contem

porary era of composition studies. The classical topoi and 

the current- traditional outline are being reexamined, and 

other activities have been developed and categorized 

variously most broadly as generative or rough writing ac

tivities or heuristics and more specifically as discovery or 

inventional activities. Eaqh of these labels carries some 

epistemic baggage (which I will discuss more fully later). 

So although he may have used the term, "collecting," to 

accommodate his student readers, so as not to intimidate 

them with an unfamiliar term, Reid's calling this type of 

writing "collecting" implies an objectivity that undermines 

students' opportunities to invent--make or create in their 

writing. And this undermines his assertion that all writing 

is creative (4). 

Reid makes the objective nature of collecting fairly 

explicit when he discusses collecting in his overview of the 

writing processes that make up composing: 

writers gather and record facts, impressions, 

opinions, and ideas that are relevant to their 

subject, purpose, and audience. • • • You may 
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collect such firsthand information, or you may 

rely on the data, experience, or expertise of 

others. Collecting involves observing, remember

ing, listening, writing, investigating, talking, 

taking notes, and experimenting. Collecting also 

involves thinking about the relationships among 

the collected bits of information. (33) 

Facts, impressions, opinions, and ideas are "information," 

and all these can be gathered and recorded, collected. They 

are "out there" or "in there" (in the given writer), like 

objects, for writers to grasp and know. Even the relations 

between bits of such information, Reid implies, are "there" 

to be collected, though these relations might not only be 

objective, physical relations, suggesting the deliberative 

range of rhetorical activity Aristotle describes. The 

emphasis, however, appears to be on writers discovering 

(uncovering) and collecting what they know. 

Freewriting is the fundamental activity Reid suggests 

for collecting, along with keeping a journal--freewriting 

being used for writing entries. The flow chart provided by 

Reid lists more of the activities he presents in different 

places throughout the text: "Free writing, brainstorming[,] 

Looping, cubing[,] Invisible writing [with computers,] Sets 

of questions [like the journalist's,] Analogies, 

comparisons[,] Diagrams, flow charts[,] Lists, outlines" 

(37). In the task chapters, he develops others appropriate 

to the particular task: sketching and double-entry notes on 
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observed details and subjective responses ("Observing" 66-

67), clustering ("Remembering" 108), summarizing research 

sources, interviewing, and giving questionnaires 

("Investigating" 153-157), branching (IIExp1ainingll 200), and 

narrowing and focusing a claim (IIArguingll 337-338). These 

activities are rooted either in objective epistemological 

thinking or subjective, except for the double-entry notebook 

which Berthoff developed and is, thus, associated with 

epistemic rhetoric. Reid's treatment of it, however, his 

saying that the right-hand side of the page should be used 

to record subjective responses to the objective material on 

recorded on the right, departs from Berthoff's ideas about 

the right-hand side of the page being dedicated to aUditting 

the meaning of the apparently objective terms in which 

observations have been recorded on the left, the ideas that 

make the double-entry notebook an epistemic inventiona1 

method ("A Curious"). Also Reid's placing it in the most 

objective of the task chapters further undermines its epis

temic associations. 

All the variations on freewriting, analogy, and 

brainstorming listed above are associated with expressionist 

rhetoric and its sUbjective epistemology. They are used to 

draw to the surface and express what writers think. And 

perhaps as such, these practices can be seen as a way of 

collecting information about the given writer's mind, tint

ing the writer's subjectivity with some objectivity. 

Outlines, the journalist's questions, diagrams, flow 
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charts, lists, sketches, summaries, interviews, and ques

tiona ires are objectively noted or graphically represented 

information. Even in the way The Prentice Hall Guide uses 

cubing (a version of the Classical topoi) for collecting 

information, it could be seen as an objective strategy, even 

though the topoi are considered the common places of human 

thought (thus drawing on the transactions inherent in the 

collective mind, as D'Angelo might say [Conceptual]). 

Summaries, interviews, and questionnaires as methods for 

gathering data could also be seen as as much transactional 

if they weren't contextualized as collecting activities. But 

the fact remains that The Prentice Hall Guide touches only 

lightly on the transactional rhetorics for inventional 

writing systems, overlooking Flower and Hayes's problem

solving approach ("Problem-Solving") and Burke's dramatistic 

pentad (Grammar) and the tagmemic grid (Young, Becker, and 

Pike). 

Although a couple of long lists of what Axelrod and 

Cooper call "particularized invention questions" appear in 

the persuasive task chapters, readers might infer that Reid 

prefers open-ended discovery methods for collecting informa

tion to systematic invention strategies. But perhaps, 

again, this is done with student readers in mind, systematic 

invention strategies requiring more effort to learn to use 

and being more difficult to retain and use without the aid 

of the given textbook. 
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Process 

This significant difference in the treatment of inven

tion, of course, influences the treatment of the rest of the 

general composing process, since invention is the foundation 

of composing. But Reid's discussion of the other facets of 

composing could alert students to the idea that composing 

shapes meaning as epistemic theory aSserts in particular (as 

opposed to merely representing the external world) in a way 

his treatment of invention does not. 

The three "stages, or dimensions" (32) of composing 

beside collecting that Reid identifies are "shaping" 

(planning), "drafting," and "revising" (including editing 

and sometimes getting peer feedback). Reid discusses his 

presentation of composing most extensively in his second 

chapter, "Purposes and Processes for Writing," but in his 

"Preface" he notes that his aim is to "[base] the writing 

process in the rhetorical situation (writer, subject, pur

pose, text, and audience). [His second chapter] restores 

the writer's intent or purpose (rather than a thesis sen

tence or a rhetorical strategy) as the driving force during 

the writing process" (xviii). He also notes the recursivity 

of composing in his preface and in his second chapter says: 

In practice, a writer's process rarely follows the 

simple, consecutive order that these stages or 

dimensions suggest. The writing process is ac

tually recursive: It begins at one point, goes on 

to another, comes back to the first, jumps to the 
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third and so forth. • The most important 

point to keep in mind is that the writing process 

is unique to each writer and to each writing 

situation. (34-35, emphasis in original) 

Such repetition of operations or activities could be 

merely iterative according to John Warnock, but as with The 

st. Martin's Guide, Reid directs students to reconsider 

their purpose and audience (which along with subject and 

thesis, Reid implies, comprise "the writing situation," 27-

28). Moreover, in some cases, Reid directs students to 

reconsider the elements of the preceding operations in the 

composing process. In his chapter "Investigating," for 

instance, at the opening of the section on drafting, Reid 

tells students: "Before you begin a first draft, reconsider 

your purpose in writing, and further focus your questions 

[the journalist's questions pertinent to the purpose], sense 

of audience, and shaping [organizing] strategies" (162). 

This reconsideration amounts to treating the activities of 

these preceding operations in a new register and, therefore, 

to recursivity. 

Certainly, asking students to reconsider the writing 

they have already done as they shift their focus in the 

overall process is suggestive of recursivity, though it 

merely overlies a linear pedagogical model. The directions 

for doing so just above, however, do not indicate why the 

reconsideration is worthwhile or what it might produce, so 

not only may it not produce the kind of writerly conscious-
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ness we might hope students would develop, it might not even 

inspire students to do as instructed. On the other hand, as 

is the case with The st. Martin's Guide, The Prentice Hall 

Guide carefully follows up on each of the 

features/techniques of the particular type of essay in each 

of the "stages" of composing, again suggesting the recursive 

nature of composing, perhaps causing ·students to learn 

recursivity subconsciously and training them to control it 

to a degree. So students could learn to manage, at least 

partially, the inevitable without becoming conscious of it-

which would seem better than the reverse. 

Calling the "second stage" of the process "shaping," 

rather than planning, in combination with the apparent 

objectivity of Reid's treatment of invention as collecting, 

could indicate to students that their subjects have inherent 

shapes that they must discover and convey, shapes to which 

they must make their texts conform. The term, "shaping," 

however, should remind us of Gibson's pot-making metaphor 

for writing ("Composing") and Britton's "Shaping at the 

Point of utterance." In this regard, then, the term rein

forces Reid's assertion that "meaning evolves from ••• the 

writing process" (xviii), which again invites us to compare 

his textbook with The st. Martin's Guide in that Axelrod and 

Cooper there assert that "When we write, we compose mean

ings" (2). 

What seems most important among those things missing are 

clear directions for getting feedback on or analyzing and 
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evaluating a draft as preparation for revision. Perhaps the 

guidelines for revision could be used for this purpose, but 

they read like directions for doing the revision, for making 

sure the right parts of the essay are there--only oc

casionally are probing questions asked to make students 

consider the choices they have made. In the chapter on 

"Evaluating," only with regard to arrangement and using 

material previously collected are probing evaluative ques

tions asked; regarding the other facets (criteria, evidence, 

claims, comparison, research, coherence, style, and 

mechanics) directions to attend to them are given. Moreover, 

occasionally one of the guidelines directs students to find 

someone to read and comment on one or two facets of their 

essays (the chapters on "Observing," "Problem Solving," and 

"Arguing"). In this area, then, The Prentice Hall Guide 

fails to take advantage of the collaborative potential of 

the writing class and is less helpful than it might be in 

developing the critical writing ability for writers--the 

ability to analyze and evaluate writing, not only others', 

but certainly their own. 

Insofar as Reid establishes the writer's purpose as "the 

driving force" of the composing process, he implies an 

audience that influences the composing. And in this con

text, he provides a brief but helpful series of questions 

for analyzing an intended audience (26-27). So while he 

doesn't provide much guidance for students to use in getting 

much from the opportunity to work with a first-hand audience 
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of peer collaborators, he provides for th"e development of a 

fictionalized audience to collaborate with (Ong). Reid 

guides students in the use of their social awareness, which 

LeFevre discusses as one of the inventive social actions, 

but does not guide them in the use of tangible intersubjec

tive processes, which Berlin and LeFevre, both, argue is 

more fully characteristic of epistemic rhetorical theory. 

So features of the iterative and recursive descriptions 

of the composing process overlie the linear description, 

along with a faint trace of the discursive pr.ocess. Cer

tainly, this all indicates that The Prentice Hall Guide 

draws on the broad range of contemporary research in Com

position Studies. We have already seen some potential 

conflict between strains of objective, subjective, and 

transactional rhetorics, however, conflicts I will discuss 

further in the next section. 

Epistemology 

After explaining his reasons for writing The Prentice 

Hall Guide, Reid explains its structure: lilt supports the 

writing teacher with a cognitive sequence of writing assign-

ments based on purposes ." (xvii). In this statement, 

we can see reference to the transactional quality of the 

rhetoric of cognitive psychology Berlin describes in 

Rhetoric and Reality. However, in the problems or areas of 

possible confusion in the treatment of invention and process 

discussed above, we can also see perhaps why Berlin has 
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misgivings about the epistemology of cognitive rhetoric. 

If invention is reduced to mere data gathering 

(collecting), the product of the entire creative process of 

composing would seem objective. But this 1s not simply a 

semantic problem. Reid emphasizes in his overview of the 

task chapters that the "focus" in chapters three through 

five--"Observing," "Remembering," and "Investigating"--is 

"on invention" (xviii). All these activities focus on ex

perience in the external world; these chapters focus on 

concrete mental operations: describing, narrating, and 

researching (h:=>th in the library and the field). This sense 

of the nature of invention demonstrates the principle 

operating in Berlin's classification of cognitivist 

rhetorics as transactional. Berlin writes, "The epistemol

ogy of these rhetorics assumes a correspondence between the 

structures of the mind and the structures of nature" (16). 

What is knowable ("reality" as Berlin conceives of it) is 

not just located in the external world (as objective epis

temologies assume), but is located in the perceptions of the 

mind, which is suited for perceiving the nature of the 

external world. Clearly, the positivism of the empirical 

methodology linking the physical and social sciences makes 

the epistemological difference between cognitivist rhetoric 

and the objective rhetorics difficult to determine. 

Reid's statements al;>out "All writing . [being] 

creative" (4) and about "how meaning evolves from a variety 

of recursive • . • activities that we call the writing 
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minds. Reid clearly states the premise on which he based 

his textbook in the following passage: 
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The writing for this course (and the structure of 

this textbook) starts with the premise that 

effective communication begins with learning, and 

learning results--at least in part--from your 

written efforts to make connections and see 

relationships between your own observations and 

experience, and the written or collected knowledge 

of others. There are three important sources for 

learning, writing, and communication: 

Observing and describing the world around you 

Remembering and drawing on your own 

experiences 

Investigating knowledge in books and other 

people. (20) 

This passage reiterates what Reid says about invention in 

his Preface. But it also suggests that what writing is 

about is communicating what writers learn about their own 

first-hand experiences and observations (whether immediate 

or remembered) by noting the relations between it and lithe 

collected knowledge of others." Knowledge has been 

collected--and we come to know our own lives when we see it 

in relation to the established principles--is the 

implication. Certainly we cannot overlook the collected 

understandings of the nature of things (the process of 
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becoming educated is a process of becoming familiar with 

these understandings), so Reid is not suggesting a radical 

concept of learning and knowledge. In fact, it is conserva

tive. I will draw a fine distinction and argue that Reid 

does not suggest what the other part (or parts) of learning 

entail(s) or that he does not suggest that we might add new 

facets to the collected knowledge or come to know the nature 

of things in various ways as social epistemic theories of 

rhetoric like Burke's suggest. Knowledge seems monolithic 

in Reid's text, something our lives fit into rather than 

contribute to making. 

This premise concerning learning seems to undercut the 

potential of the textbook to draw effectively on expres

sionistic and epistemic rhetorics. Knowledge is not a 

personal construct or an intersubjective one. If, however, 

knowledge is not inherently value-laden, then The Prentice 

Hall Guide may draw meaningfully from classical rhetorical 

epistemology because of its traditional acceptance of the 

knowledge developed through scientific inquiry and logic and 

because of the limited range of uncertainty it posits in the 

realm of human behavior and social policy-making. This, 

however, is not suggested in the premise stated above. 

So The Prentice Hall Guide for College Writers could be 

classified as a tenuously transactional rhetoric in its 

epistemology, drawing on the cognitive and classical 

schools, though it also suggests an objective epistemology 

and retains some features of current-traditional rhetoric. 
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Richard C. Gebhardt and Dawn Rodrigues's writing: Processes 

and Intentions 

The publishers of Writing: Processes and Intentions by 

Richard C. Gebhardt and Dawn Rodrigues, D. C. Heath and 

Company, "feel it represents the state of the art in its 

coverage of three important trends in composition: the 

writing process, collaborative writing, and writing with 

computers" (Paul Smith). A state of the art textbook, 

particularly one that focuses significantly on collaborative 

writing, would be well rooted in the recent scholarship and 

would acknowledge its debts as well. And the short list of 

scholarly acknowledgements reads very well for Writing: 

Bruffee, Elbow, Emig, Flower and Hayes, Moffett, Mandel, 

Murray, Perl, and Sommers (viii); but Gebhardt and Rodrigues 

also acknowledge their students, colleagues, and reviewers 

as collaborators in the process of writing their textbook as 

well, indicating the philosophy of composing they develop in 

Writing. 

Of the three trends it covers, Writing develops its 

treatment of the recursivity of composing most emphatically. 

Using its suggestions for computer writing (Idea Files) and 

collaboration (Teamwork Writing) is optional. In fact, 

these suggestions are set apart from the rest of the text. 

In each chapter the idea files are set off by an extra space 

and formatted with a wider left margin (which is partially 

filled, then, with a quarter-inch green stripe) and the 
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teamwork writing "agendas" are set off at the end of the 

chapter by several spaces, typeset in smaller print, and 

enclosed in a box of the same green striping (though it 

fills the entire left margin). These activities are, 

however, well integrated with the substance of the given 

chapter and would seem to offer helpful direction to stu

dents who have access to computers and who want to take 

advantage of their peers' feedback (or who have teachers who 

require them to). This specific chapter-by-chapter direc

tion is also supplemented by an appendix that discusses, in 

general terms, how writers can use a computer or collabora

tion to their advantage. 

The text's "Introduction" briefly orients students to 

its philosophical and pedagogical approach to writing and 

introduces the terms processes and intentions, stipulating 

their meaning. This meaning is developed further in the 

first chapter, "Processes and Intentions," the processes 

being Move Hand, Observe, and Think (all occurring 

simultaneously); and the intentions, Generating, Drafting, 

and Revising. Each of the next three chapters further 

develops one of the three intentions: "Generating Ideas" 

(Chapter Two), "Drafting: Growth Through Change" (Chapter 

Three), and "Revising and Editing Finished Drafts" (Chapter 

Four). Writing would seem, then, to be developing a linear 

representation of the general composing process. 

I will discuss further in the section on process, 

however, how Gebhardt and Rodrigues's treatment of gener-
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ating, drafting, and revising as "intentions" combines with 

their understanding of the simultaneous enactment of the 

writing processes they have named to transform this seem

ingly linear representation of composition into a reasonably 

recursive model of the composing process. At this point it 

will be sufficient to note that the processes may remind a 

reader of the sensory, mechanical, and mental "basics" of 

writing Emig discusses in her essay "Eye, Hand, Brain: Some 

'Basics' in the writing Process" and that, by "intentions," 

Gebhardt and Rodrigues mean the function the writer has 

planned for the writing produced at given sitting to fulfill 

in the process of producing a paper. 

In the chapters remaining after their discussion of 

processes and intentions, Gebhardt and Rodrigues discuss the 

"settings" in which these facets of production are embedded. 

They discuss "The Writing Situation," made up of the writer, 

the subject, the audience, and the writing environment, in 

Chapter Five. The last three chapters in. writing serve as 

guides to help students work through three general types of 

writing assignments: "Writing Projects Based on Personal 

Experience" (Chapter Six), "Writing Projects Based on Read

ing" (Chapter Seven), and "Writing Projects Based on Reason

ing" (Chapter Eight). Having developed only a few tech

niques for generating, drafting, and revising in the first 

four chapters, Gebhardt and Rodrigues assume students will 

understand how to apply them to these assignments or that 

referring back to these techniques will be simple to do. 
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Specific elements of and expectations for each type of 

project are treated in each of these "project" chapters, 

then, not how these affect the given writer's "intentions" 

during composition. (The two appendices follow, completing 

the student text.) 

As a whole, the text works, as Gebhardt and Rodrigues 

write in their "Introduction," to develop a consciousness in 

students "about writing [its nature as a creative act] and 

about how [they] can work at writing effectively" (1). 

So the text's focus on the recursivity of composing and 

how using computers may facilitate composing through this 

process indicates that Writing is rooted in the research 

developed in the cognitivist rhetorical school, particularly 

insofar as the terms in which the writing processes are 

described echo Emig's ("Hand"). These terms transform the 

terms of the early linear description of the pr~cess 

developed in the expressionist school, although an echo 

remains here as well in Gebhardt and Rodrigues's treatment 

of intentions. The text's secondary or optional emphasis on 

collaborative writing seems founded in thinking developed in 

Berlin's epistemic school by such people as Bruffee. 

Clearly, then, Writing is an innovative text, drawing sig

nificantly on the three major rhetorical schools that 

developed as reactions to the inadequacies of C-T rhetoric. 

Invention 

As a response to C-T rhetoric, Writing reveals a clear 
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interest in the generative nature of writing. Gebhardt and 

Rodrigues's discussion of the simultaneous enactment of the 

writing processes embedded in composing and their discussion 

of how writers' shifting intentions influence the products 

of writing at different points in the composing process, 

both, indicate that they conceive of the general composing 

process as imbued with an inventional quality. Echoing 

Young, Becker, and Pike, Gebhardt and Rodrigues call compos

ing both a process of "discovery" (4) and "change" (16). 

And writing of the changes associated with revision, they 

note that "much of what [writers] do while drafting is 

revising: making changes in ideas, in word order, in word 

choice, in spelling and punctuation, and so forth" (5) and 

that, at times when revising is their intention: 

generating and focusing [the second mental product 

Gebhardt and Rodrigues associate with the 

generating intention] may continue to take 

place. • • • [Writers] may think • • • that [they] 

are only trying to locate surface errors. • 

But once [their] eye and mind begin to respond to 

[their] text[s], [they] may see things that alter 

the focus[es] [they] have on [their] subject[s] or 

that trigger the need to revise by adding new 

material. • • • But if making the best [they] can 

of the draft in front of [them] remains [their] 

primary motivation, then [their] intention is to 

revise. (29, emphasis in original) 
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So even the critical evaluation inherent in revision 

receives subtle representation as generative of new thought, 

as inventional. 

However, considering the number of inventional 

strategies that have been discussed in the discipline, 

Gebhardt and Rodrigues's treatment of generative writing 

could be considered disappointing, despite a somewhat in

novative systematic heuristic they introduce. 

Gebhardt and Rodrigues suggest three main methods for 

writers to employ when the intention is generating. "Just 

writing" and "Rapid Writing" are the first two, but in the 

way the authors describe them, they are difficult to 

distinguish. As they instruct the writer about how to "just 

write," they say, "Never let your fingers stop as you 

write •••• " and " ••• get your fingers busy forming 

words--any words" (42). This indicates that "just writing" 

is essentially like what we commonly call "freewriting." 

But when the student comes to their discussion of "rapid 

writing," the student finds that the authors use "free 

writing" as another name for "rapid writing" (44). If they 

differentiate the two, then, the student has to infer the 

difference. Perhaps they distinguish the two on the basis 

of pace and of whether or not the writer is focused on a 

particular topic, rapid writing being more rapid and 

focused. 

The third method Gebhardt and Rodrigues suggest is a 

systematic, transactional exploration of the given topic. 
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The dialectic develops in writers' writing 1) about what 

they knows about their topics, or 2) about what they feel 

about it, or 3) about the features of the assignment, or 4) 

about their intentions for when they next sit down to write; 

and their writing about each of these to four different 

fictionalized audiences: a friend, a teacher, their more 

analytical and skeptical clones, and themselves in diary 

entries (46-50). 

sixteen possible combinations of topic (focuses) and 

audience (approaches) are possible. And the transactions 

writers must manage concerning their knowledge, feelings, 

assignment, and plans for the given audiences would seem to 

have good potential for helping writers arrive at a fuller 

understanding of their topics and of the rhetorical 

strategies they may want to employ in discussing their 

topics. The different audiences seem to require different 

tones, degrees of abstraction, and of detail in explanation. 

The innovation is in the idea of writers using audiences (or 

a fictionalized ones like Ong has suggested) to help them 

"understand [their] topics and • • • to do whatever focusing 

[they] need to do"--which Gebhardt and Rodrigues say is the 

function of generating as an intention (28). 

Almost as an afterthought, Gebhardt and Rodrigues sug

gest also the journalist's questions--who, what, when, 

where, and why--and listing and classifying. They also 

discuss, as the last act of generating, that the writer also 

develop tentative thesis as a starting point for the draft-
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ing she will probably turn to next as an intention, although 

as noted, generating is an element of drafting and revising. 

Process 

I have noted already that Gebhardt and Rodrigues's 

purpose is to represent and have students enact and become 

aware of the recursive nature of composing. For the most 

part, their text represents this recursivity well. 

They undermine this representation only once and only 

slightly, in their initial discussion of the intentions 

(Chapter One), making the difference between a linear model 

of composing and a recursive one seem more semantic than 

practical. Despite the fact that they do not consider 

generating a stage in a linear composing model, they say, 

"It is a time for [writers] to write for [themselves] in 

order to understand [their] topic[s] and for [them] to do 

whatever focusing [they] need to do" (28, my emphasis). They 

also say that the writing strategies they suggest for 

writers who are generating are most commonly used when the 

deadline for the piece of writing is "fairly remote," that 

those for drafting are more appropriate when a deadline is 

"closer," and those for revising when the deadline is "clos

ing in" (31). 

Throughout the rest of Chapter One and the rest of their 

text, Gebhardt and Rodrigues discuss at length how the 

physical and mental operations of the hand, eye, and brain 

function as writing processes embedded in each of the 
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intentions--generating, drafting, and revising--and how the 

focus of each of the intentions--discovering, shaping, and 

changing--infuses the other intentions even though it is 

deemphasized as an intention. Also they are careful, almost 

to a fault, in the chapters dedicated to the strategies for 

fulfilling each intention, to remind their readers that 

these intentions are not, as is often thought, stages in a 

linear composing process. This certainly reflects the state 

of the art, the current thinking in composition studies, 

about the interconnectedness and unorderedness of the mental 

and physical activities involved in composing a piece of 

writing. (Of course, the extent to which students enact and 

become aware of the recursivity of composing depends on each 

student.) 

The time element that enters into the picture Gebhardt 

and Rodrigues draw of composing, then, begins to look more 

like the temporal model of composing in which the recursive 

model is embedded (Emig, Composing). The text rejects the 

linear stage model and moves beyond the iterative model John 

Warnock has described. But the text also develops, at least 

as an optional element, material which could introduce 

students to the discursive composing model in which the 

temporal model is embedded. 

Gebhardt and Rodrigues, in Writing, use teamwork (col

laborative) writing in much the same way it is used in other 

textbooks: as a forum for giving and receiving feedback. 

But in contrast to how many textbooks call for such feedback 



243 

only in response to completed drafts of papers, writing 

calls for it as a supplement also to generating activities. 

In effect, then, this feedback becomes feed forward and 

reflects the "unending conversation" in the Burkean parlor 

that, LeFevre notes (xiii), orients each of us to what we 

want to say and to contribute to the dialogue. This feed

forward makes generating (invention) a social or collabora

tive act, which LeFevre contends is its nature, the dialec

tic of composing. students in teamwork groups, in effect, 

contribute to each others' understandings of their subjects 

and rhetorical situations. One activity exemplifies this 

potential particularly well: 

[W]rite down thesis statements and share them with 

group members. After one person reads a main-idea 

sentence, the others can tell that person what 

they'd expect to hear about in a draft on the 

topic. Having heard others' expectations can help 

a writer remember to remain "on topic" as he or 

she drafts. (59) 

Such team thinking, as I've been saying, does more than keep 

a writer on topic (tell the writer what, out of all he or 

she knows, readers will want to see in the paper), it can 

contribute to the breadth and depth of the writer's 

knowledge and to the writer's sense of what needs to be 

emphasized in the composition being produced given the 

rhetorical situation, of which the writer also gains more 

understanding. Other activities include simply vocalizing 
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ideas and composing plans for the group, asking for help 

with particular drafting problems, and having groups give 

more traditional feedback to drafts and elements of drafts 

as preparation for revising. 

The treatment Gebhardt and Rodrigues give to composing 

as a process does seem to reflect the state of the art in 

composition studies. They treat the recursivity of compos

ing particularly well, translating the stages of the linear 

model into composing intentions that recursively influence 

each other. But this treatment also subtly represents also 

the temporal model of composing in which the recursive is 

embedded. And the material on collaboration reflects the 

social dialectic in which any composing is also embedded 

(although its treatment as optional perhaps dilutes its 

actual significance). still, these three models converge to 

create a rich vision of composing. 

Epistemology 

Gebhardt and Rodrigues's emphasis of the recursive model 

of composing indicates that the roots of their text are in 

the work of the cognitivist rhetorical school. And although 

they don't focus on the problem of language as a medium, and 

they treat collaboration as an option (at least 

pedagogically), their interest in teamwork writing draws 

from developments Berlin associates with the epistemic 

school (Rhetoric and Reality). Writing clearly seems trans

actional in its rhetorical epistemology then. 
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Perhaps the only reservations that a person could raise 

about this would concern Gebhardt and Rodrigues's emphasis 

of rapid writing and freewriting (which originated in the 

expressionist school) for generating. Certainly the 

focuses-approaches grid (46-50) is based on the dialectic 

between the writer and possible audiences. However, because 

the method for writing when using the grid and the method 

advocated throughout the text for writing generatively is 

freewriting, the appearance, supported by Gebhardt and 

Rodrigues's discussion of generating as "discovery" (un

covering) rather than invention (making, creating), seems to 

be that such activity merely provides writers with a vehicle 

for happening upon whatever they already think, that working 

with language does not lead writers to new thinking. This 

attitude is also suggested, as noted above, in their treat

ment of collaboration in their chapter on generating where 

teammates' sharing of their expectations for a thesis are 

used only to keep the writer from digressing. Throughout 

Writing, collaborators' most significant contributions take 

the form of being a support group (being an audience for 

writers to verbalize their emerging ideas and their tenta

tive plans) and of offering tangible observations and sug

gestions to guide revision. Instead of participating in the 

development of concepts, collaborators serve the more tradi

tional role of merely helping writers say what they want to 

say clearly. So the treatments of both generative writing 

and collaboration don't take full advantage of their trans-
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actional potentials and, perhaps, lean slightly toward the 

treatment they are given in the expressionist school of 

rhetoric, by Elbow (Writing), for instance. 

Of course, the greater emphasis of the text on the 

transactions between the writing processes of the hand, 

eyes, and brain and the writer's intentions more than coun

terbalance these faint echoes of expressionist rhetoric. The 

influence of the intentions on each other and of a projected 

external audience on each as well indicates a transactional 

orientation for the text as well. Although the projected 

readers for a piece seem to influence only the intentions of 

drafting and revising as Gebhardt and Rodrigues initially 

describe them (27-31), projected readers (friend, teacher, 

skeptical clone, and self) are also integral parts of the 

one systematic heuristic developed in Writing. The progres

sion from more writer-based composing operations to more 

reader-based operations stressed in the text reflects, as do 

the other recursive processes discussed, the theory 

developed from the research conducted in the cognitivist 

school (Flower, "Writer-Based"). 

And even if teamwork writing groups don't seem exploited 

fully in reflecting how concepts and purposes are generated 

in social interactions, the major implication developed in 

Writing is that concepts do not develop fully outside a 

rhetorical situation, do not develop fully except in rela

tion to an audience the composer anticipates receiving 

them. Concepts are represented as developing fully not in 
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an atomistic, isolated individual, but in the anticipated 

and actual communicative transaction. To this extent, then, 

the text develops from the nature of rhetoric as epistemic. 

Traces of expressionist rhetoric apparent in Gebhardt 

and Rodrigues's treatment of generative writing find a home 

in a new context, one that cannot be accurately classified 

as a subjective epistemology. The epistemology undergirding 

Writing: Processes and Intentions is consistently 

transactional. Gebhardt and Rodrigues embed the mental and 

physical writing processes they focus on in intentions and 

optional collaborative activities that meaningfully reveal 

composing as a social act. 
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Ann E. Berthoff's Forming/Thinking/Writing, Second Edition 

(with James Stephens) 

Forming/Thinking/Writing by Ann E. Berthoff was first 

published in 1978. Its second edition, issued in 1988, 

includes elements of Ira practical, day-by-day guide" 

developed by Stephens and his associates at Marquette 

University to balance and further explain Berthoff's 

"philosophical and personal" (stephens, Forming "Foreward") 

discussion of writing. It also includes passages from one 

Marquette University student's notes and the final draft of 

an essay as well as samples from other students' work that 

act as models of what new users of the text might produce in 

response to the different writing activities in which Ber

thoff invites students to engage. 

Still, this "day-by-day" guidance doesn't, and isn't 

meant to, offset the philosophical premise on which Forming 

is based: " ••. that learning to think systematically, 

learning a method of composing, is a matter of developing 

certain habits over a period of time" (Berthoff, Forming 

"Introduction"). The text could still make a student facing 

an imminent deadline "break out in a cold sweat" (the 

response of one Harvard freshman Berthoff cites 
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["Introduction"]). This is not to say that Forming is not 

practical, rather that the range of practice it is designed 

to influence is explicitly broader than that which we com

monly associate with writing texts. While most innovative 

or nontraditional texts have included heuristic activities 

and, perhaps, brief discussions of invention and discovery 

(generative writing) as the foundation of the processes of 

composing, Berthoff's approach in Forming is even more 

fundamental. She says, referring to the first edition, "I 

believed--and I still do--that students like to think if 

they think they can, and it was my chief aim to offer them 

assistance in discovering that they could" 

("Introduction"). Forming, then, is not a guidebook for 

churning out papers. 

It is dedicated largely to reorienting students toward 

the relation between language and thought and to offering 

them methods for experiencing this relation in the forming 

of concepts and gathering of material in writing from which 

essays might be composed. It is dedicated to developing new 

habits of mind--for most people who have been using language 

with some fluency for thirteen or more years (college 

freshmen), but who have never thought of "language ••• 

[as] the great heuristic" (Forming "Introduction"), a 

project that will take some time. As a whole, Forming is 

developed to persuade students to attempt this and to offer 

them some methods for doing it. 

Chapter One, "Looking and Looking Again," explains 
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Berthoff's understanding of the interrelatedness of percep

tion, thought, and language, which echoes the thinking of 

theorists like Whorf, Burke ("Terministic Screens"), and 

Vygotsky. The discussion is philosophical and involved. But 

through activities ("assisted invitations") in drawing and 

in observing in writing, she asks students to experience her 

abstractions concerning the elemental ability of the mind to 

perceive forms and she asks students to experience and 

understand these perceptual abilities as the foundation of 

thinking and writing. Thinking, then, becomes a kind of 

looking again at perception. 

Building on this base in Chapter Two, "Construing and 

Constructing," Berthoff introduces the dialectical notebook 

or double-entry journal, which I will discuss in more detail 

in the section on invention). Such a journal develops on 

paper the inevitable inner dialectic between perceiving (the 

sensing of forms) and thinking (the relating of forms), 

adding writing as a third voice. The journal encourages 

writers to observe their observations (laid out on the page, 

as anything is once written), and it encourages them to 

interpret their interpretations, revealing how reading 

(construing) and writing (constructing) are natural exten

sions of perceiving, as acts of forming. 

Chapter Three, "Naming/Opposing/Defining: Composing as a 

Double Helix," focuses on writing, starting with Berthoff's 

conception of the nature of composing as an activi'ty that 

engages people in forming, thinking, and writing 
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simultaneously. As Berthoff notes, "The slashes [in the 

book's title] are meant to suggest not that they [forming, 

thinking, and writing] are all the same but that they are 

all correlative and that as we are writing, we are simul

taneously forming and thinking" ("Introduction"). 

Allatonceness, a radically different concept concerning 

composing than recursivity or any other (as I have noted in 

Chapter Two), is the fundamental characteristic of 

composing. Berthoff describes several writing activities 

that can be used to enact and record the products of this 

dialectic. 

The fourth, fifth, and sixth chapters--"Forming 

Concepts," "Articulating Relationships," and 

"Gathering/sorting/Gathering," respectively--reiterate the 

themes and emphases of the first three chapters, adding more 

detail and indicating subtly how they can be use to control 

the process of composing a particular piece of writing. 

chapter Seven, "Academic Writing," discusses various 

features of academic writing and answers some common ques

tions or explains certain complaints students have about 

writing in school. But never in this chapter (or in any of 

the others) does Berthoff discuss a formula for getting an 

assignment done. Apparently, she doesn't believe that any 

exists. Students (all writers) must compose their own 

responses to the dialectic between perception, thinking, 

language, and the rhetorical situation and their intended 

audience. 
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Such a dialectical sensibility, such a sense of the 

allatonceness of composing clearly indicates why Berlin 

lists Berthoff's name prominently among those of scholars 

who have developed epistemic rhetorical theory in composi

tion studies (Rhetoric 177). Language is, for Berthoff (as 

it was for Richards [Speculative Instruments] and Vygotsky), 

the formative instrument of the transactions between percep

tion and the conscious mind in the development of personal 

knowledge and of the transactions between the writer and 

audience in the development of social knowledge 

("Introduction"). This sense of the centrality of language 

in the dialectical formation of personal and social 

knowledge clearly marks Forming/Thinking/Writing as a text 

based in the epistemic school of rhetoric. 

Invention 

If composing happens all at once (as Berthoff contends), 

if all its elements are present in every act of writing, 

then discussing invention separately from arrangement and 

style or discussing composing in terms of prewriting, writ

ing (drafting), and rewriting (revision and editing) fal

sifies, though as John Warnock implies, it might still be 

convenient pedagogically (13). 

Berthoff, however, does not present a convenient peda

gogy for churning out papers; her understanding of how 

writing is embedded in the human condition does not permit 

her to. She says, "Composing, putting things together, is a 
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continuum, a process that continues without any sharp 

breaks. Making sense of the world is composingll (Forming 

3). Thinking--"the seeing of relations" ("Introduction") 

between the form of one perception and the forms of others, 

between the forms of language and those of perceptions, and 

between the forms of different words in a language--is 

itself an act of revision. And every verbal action--mental, 

oral, or scribal--invents for the conscious mind something 

approximating the underlying neural activity inherent in 

seeing relations (50-52). As Berthoff says, "Language and 

thought are not the same, but they depend on one another. 

You don't think something up and then 'put it into words'; 

as you're thinking, you're languaging" (4, Berthoff's 

emphasis). " •.• [W]riting," she says later, "is a matter 

of learning how to use the forms of language to discover the 

forms of thought, and vice versa" (21). Writing, which 

forming and thinking underlie, is simultaneously an act of 

revision and invention and inherently dialectical, percep

tions and language being fitted to each other and to the 

perceived rhetorical situation (24) by the mind. only the 

most mechanical editorial acts of correcting fall beyond 

this pale for Berthoff (229). 

So in this way, as Berthoff says, "Language is the great 

heuristic" (Forming, "Introduction"). All language use is 

inventive insofar as it constitutes the form in which our 

knowledge develops when we conceive our perceptions in 

words; Berthoff says, "Language is not a veil between us and 
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reality but our means of knowing reality" (272), as Whorf, 

Sapir, and others have argued. The language we use tells us 

what we know, and for the most part, Berthoff seems willing 

to trust language to do this on its own. But for her, 

composing involves also coming to terms with whether and how 

we know our knowledge, and as a forum for determining this, 

she suggests the dialectical notebook. She says: 

Looking and looking again, thinking about [our] 

thinking, observing [our] observations is so 

fundamental a capacity of mind that any technique 

which helps us develop this power is immediately 

adaptable to many different purposes. 

("Introduction") 

The dialectical notebook is the technique she suggests. Each 

page in the notebook should be divided vertically about one

third to two-thirds left and right. On the left, writers 

record their observations; on the right, they write inter

pretive commentary and questions (26-27). The attempt is to 

represent, in written form, the dialectic between the form

ing of perception and that of thinking ("Observing, think

ing, writing: these are all forming activities" [Berthoff 

21]) • 

So the writing that is done in a dialectical notebook 

can be very open-ended or unsystematic in developing 

knowledge (though there is a bit of method to the notebook 

and Berthoff has no essential objection to systematic 

heuristics [Forming 197]). Berthoff contends that fruitful 
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composing begins in chaos, a chaos that writers should 

tolerate, even nurture, when they are writing and, in the 

end, cUltivate (77-78). Her intention in encouraging chaos 

seems to be to encourage students to keep conclusions at 

bay, at least at arm's length, to use the dialectic of 

writing as a means of inquiry, of coming to know their 

knowledge. To the end of nurturing and cultivating chaos, 

Berthoff suggests various activities that students can use 

in their notebooks. All are familiar, but Berthoff trans

forms them as dialectical activities. 

Berthoff groups these activities under the headings 

listed in the title of Chapter Three in Forming, 

"Naming/Opposing/Defining: The composing Process as.a Double 

Helix." As is the case in the book's title, the slashes 

between naming, opposing, and defining in the chapter title 

are meant to represent the interrelation of these acts. To 

label a~y of the things of perception is to oppose (relate) 

it to others things that have been previously defined. For 

instance, a peach would be so labelled because it can be 

related (compared) to other fruits of orangish-red color and 

fuzzy texture, indicating that the working definition of a 

peach is a fruit (genus) of orangish-red color and fuzzy 

texture (differentia) (Forming 62). (As my example and 

description indicate, Berthoff uses the term opposing to 

refer to any relation.) She treats the three general acts 

in dialectical pairs, first discussing listing and class

ifying as a special type of naming and opposing, then dis-
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cussing naming and opposing together, and finally opposing 

and defining. 

Berthoff discusses listing, the most elemental type of 

naming, as the simplest way of generating chaos on the left 

side of the pages in a dialectical notebook (Forming 62). 

Insofar as any name that appears on the list, however, names 

a type of object (not just the particular object), it also 

represents a classification, an opposition. And in the more 

common sense, classification becomes an act of renaming. 

Together, peaches, nectarines, grapes, plums, and oranges, 

are named fruit. Naming generates the elemental chaos from 

which something can be formed, made, invented, and this 

something is formed elementally in the act of naming in that 

the name identifies the particular object as a member of a 

class (77). The other groupings and distinctions-

oppositions--Berthoff says are of three types: spatial, 

temporal, and causal (79). These are Berthoff's primary 

topoii all relations are subspecies of these. 

The systematic method of naming and opposing Berthoff 

suggests, she calls HDWDWW? (How does who do what and why?). 

The method asks students to identify an agent, action, 

manner and purpose and to relate them with regard to 

causality (Forming 88). Berthoff notes that where and when 

could be added to the question, completing the journalist's 

list of questions, but that this would give the acronym too 

many W's (88). In that Berthoff's question incorporates the 

journalist's, it could seem to ask simply for objective 



257 

analysis of a situation. That would not be out of keeping 

with an epistemic rhetoric, intersubjective discourse being 

the source of knowledge of the observed world. But by 

juxtaposing the elemental questions of the journalist to 

each other, Berthoff creates a method that reflects some of 

the interrelations of these same elemental questions similar 

to the ratios of Burke's dramatistic pentad (Grammar). The 

agent is in a dialectical relationship with the potential of 

his or her surroundings in performing an action for a 

specific purpose. By looking at actions in such a way, we 

consider the possible meanings that people can see in their 

environments. 

Defining, finally, which incorporates opposing (which 

incorporates naming), aids writers in seeing how names which 

group the objects of perception together also distinguish 

these objects. Identification implies alienation. All 

groups are exclusive. Defining, by definition, is dialec

tic, an interaction of the genus and differentia. Peaches 

are fuzzy, orangish-red fruit, which means that smooth but 

dimpled, orange fruit (oranges) cannot, by definition, be 

peaches, even though the genus, fruit, is the same. Only by 

inventing a more inclusive class (fruit), which people did 

long ago, can peaches and oranges be conceived of as "the 

same." 

By focusing on these three linguistic operations-

naming, opposing, and defining (which Berthoff explains are 

inplicit in all language use)--we can invent and articulate 
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the identifications in which any epistemic rhetoric, but 

most notably Burke's (Rhetoric), is entrenched. 

Process 

The first sentence in Berthoff's text draws readers' 

attention to composing as a process. She writes: 

This book teaches a method of composing that 

focuses on the ways in which writing is related to 

everything you do when you make sense of the 

world. A method of composing isn't a set of 

rules, but it does provide guidelines and proce

dures. • • • A method of composing is a critical 

method, a way of getting started and keeping 

going. (Forming 1) 

It is a type of process, as we have noted above, that begins 

and ends in our sensing of the world in the dialectic of 

perception and language. Every act of writing is both an 

act of revision and of invention as the forms of thinking 

find the forms of language, from setting the first tentative 

word on paper to the last deletion of a phrase in a given 

composing process. So Berthoff is not interested in seg

menting the process even for the sake of pedagogical con

venience. 

The "allatonceness" that Berthoff says is characteristic 

of composing, she likens to the DNA molecule, in humans a 

molecule so convoluted that, though unraveled it would be 

about four feet long, it can fit inside the nucleus of a 
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single human cell (Novitski 22). Its basic structure is 

that of a double helix (having the look of a spiraled 

ladder), which Berthoff refers to in the subtitle of Chapter 

Three in Forming, "Naming/Opposing/Defining: The Composing 

Process as a Double Helix." Because of its role as the 

carrier of genetic information, DNA serves as a useful 

metaphor for the generation of a piece of writing. Berthoff 

even represents this metaphor graphically (60), naming, 

opposing, and defining winding up the twisted ladder's side 

pieces and other specific features of composing--from those 

acts based in perception to those commonly associated with 

revision--acting as rungs. The languaging inherent in 

naming, opposing, and defining continue their intricate work 

of generating the given text. 

In Chapters Four, Five, and Six, Berthoff discusses ways 

in which writers can use naming, opposing, and defining 

somewhat expansively to form concepts and to control the 

conventional features of prose (sentences and paragraphs). 

She discusses how generalizations, interpretations, and 

differentiations are developed from particulars (details, 

examples, facts, and images) and how this compares to the 

process of classification and definition (the opposing of 

names) (Chapter Four). She discusses how 

comparative/metaphoric, causal, and argumentative thinking 

and writing employ special types of oppositions between 

particulars and the generalizations, interpretations, and 

differentiations they develop (Chapter Five). And she 
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discusses how sentences and paragraphs re-present the forms 

of thoughts in the forms of language and the oppositions 

between these thoughts, indicating their general classes and 

particular subclasses and the differences perceived between 

the classes, and how a writer can go about re-perceiving, 

re-seeing (revising) these re-presentations (Chapter Six). 

Berthoff provides one brief guide for reviewing and 

revising paragraphs (Forming 239-40). And perhaps, a reader 

could categorize other of Berthoff's advice and principles 

under traditional process headings (as I have in the section 

on invention above). But as the quotation at the top of 

this discussion of process indicates, Berthoff is not inter

ested in segmenting composing so a writer can control its 

recursivity. Allatonceness is not recursive. Berthoff gives 

writers a way of getting started and of inventing, making 

meaning, from chaos and trusts the writer to recognize when 

the meaning has been made, when the form of the language has 

developed a mature articulation and found the form of the 

thought. But insofar as the generative power of language is 

derived from its development and dissemination in societies, 

the internal and scribal dialectical process of the isolated 

writer that Berthoff focuses on is embedded in the discur

sive process that LeFevre has discussed and which I will 

discuss further in the following section. 

Epistemology 

clearly, all we need to do to classify 
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Forming/Thinking/writing in Berlin's epistemological scheme 

(Rhetoric) is replace the term dialectic, a term Berthoff 

uses frequently in the text, with transaction. Forming's 

underlying epistemology is transactional. Berlin, himself 

(as I have already noted), has classified Berthoff's 

rhetorical theory as transactional in epistemology and as 

contributing to the development of the epistemic school of 

rhetoric in composition studies (177). 

What marks Forming as an epistemic rhetoric in Berlin's 

grouping of rhetorical schools is its emphasis on language 

as the mediator of transactions. The dialectic relation 

Berthoff treats most thoroughly in Forming is that between 

the forms of thought and the forms of language; it is the 

foundation upon which the text is laid and the superstruc

ture that supports every detail. 

This dialectical transaction is not simply between the 

perceptual structures in the mind of the receiver and the 

structures of the external world, the structures of lan

guage, and the structures of other people's minds as in the 

cognitivist school (Berlin, Rhetoric 159). Berthoff's idea 

of the forms of thought finding forms of language, which I 

have discussed in above, certainly seems similar to the idea 

of the interpenetration of perceptual structures and struc

tures of language that Sapir has discussed. But Berthoff 

distinguishes perception from thought subtly--conceiving of 

thought as the recognition of oppositions in the perceptual 

field--and binds language transactionally rather to thought 
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activity of the thought is lifted into consciousness. 
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In the end, this may be epistemological hair-splitting, 

but it frees Berthoff and Forming from possible bondage to 

the positivistic thinking that binds the cognitivist school 

of rhetoric as Berlin says it originally developed (Rhetoric 

and Reality) to the idea that any individual can know, 

through sensory perception, the objective truth of the 

external world (Berlin 16), if such a truth exists. Language 

becomes, then, an instrument in the making of meaning or 

knowledge rather than merely a vehicle for conveying truth 

that is known apart from it, as Richards has argued 

(Speculative Instruments). This concept, enacted in the 

dialectical notebook and the other methods for composing 

Berthoff presents, reveals rhetoric as a mode of inquiry 

rather than an art of persuasion. 

This more complex sense of how language functions in the 

development of knowledge is central to Berthoff's text, 

written as it is to reorient individual student readers' 

understandings of how they use language. But it is not the 

only characteristic of epistemic rhetoric treated in 

Forming. This distinction becomes the basis for brief 

glimpses into rhetoric as a social epistemic. The treatment 

of language as a mediator in Forming also expands the range 

of probable truth to include logic and science (the supposed 

provinces of facts and objective explanation) (127) and, 

thereby, expands the range of rhetorical activity well 
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beyond the bounds traditionally acknowledged by classical 

rhetoric (Berlin, Rhetoric and Reality 15) to the edges of 

discourse. 

Although Berthoff says that the final form that a 

writer's thinking takes in a given piece should be based on 

an "accurate assessment" of the audience (95), she diverges 

from the classical notion that the social transaction of 

rhetorical discourse is fulfilled in the audience'S choosing 

to agree with the interlocutor. Rhetorical inquiry extends 

beyond isolated writers; Berthoff asserts " ••• that the 

social construction of knowledge is a necessary dialectic 

with personal knowledge" ("Introduction"). LeFevre has 

discussed (building largely on the work of Cassirer, 

Durkheim, and Mead) how isolated writers, in fact, tap the 

well of socially constructed knowledge, contributing to it 

further, when they enter into dialogue with others who have 

spoken or published on the subject at hand and when they 

oppose their intended audience's supposed expectations and 

values with their own first-hand knowledge of their subject 

as they develop their own thinking. Berthoff writes: 

Attitudes, opinions, prejudices are formed and 

controlled not just by our personal lives--by our 

sensory and physiognomic knowing, our own private 

experience--but by the time and place we live in, 

by our culture. (138) 

In this statement, Berthoff implies that each of us is a 

social construct, and as Berlin argues, the tool by which we 
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are so constructed is language: "Language... is a 

social--not private--phenomenon, and as such embodies a 

multitude of historically specified conceptions that shape 

experience ••• " (Rhetoric and Reality 166). Our lanquag

ina of the events in our lives is influenced by our times 

and circumstances and can, in turn, influence the others we 

share them with (Berthoff 131). In this way, Forming 

develops not only a linguistic epistemic, but a social 

epistemic that reflects the most extreme of Leff's four 

senses in which rhetoric can be considered epistemic, the 

sense that Berlin prefers (165). 
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Janice M. Lauer, Gene Montegue, Andrea Lunsford, and Janet 

Emig's Four Worlds of Writing, Second Edition 

The four worlds to which Janice M. Lauer, Gene Montegue, 

Andrea Lunsford, and Janet Emig refer in the title, Four 

Worlds of Writing, are the private world, the public world, 

the college world, and the world of work. These are four 

arenas in which people commonly write, general discourse 

communities in which we participate. And these are the 

worlds its authors have designed Four Worlds to give stu

dents experience writing for and contributing to, enhancing 

their understandings of the conventions by which these 

worlds operate so they may contribute effectively. Four 

Worlds develops this experience by focusing students' atten

tion on the communicative aims writing often takes in each 

of these worlds, aims Kinneavy correlates with the four 

elements of the communication triangle in A Theory of 

Discourse: expressive (the writer), expository (the 

subject), and persuasive (the reader). (The fourth aim, 

poetic [language], the authors leave to courses in "crea

tive" writing dedicated exclusively to its forms [21].) To 

enhance students' experiences with these aims, Four Worlds 

is arranged also to accommodate students developmentally in 

keeping with modern research and theory like Britton et 

al.'s and Moffett's, beginning with expressive writing tasks 

then shifting to transactional tasks (exposition and persua

sion) for increasingly less familiar audiences. 
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The core of Four Worlds consists of the eight assignment 

chapters (Part One), which Lauer and Montegue co-authored. 

In each of these chapters, students are guided through a 

series of recursive writing activities somewhat reminiscent 

of the steps in writing-problem solving Flower and Hayes 

have discussed in several journal articles (and that I will 

discuss in more detail in the sections on invention and 

process below). Also in each of these chapters, each aim of 

communication is linked to one of the four worlds, and 

students are directed to write with this aim and in this 

world either with regard to a general type of subject or 

type of writing. Chapters One and Two direct students to 

write with an expressive aim in the private world; the first 

chapter focuses on places, and the second, on people. The 

persuasive aim and the public world are linked in Chapters 

Three and Four, and students are directed to investigate an 

issue in Chapter Three and an influence of the media in 

Chapter Four. 

In Chapters Five, six, Seven, and Eight, types of papers 

become the center of attention as students turn to writing 

in the college world and the world of work. In the first 

three of these chapters, students begin writing in com

munities of academic specialists dedicated to scholarly 

disciplines; insofar as these disciplines are dedicated to 

developing knowledge of subjects, the aim of writing in the 

disciplines is expository, according to Kinneavy's scheme. 

Specialized conventions for presenting evidence attract the 
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attention perhaps for this reason, perhaps also because the 

subjects of the public and private world still obtain. 

These chapters, however, do not discuss the various special= 

ized formats of professional papers written in the dis

ciplines; instead, they focus on the types of papers stu

dents usually write in college, particularly the freshman 

writing courses Four Worlds would be used in--research 

papers (Chapter Five), essay examinations (Chapter six), and 

critical papers (Chapter Seven). Chapter Eight moves into 

the world of work, then, and the conventions for writing 

evaluative reports in which the options for an institutional 

decision are compared and a proposal is developed; the aim 

of such writing is dual, both expository and persuasive. 

Emig's "Introduction" (which I will discuss in more 

detail in the section on epistemology) precedes the assign

ment chapters. She discusses the text's theoretical and 

pedagogical premises and surveys the characteristics of the 

four worlds for students. Part Two of the text, by 

Lunsford, includes a chapter on editing (Nine)--in which the 

material is grouped according to grammatical, punctuation, 

spelling, and mechanical conventions--and one on sentence

combining (Ten). An appendix presenting formal and informal 

inventional activities not developed in the assignment 

chapters and a glossary of rhetorical, stylistic, and gram

matical terms complete the text's sUbstantive material. 

In its developmental arrangement of the assignment 

chapters and in the combination of discourse aims and com-
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munities we see in them, Four Worlds presents its readers 

with a well-crafted pedagogy rooted in both the cognitive 

and epistemic schools of rhetoric. In Four Worlds we can 

see the type of text Berlin has noted emerging theoretically 

since 1975: a text which blends the rhetoric of cognitive 

psychology and an epistemic rhetoric, effectively illustrat

ing how features of the former can be developed in the 

epistemic range (Rhetoric and Reality 186-87). 

Invention 

Insofar as Four Worlds's primary premise is "that writ

ing is a unique way of learning" (xvi), the text argues that 

the entire process of composing is inventive of new 

knowledge. Emig (as others have), developing the thinking 

of theorists such as Vygotsky, Luria, and Brunner, has long 

promoted this premise, that writing as a mode of learning is 

"not merely valuable, not merely special, but unique" 

("Writing" 123). Her "Introduction" restates many of the 

ideas Emig developed in "Writing as a Mode of Learning." 

Concerning how a concept of writing as a unique way of 

learning translates into seeing the entire process of com

posing as inventive, however, Emig's most direct statement 

appears in only in the earlier article: 

The medium • • • of written verbal language re

quires -the establishment of systematic connections 

and relationships. Clear writing by definition is 

that writing which signals without ambiguity the 
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nature of conceptual relationships, whether they 

be coordinate, subordinate, superordinate, causal, 

or something other. ("Writing" 127) 

Such "deliberate structuring of the web of meaning," as 

Vygotsky (100) terms the idea, is the product of the entire 

process of composing; this weaning is not fully invented 

until the product has been evaluated and approved by the 

writer. 

Above, I noted a similarity between the steps in compos

ing that Flower and Hayes have discussed with reference to 

problem-solving and the process model developed in Four 

Worlds. And of those steps in the problem-solving model 

that can be classified, in the common sense of the word, as 

inventional, those that precede drafting, Lauer and Montegue 

locate the origin of inventional activity in a state of 

dissonance, "a sense of discomfort or • • • feelings of 

exhilaration that arise when your expectations are either 

not met or are exceeded ••• " (24) that writers have about 

their subjects. From this dissonance between expectation 

and actual experience, writers compose their guiding ques

tions to which their composing will help them formulate 

answers. The entire process of composing becomes an inquiry 

for the writer and a search for new personal conviction in 

the spirit of Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance, a 

view of composing Lauer has also advocated directly 

("Writing"). 

Coupled with the question to guide the composing is the 
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projection of potential situations in which the composition 

makes sense as an act of communication, whatever its aim. 

writers project an audience and an appropriate genre for 

their writing. So in contrast to Flower and Hayes's 

problem-solving pattern in which composing begins with 

students exploring their perceived rhetorical problems, 

Lauer and Montegue direct students to envision their inquiry 

contributing to several rhetorical situations. However, as 

in Flower and Hayes's pattern, Lauer and Montegue do direct 

students to begin composing and inventional activity in a 

spirit similar to the classical spirit Gage has discussed, 

though not precisely in "a recognition of stasis" (4). 

Invention begins with a sense of the possibilities of the 

given case, not in the search for something to write about. 

This, again, represents how problem-solving approaches to 

writing reflect and build on the ancient rhetorical tradi

tion. 

Three major composing activities follow Composing the 

Guiding Question and Identifying Potential situations but 

precede Drafting in the process model developed in Four 

Worlds. The first of these, Exploration, is the activity 

during which heuristics are used; it is the activity com

monly associated with invention. The second, Focus and 

Situation, involves turning the guiding question into a 

statement of the subject's significance and the reevaluation 

of the the potential situations, identifying one as the 

situation the given writer will pursue as the context for 
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discussing the subject; the focus, in each chapter, is 

linked to the appropriate aim of communication. The third, 

Audience and Modes of organization, gives direction to 

students concerning the general roles they may assume with 

their audience, guides them in analyzing their intended 

audience, and discusses conventional patterns of organiza

tion for pieces written with the given aim. Thus, aspects 

of the writer, subject, audience, and form are all developed 

in inventional activity, are all in effect invented, giving 

a certain comprehensiveness to the treatment of invention in 

Four Worlds. 

The tagrnemic system is developed in the assignment 

chapters as the heuristic of choice. Young, Becker, and 

Pike first developed this system for looking at a subject as 

a set of dialectic relations between the views of a subject 

as a particle, wave, or field and of the subject's perceived 

nature: in contrast to that of other subjects', in its 

ability to vary without losing its identity, and in its 

distribution in its contexts. This develops into a system 

of nine views of the subject, nine ways of investigating its 

nature and its relations to other subjects (see Figure 3, 

page 120). Kneupper has developed a revision of the system, 

putting subjects as static entities and as processes into 

dialectic relation with views of the subject in contrast to 

others, of the subject as a system, and of the subject as 

part of a larger system. This revision presents users with 

a system of six views of their subjects (see Figure 4, page 
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121). 

Lauer and Montegue's tagmemic heuristic doesn't develop 

these dialectic relations systematically; they direct stu

dents to explore subjects taking a static view, a dynamic 

view, and a relative view. But in changing the terms, they 

allow themselves to collect several of the relations 

developed systematically both by Young, Becker, and Pike and 

by Kneupper. For instance, in Chapter One (writing about a 

place with an expressive aim), Lauer and Montegue, under the 

static view, direct students to record the distinguishing 

features of the place in question and to identify the parts 

that make up the whole--thus putting the unchanging place in 

relation to itself as an entity and as a system. Under the 

dynamic view, they direct students to recall the activities 

associated with the place, list the changes it experienced 

during different time cycles (days, weeks, years), and trace 

the place's history--setting up the relations of the place 

as a system with characteristic internal processes, a system 

that responds to its environment, and a system that has 

developed. Under the relative view, they direct students to 

classify the place, contrast it with other places in its 

class(es), and create analogies relating it to things out

side its apparent class(es)--putting the place, as entity or 

system, in the dialectical relations of identification and 

differentiation to other places and systems. Lauer and 

Montegue have not reduced the tagmemic system to its 

simplest terms; they have created another twist on the 
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system, a twist that partakes of the same dialectical spirit 

as the original. 

In the appendix, the authors discuss other inventional 

activities, "exploratory guides," and give students brief 

directions for using them. They group these activities as 

"informal" and "formal." The informal exploratory guides 

are brainstorming (or listing), speedwriting (or focused 

freewriting), looping (or Elbow's open-ended writing), and 

meditating. Though these activities are unsystematic (in

formal) in producing material for a paper, the authors 

suggest them as ways to concentrate thinking on a subject. 

The formal guides are the journalistic formula (who, 

what, when, where, why, and how), Burke's Pentad (act, 

agent, means, purpose, scene, and mention of the ratios 

[Grammar]), the classical topics (definition, cause, com

parison and contrast, and testimony), Larson's questions 

about objects, happenings, concepts and propositions, and 

Toulmin's system for analyzing arguments (claim, grounds, 

assumptions, evidence, refutations, and qualifiers). 

Toulmin's system is presented as useful to students for 

analyzing others' arguments or examining one's own, so 

except in cases where students are writing rhetorical 

analyses or doing such analyses to build refutations in 

persuasive papers (neither of which is stressed in Four 

Worlds), this system would seem to be of more use as a 

revision guide (in this textbook at least). Otherwise, the 

brief discussions developed indicate how the systems can be 
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seem an after-thought, with connotations a teacher would 

struggle to overcome. 
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still, invention is treated meaningfully as the com

prehensive product of composing, and Lauer and Montegue's 

tagmemic system is well developed in itself and integrated 

with their presentation of modes of organization, an in

tegration I will discuss further in the next section. 

Process 

The model of composing Lauer and Montegue develop in the 

assignment chapters is recursive. stated in the preface to 

the text, the authors' third premise from which they've 

developed Four Worlds is "that the composing process is a 

series of acts that can vary in sequence and are often 

recursive, even though they must be ordered in certain ways 

in a text" (xvi). So they sequence the acts of composing: 

composing a guiding question and considering potential 

situations, exploring the subject, stating a focus and 

selecting the specific situation, and analyzing the audience 

and determining the modes of organization; these are the 

inventional acts I have also surveyed above. The acts that 

"follow" in the sequence are drafting the first version of 

the paper, gathering reader responses to the draft or each 

draft, and then revising and editing. 

As a series of problem-solving acts, the sequence seems 

rational in its own right as a linear process model. But 
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the authors have duly noted that writing processes are 

variable and recursive, so students should be prepared to 

tinker with the sequence, even though the authors state as 

their second premise "that meaningful writing grows from a 

writer's own pressing questions" (xvi), implying that stu

dents would do well always to begin their process variations 

with the composition of a guiding (but revisable) question. 

But even if students would slavishly and unimaginatively 

stick to the sequence, they would gain some experience with 

the recursivity of composing because it is built into the 

sequence in two ways. One way is not apparent in the names 

of acts in the sequence; it develops as a correspondence 

between the tagmemic system of invention and the selection 

of the primary mode of organization of the paper. This 

correspondence develops fully for the first time in Chapter 

Five, though elements of it appear in all the preceding 

chapters and are implied in all the following in the text's 

cumulative development. In Chapter Five we see how the 

static view, which corresponds with descriptive approaches 

to the subject (definition and analysis), the dynamic view, 

which corresponds with narrative (history and causality), 

and the relative view, which corresponds with class

ification, comparison, and analogy, are exploited in deter

mining the primary mode by which the given paper will be 

organized. Whichever of these views has developed the most 

compellingly becomes the primary organizational pattern. So 

inventional activity influences further strategy planning 
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and, subsequently, drafting. And insofar as the entire 

process of composing is seen as inventional in Four Worlds, 

we see in this progression of influence a more and more 

refined enactment of tagmemic thinking. 

The other way recursivity is built into the sequence of 

acts is in the progressive refinement students are directed 

to develop in their thinking about their potential audience. 

Along with the composition of the guiding question from the 

process, students first project several potential audiences 

and genres as situations for which it would be meaningful to 

write about their sUbjects. Following exploratory writing, 

then, students determine which audience they plan to address 

in anticipation of drafting. After drafting, students are 

directed to gather responses from actual readers (peers, 

perhaps, or their teachers, either of which might have to 

play the role of the intended audience). Throughout the 

process of composing, students develop or receive increas

ingly refined pictures of an audience with which they col

laborate in inventing and shaping their thinking on their 

subjects. 

Also, supporting this recursive model of composing and 

embedded in it are elements of the discursive process model 

I have discussed with reference to LeFevre's Invention as a 

Social Act, which draws heavily from the work of Cassirer, 

Durkheim, and Mead. Lauer and Montegue don't overtly direct 

students to draw on cultural attitudes toward a subject or 

draw on prior discussion of the subject with which students 
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are familiar, though this is implicit in students' exploring 

their own experiences and attitudes (insofar as they are 

socially constituted) and in students' researching the 

subject (Chapter Five) and in students' using language (a 

social instrument itself) to classify and compare, for 

instance, the subject to others. Each assignment, however, 

is embedded in a discourse community whose characteristic 

ways of thinking are discussed as conventions for students 

to adopt. And after each act in the sequence of composing, 

students are directed to seek the advice of others concern

ing the material developed, advice the nature of which is 

not designated but could include both evaluation of the 

material and sUbstantive contribution to it. 

The vision of composing developed in Four Worlds, then, 

is rich indeed. Students are introduced, if they haven't 

been before, to a recursive process model. And in addition, 

this model introduces them implicitly to the idea that the 

process of composing all together invents what Polanyi has 

called personal knowledge and the idea that such knowledge 

develops in the recombination of ideas gathered from the 

social realm and, in turn, contributes potentially to the 

development of social thought. 

Epistemology 

Given what I have just been discussing concerning the 

development of a discursive process model in Four Worlds, it 

is clear that this writing textbook develops from a transac-
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tional rhetorical epistemology, according to Berlin's 

taxonomy (Rhetoric and Reality). This conclusion is further 

supported by the fact that Four Worlds draws its organiza

tional cues, both between and within chapters, from the 

rhetoric of cognitive psychology. 

The assertion still requiring explanation, then, is the 

one implied in my grouping of Four Worlds among textbooks 

belonging to the school of epistemic rhetoric instead of 

among those of the school of cognitivist rhetoric. Cer

tainly, theory developed through psychological research 

contributes significantly to the text. The arrangement of 

the chapters is based on Britton et al.'s and Moffett's 

developmental sequencing of writing assignments. Our under

standing of the natural recursivity inherent in composing 

has developed from work associated with the cognitivist 

school and researchers like Emig, Flower and Hayes, Mat

suhashi, and Perl. And the problem-solving approach to 

writing developed from Lauer's own call to investigate 

psychology for insights it could offer composition studies 

concerning writing processes ("Heuristics"), a call Flower 

and Hayes have answered quite thoroughly with regard to 

problem-solving in writing. 

Four Worlds places all this developmental and composi

tional activity in the context of personal inquiry and the 

discourse communities which contribute to this inquiry and 

to which it contributes in the cycles of what Booth has 

called "mutual inquiry" (Modern Dogma 137). Such social or 
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intersubjective development of knowledge is what Berlin 

contends is characteristic of rhetoric as epistemic 

(Rhetoric and Reality 16-17 & 165-66). Moreover, Lauer and 

Montegue have effectively transformed the problem-solving 

approach to composing to fit this context and not merely 

superimposed a social framework over a garretted problem 

solver. Their process model begins in dissonance and ques

tioning (a spirit of inquiry), proceeds through imagined and 

actual collaboration with readers, and arrives (but doesn't 

end) in the contribution of writers' provisional answers to 

their discourse communities. 

This contextualizing of the facets of the text derived 

from the research and theory of cognitivist rhetoric, which 

includes their transformation, supports classifying Four 

Worlds of writing in the epistemic school. Viewing the 

products of composing--as this textbook encourages students 

to do--as provisional answers developed in and destined to 

be reviewed further in the universe of discourse, not as 

solutions, is the essence of epistemic rhetoric. 
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Tilly Warnock's title of her textbook, Writing Is 

critical Action, includes a double entrendre, which she 

explains in her Introduction, "Instead of an Introduction." 

The double meaning hinges on the word critical. One meaning 

she explains to her student readers as follows: 

• [Writing] is • • • critical since writers 

must make sound judgments. While the book helps 

you develop skills and strategies, it also helps 

you develop your writing judgment, so that you can 

read situations to decide how to write and read 

drafts to figure out how to rewrite. (9) 

The meaning, here, is the one that perhaps comes to mind 

most readily when people think of the act of writing as 

critical: the act involves analytic, evaluative 

consciousness. Warnock, however, gives priority to her 

other meaning, placing it earlier in her text and basing the 

exercise of critical consciousness on it, as the passage 

cited above implies. Of this meaning, she says: "In this 

book, I define writing as a critical action, performed by 

people, for specific purposes, in particular places, using 

language" (7). The connotation of this definition of criti

cal is that the act of writing is significant, vital, even 

crucial to people in their collective, social lives. Warnock 

explains this idea further, saying, "Even when you are 
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writing to yourself or expressing your views, writing is 

critical social action because you are using the common 

language to communicate" (11), the language(s) we learn in 

the stream of social discourse, as LeFevre has discussed 

largely in relation to Cassirer (114-20). 

Both of these turns of the title's phrasing lead to 

the word action, however. critical is the differentia for 

the genus in Warnock's definition of writing, action. The 

practical focus she establishes for her student readers is 

that writing is an action, not an artifact. Working from 

this definition, students or anyone else can call themselves 

writers, which Warnock defines "as people who write" (15), 

not as the literary masters (14). And by calling themselves 

writers, Warnock tells students that they are making not a 

professional commitment, but a commitment to "accepting the 

consequences of [their] actions [as writers]. [They] are 

assuming authorship of [their] own writing" (14-15). This 

supports her pedagogical premises, which (if accepted) 

prepare the way for learning to write. 

is the first step in learning to write. 

She writes, "Writing 

Calling yourself a 

writer is the second" (7). Taken all together, such state

ments develop toward the idea that people don't learn to 

write once and for all (Preface & 386), that "Learning to 

write is a lifelong process of learning to adopt what works 

in one context and of applying it to new situations" (386). 

We learn to engage in writing as a response to situations we 

encounter, and we learn ways we can go about developing 
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fully. 
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Warnock develops and teaches these and other ideas 

and actions throughout the five chapters in Writing Is 

Critical Action. Chapter One, "General Writing Attitudes 

and Actions," is, as its title suggests, an overview of the 

following four chapters, which focus on the four general 

types of action around which Warnock organizes her model of 

composing: starting, sustaining, revising, and stopping 

writing, respectively. Each of these four chapters develops 

in three major subdivisions, which Warnock identifies with 

key terms in Burke's rhetorical theory (8): attitudes, 

actions, and situations. Burke discusses these terms in A 

Grammar of Motives. There he defines attitude as "a kind of 

symbolic act, or incipient act," "as a state of mind that 

mayor may not lead to an act" (20); in the terms of his 

dramatistic pentad, Burke notes that attitude is a facet of 

the agent. In pentadic terms, action is the act--"the human 

body in purposeful motion" (14)--and is based, in large 

part, in the agent's attitudes. Acts, however, are also 

based in situations, which in pentadic terms, may be thought 

of as scenes or, more complexly, as grounds (which Burke 

describes as a three-way ratio between scene, agent, and 

purpose (Grammar 12). Warnock's attitudes and situations 

orient the processes of writing--the constituent acts of 

starting, sustaining, revising, and stopping--to the writer 

and to the contexts that make writing meaningful (personal, 
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academic, and professional contexts, for instance [7]). But 

each of the chapters more explicitly orients the given 

actions (writing processes) to the context of composing the 

given piece of writing, indicating how each action can be a 

meaningful element of a larger process of composing. 

Throughout all her chapters, Warnock distributes 

readings that demonstrate or discuss the concepts she 

develops, and she distributes writing and discussion ac

tivities that engage students and peer writing groups in 

enacting the concepts she presents, in thinking and learning 

about and responding to writing, usually collaboratively. 

Writing Is critical Action roots composing into a 

social context (conceived primarily in Burkean terms), even 

for students who see their writing in the narrow setting of 

coursework and who write, therefore, for themselves only or 

for their teachers (who may be reading more to evaluate than 

to learn or gain new perspective). The use of "the common 

language" ensures this, according to Warnock (11), even in 

such a seemingly insular setting; we bring, even to our 

private meditations, the meanings that we learn for words 

from social contexts, as Burke ("Terministic Screens"), 

Cassirer, Vygotsky, Whorf, and others have argued. writing 

Is critical Action is solidly based in the thinking that 

Berlin argues represents the school of epistemic rhetoric 

(Rhetoric and Reality). 

Invention 
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In the writing course that Writing Is critical 

Action implies, inventional activity begins, as do all 

actions, in an attitude and act of students' reinventing 

themselves as writers. This inventional activity is renewed 

each time people, students or otherwise, write, but for 

students in such a course, it begins with them calling 

themselves writers (7), identifying themselves, according to 

Burke's line of thinking, with the community of writers 

(Rhetoric), an idea Warnock echoes (15). The writing people 

do creates the consubstantiality that Burke would say sup

ports the identification (Rhetoric). Warnock argues for and 

tries to lead students toward such reinvention and iden

tification in her Introduction, "Instead of an 

Introduction," and Chapter One, "General Writing Attitudes 

and Actions." 

Warnock discusses attitudes, actions, and situations 

more commonly associated with invention in Chapter Two, "How 

to start writing." A couple of the attitudes she reiterates 

from Chapter One: lower your standards and let the lawn 

die. The first she attributes to William stafford (54 & 

90), who says lowering standards helps him avoid writer's 

block (54). Warnock writes, "Lowering your standards ini

tially is a route to raising your standards eventually" 

(90). The second attitude, she attributes to Annie Dillard 

and comments that writers have to "[l]et other respon

sibilities go" (90) and give some undivided attention to 

their writing each day. To Stafford, Warnock attributes two 
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other helpful starting attitudes: tI[writing and waiting] 

for a nibble tl (writing without necessarily knowing where the 

writing will lead, prepared for something to pull at a line 

of thought) and "[having] faith that writing will keep you 

afloat tl (comparing writing to floating relaxed in water) 

(90). The other of her five starting attitudes she at

tributes to Fredrick Homer, tI[killing] the rat in the base

ment tl (qtd. in Tilly Warnock 90)--writers must silence 

whatever it is that tells them they cannot write. cultivat

ing these attitudes will eliminate the common anxieties that 

often stifle writing before it starts: tlfear of having 

nothing to say, fear of the reader, fear of not being crea

tive, and fear of writing without knowing exactly what will 

emerge tl (89). 

These attitudes, then, are incipient of two types of 

writing activities: tlthose that help you loosen up and 

those that offer control tl (92), to which she dedicates the 

bulk of the chapter (91-148). The activities that Warnock 

develops to loosen up writers as they start are freewriting, 

talking (conversing about subjects, and taping the conversa

tions or writing notes from memory), planning (meditating on 

what they will write about their subjects), reading, re

searching, looking and listening (observing and listening to 

events and especially hearing and trusting one's inner voice 

[Vygotsky]), brainstorming, mapping or drawing (creating 

visual, graphic representations of subjects), and journal 

writing. These activities help writers who tend to be too 
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critical of their writing from the beginning of composing, 

not giving themselves the opportunity to experiment at 

making meaning (37). The activities that Warnock develops 

to offer writers control are focused freewriting, interview

ing (questions and the interviewee's responses control the 

discussion), outlining, asking questions (journalists' 

questions, any twenty questions, and those from the 

dramatistic pentad), listing and ordering and labelling 

(creating classifications), clustering, sentence expanding 

(adding qualifiers and explanations to base sentences), 

waiting (not starting until a basic direction for writing 

comes to mind), and journal writing. These activities help 

writers who tend to start easily but are unproductive be

cause they "write to discover, without shifting to the role 

of critical reader and revise for others" (37). 

Warnock does not develop any of these activities 

elaborately--only the ratios of the dramatistic pentad are 

elaborate conceptually, and these she only describes in 

passing, as a potential of the five basic pentadic questions 

on which she focuses. This is consistent with her emphasis 

on the potential ease of starting, on not making starting 

(or any other time in composing, for that matter) difficult. 

In this way, she makes good on her "open invitation to 

writing and [in turn] to the community of writers" (11); she 

provides inviting attitudes and actions that start people 

writing. 

Warnock suggests, finally, that students enact 
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starting attitudes in situations that are conducive to 

starting. She discusses the importance of writers having a 

place or places where they can concentrate, of writers 

knowing what writing instruments and paper they prefer, of 

their scheduling their writing time, of their assessing 

their purposes for writing and their projected readers' 

expectations, and of their working in groups with other 

writers to gain perspective on their own writing (148-51). 

Warnock takes an unconventional approach to inven

tion. In fact, although her advocacy of "uncritical" at

titudes and activities seem to aim at the generation of 

rough writing, at a certain type of product, she is most 

interested in the writing moment. She is concerned that 

writing starts, not with activities or strategies. She 

suggests the activities that she does because they help 

people start writing, and thus become people who write, 

writers. 

Process 

The terms Warnock develops to discuss the processes 

of composing in Writing Is critical Action--starting, sus

taining, revising, and stopping--focus the attention ini

tially on the temporality of composing, but the model of the 

general process of composing that she emphasizes is the 

recursive model. The recursivity of composing occurs in

evitably in some temporal sequence, as Emig noted in her 

landmark study, The Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders. 
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Writing is an act that takes place over time, that has 

duration. People begin, keep, and quit writing. John War

nock has written, describing what little we know about the 

temporal development of the act of writing: 

Writing* begins. And writing* ends. Where those 

two points lie we may have great trouble saying, 

unless we stipulate them, as we may have to do in 

school, in business, in publishing. We may have 

just as much difficulty specifying in objective 

terms where the parts of writing that we call 

"pre-writing" and "re-writing" begin and end and 

what precisely distinguishes one from the other. 

(John Warnock 9) 

When staring out the window, when noticing an event, when 

admiring one's own published article constitute writing is 

difficult to determine. Anything a person does or observes 

can contribute to later writing. Tilly Warnock's presenta

tion of talking, looking and listening, reading, and even 

waiting (activities during which pen isn't put to paper) as 

starting activities and her presentation of accepting 

imperfection and considering each paper a draft for the next 

as appropriate stopping attitudes (388-94) reflects this 

ambiguous understanding of the processes of composing. 

It is also reflected in her re-presentation of some 

starting activities as sustaining activities: talk, read, 

freewrite, ask questions, keep an authority list and write 

titles in journals, outline. It is reflected further in her 
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willingness to present four different models of the general, 

temporally embedded composing process (10-11). certainly 

the repetition of starting activities as sustaining ac

tivities reflects something of the recursivity of composing, 

but she also represents composing in terms of stages, in 

terms that suggest what Berthoff has called "allatonceness" 

(Forming), and in terms that reflect the discursive nature 

of composing on which LeFevre focuses (says Warnock, '~At all 

times, writing processes and products are placed in the 

context of people, purposes, and places" [10]). Warnock 

seems, in this way, less concerned with how students con

ceive of composing than with their composing reaching a 

satisfactory, if tentative or illusory, end. Her repre

sentations help students understanding that writing is a 

process and provide them with convenient ways to think about 

how writing seems to operate at different times. 

Warnock emphasizes recursivity, however, just as she 

indicates she will (9), despite conceding that stUdents may 

envision the general process otherwise. And she develops 

this emphasis further in the overlaps she creates between 

sustaining and revising. These overlaps counterbalance the 

linearity that seems implicit in distinguishing revising 

writing from sustaining writing. Implicit is a shift in the 

meaning of writing: writing, when it accompanies 

sustaining, is an action (it is an act we continue to do); 

when it accompanies revising, it appears to change to a 

product, and revising becomes the act (we revise writing, an 
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artifact, that has been produced). Overall, however, War

nock develops revising as a continuation of sustaining 

writing. The writing activities developed in Chapter Three, 

"How to sustain writing," are grouped as strategies that 

affect the writer-reader relationship (214-25), that affect 

the writer (225-30), that affect the audience (230-32), and 

that affect the text (232-38). And these activities are 

situated in the tension between writers' purposes and 

readers' expectations (238-40). writers being prepared to 

read the situations they share with their readers (252-53) 

and to recognize the "trade-off" they must make with their 

reader (253), then, become two of the attitudes Warnock 

discusses as crucial to successful revising. And these are 

carried through in her directions for acts of global revi

sion and are supplemented by directions for revising the 

writer, the reader, and the subject (317-21), redeveloping 

the central foci of sustaining writing as primary facets of 

revising. 

Insofar as sustaining and revising share such essen

tial features, revising might be seen as a species of sus

taining and revising becomes another operation of the recur

sive process. This reflects another of Warnock's emphases, 

that "all writing is rewriting" (11 & 246), an idea Berthoff 

("Writing"), Britton ("Shaping"), Murray, and Stafford have 

discussed. Revising is a feature of rewriting. Warnock 

explains: 

••• [W]hile all writing is rewriting, we can 
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identify "revising" as re-seeing a draft and 

changing it for a particular purpose, audience, 

and context. ••• [R]ewriting and revising can 

affect all aspects of the writing act--the writer, 

reader, subject, language, and context--and all 

levels of a text. (246) 

Rewriting and revising are features of the act of writing 

from the beginning, affecting all aspects of the writing 

act, as the passage above notes. Warnock does not intend 

for students to think of revising is something people do as 

the last stage of a linear process. In fact, insofar as 

revising affects all aspects of writing, the relationship of 

the reader and writer, and their context, Warnock's treat

ment of revising reflects also on her primary theme in the 

text: writing, revising included, is critical, significant, 

vital, even crucial social action--even for the solitary 

writers writing only to discover their possible meanings at 

the start of composing a paper. She treats revision 

separately from sustaining so she can turn students' atten

tion finally--if it hasn't been previously--toward their 

readers. She begins to turn them in that direction in the 

chapter on sustaining, as I have noted, reiterating the 

primary sustaining strategies as revision attitudes and 

global revision strategies, but in the revision chapter, she 

extends the emphasis on the social qualities of writing to 

the level of local revision, as well as editing and 

proofreading for text conventions. And these acts of revi-
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sion become the occasion, then, for stopping writing: 

accepting textual imperfections, just letting go of the text 

writing has produced, and letting this text serve as the 

draft for further writing (380-438). 

In this way, the general recursive process of writ

ing not only has duration, not only takes up time, but is 

embedded in a particular time, is shaped by that time and, 

in turn, shapes that time also, as an utterance in the 

continuing discursive process. 

Epistemology 

Warnock's embedding the recursive processes of 

composing in a temporal process and these processes in 

particular social contexts that give shape to and are shaped 

by the products of composing reveal the outlines of a trans

actional rhetorical epistemology underlying Writing Is 

critical Action. Similar evidence that I have already noted 

of this foundation are Warnock's organizing her chapters 

around Burke's concepts of attitude, action, and situation, 

her assertion that "writing is critical social action" (11), 

her view of the writer-reader compromise that occurs when a 

person composes a text (11), and her contention that even 

writers writing solely for themselves are engaged in social 

action simply by virtue of their employing "the common 

language" (11). Such statements and others made throughout 

the text clearly imply that knowledge is the product of a 

transaction between elements of the rhetorical situation, 
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(Rhetoric and Reality). 
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Such statements, moreover, point to the text as a 

freshman rhetoric of the epistemic school. Warnock's basing 

her text on lines of thinking drawn from Burke's rhetorical 

theory places Writing Is Critical Action squarely in the 

middle of Berlin's epistemic school, insofar as Berlin calls 

Burke's theory "a brilliant modern articulation" of the 

stance tl?-at "epistemology is rhetorical, is itself a social 

and historical construct" (Rhetoric and Reality 165). 

Burke's concepts of terministic screens and of consubstan

tiality and identification are what Berlin considers the 

quintessential influence of language on rhetoric: 

Language forms our conceptions of our selves, our 

audiences, and the very reality in which we exist. 

Language, moreover, is a social--not a private-

phenomenon, and as such embodies a multitude of 

historically specific conceptions that shape 

experience • • • • Thus, in studying the way 

people communicate--rhetoric--we are studying the 

ways in which language is involved in shaping all 

the features of our experience. (Rhetoric and 

Reality 166) 

Whorf and Sapir have given this idea broad currency, and it 

has been developed by others as well, like Cassirer, 

Ourkheim, and Vygotsky. So given the idea that even our 

elementary experiences are linguistically conditioned, we 
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can understand Berlin's central assertion concerning the 

epistemic quality of rhetoric: "Knowledge... is a matter 

of mutual agreement appearing as a product of the rhetorical 

activity, the discussion, of a given discourse community" 

(165). Booth has reiterated and extended this idea 

recently, and Warnock develops it in Writing Is critical 

Action in statements like "Writing is a process for thinking 

and discovering, as well as for communicating what is al

ready known" (5), in her discussion throughout the book of 

composing as a process in which the compromise between a 

writer's purpose and readers' expectations and needs is 

developed, and in her also grounding this process throughout 

the text in students' situations, their social contexts, 

their discourse communities. 

Warnock's development of these concepts, however, is 

not restricted to theoretical discussion. As I noted in my 

overview of the text, writing Is critical Action develops 

students' understanding of themselves as writers as much 

through writing activity as through Warnock's discussions. 

Warnock directs students to share their writing with each 

other: "Read your draft aloud to students in a small group" 

(21). She directs them to give each other feedback on their 

writing: "With the help of classmates, decide which form 

best suits your purpose and audience. Share drafts to get 

responses so that you can begin again" (199). She en

courages them to engage in group learning: "Share your 

writing with another or in small groups by listing the ways 
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you start or by reading the draft aloud. By collaborating 

with others, you will learn to examine your attitudes 

critically. You will also gain new attitudes from others" 

(88). She directs them to think collectively: "Share in a 

small group to let others help you identify what more you 

need to include and help you refine your purpose and 

audience" (224). And she engages them in writing collabora

tively, indirectly: "Select a draft from another student's 

folder to use as the basis for a paper on the same or 

similar topic, with the same or similar organization. Give 

the two drafts to a third student to suggest further 

changes" (224); and directly: "In pairs or small groups, 

select an article in your school newspaper written for 

students on campus. Rewrite the article for a different 

audience" (232). Through the combination of such ac

tivities, Warnock develops writers' sense of possible 

audiences and writing situations and, moreover, develops 

students in small groups into discourse communities through 

which they experience a broad range of the types of social 

influence on writing, such as those Bruffee has discussed in 

relation to composition. 

But to the socially constructed self, to the in

dividual (but not insular) writer, even to individuals in 

collaboration with others, Warnock grants "the final 

authority" (11) over acts of writing. The "purposeful 

motions," as Burke might put it (Grammar), that writers 

engage in are rooted in their attitudes as well as in situa-
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tions for which they are not entirely responsible. But the 

manner of their responses (written and otherwise) are driven 

by their own attitudes and purposes. Their decisions to 

write are their own. To continue writing, then, or as 

Warnock says, "To sustain writing [once tha individual has 

started] means to stand at the crossroads between personal 

and public writing, between writing for the self and for 

others, even though all writing is, in a broader sense, 

critical social action which uses both the common language 

and the dynamic of a situation" (158). Writers inevitably 

make their marks and are marked by their decisions to write. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 
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Drawing anything but tentative general conclusions from 

a study such as this one, which amounts to being a kind of 

case study of eleven freshman rhetorics, is unwarranted. 

Certainly, the conclusions I have drawn from my analyses of 

each of the textbooks have their own degree of validity. But 

without qualifying generalized conclusions heavily, such 

generalizing would be treacherous because of the limitations 

on my sample of textbooks. First, the sample is small in 

number. Moreover, I did not select the sample randomly: I 

enlisted the help of publishers, some of which were un

responsive, and to fill the void, I handpicked two texts, 

Problem-Solving strategies for writing and Four Worlds of 

Writing, because of the prominence of their authors. The 

handpicked texts would tend to skew general conclusions 

toward a strong representation of textbooks that incorporate 

modern scholarship well. Of course, enlisting the help of 

publishers might counterbalance this because of their inter

est in textbook sales (as opposed to advancing scholarship), 

the lion's share of which, in the case of freshman 

rhetorics, still occurs among teachers not well-versed in 

composition scholarship (Hairston). On the other hand, 

publishers may have tried to interpret the purposes of my 

study and have tried to send me their most up-to-date 
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textbook, hoping perhaps that my study might reflect well on 

their efforts to publish textbooks based on modern 

scholarship. Or they may simply have sent me their most 

recent textbook as a marketing ploy; all of the nine texts 

publishers offered were either first published (five) or 

issued in a new edition (four) since 1988. 

How or whether any conclusions made on the basis of such 

a sample might reflect on other freshman rhetorics would be 

difficult to determine. And whether these conclusions might 

refect on other types of composition textbooks--handbooks, 

topical readers, rhetorical readers, rhetorics with readers, 

style guides--would be equally difficult to determine. 

However, the following general conclusions can be made about 

the texts included in this study. 

Invention 

The texts in this study, with the exception of Baker's 

The Practical stylist, bear out what Young argued should be 

the case as process pedagogy develops: invention assumes a 

primary, if not dominant, role. Whether its is called 

prewriting, planning, or invention, whether is treated as 

discovery or making (which Gage distinguishes), invention is 

given first place in all the textbooks in this study (in 

Baker's text too, though there it is stunted severely and 

subordinated to editing). 

In the case of Trimmer's Writing with a Purpose (much 
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less so Baker's stylist), this demonstrates what Connors 

calls the dynamic character of C-T rhetoric, its ability to 

adapt to scholarly developments. In the 9th Edition of 

Purpose, planning is developed significantly, but it is 

subordinated to writers' statements of purpose that indicate 

what they need to gather and arrange from what they already 

know (memory), is known (research), or can be known 

(observation). Inventive activity, though Trimmer includes 

renderings of freewriting, listing, the three basic elements 

of the tagmemic system, and other activities, is reduced to 

data gathering and, subsequently, to narrowing the subject, 

stating a tentative thesis, and outlining the discussion 

(which is also the basic pattern in Baker's stylist). 

In the other texts, though information retrieval is 

often the focus of at least one inventional activity, inven

tion is given more well rounded treatment, discovery and 

making of new knowledge being included as products Qf inven

tional activity. Several of the texts (Berthoff's, Lauer et 

al.'s, and Warnock's) give a strong impression that the 

entire process of composing, at least up to the point of 

editing, is one of inventing knowledge, new perspective or 

understanding that writer's create by using language to 

develop their intentions in relation to their projected 

readers' needs. Axelrod and Cooper's, Elbow and Belanoff's, 

Flower's, Gebhardt and Rodrigues's, Jacobus's, and Reid's 

lean in this direction also, though less distinctly, focus-
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writers saying what they have to say in an understandable 

way. 
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Regarding specific inventional activities, these nine 

texts tend to keep them simple, even though some of the 

texts offer a large array of such activities (Axelrod and 

Cooper, Elbow and Belanoff, Reid, and warnock, especially). 

This means that the three inventional procedures with the 

most potential for systematic complexity--the classical 

topoi, the tagmemic grid, and the dramatistic pentad--are 

reduced to their basic terms. The largest number of topoi 

offered in any of the texts is six, under cubing in Axelrod 

and Cooper, even though Corbett identifies eleven as per

tinent to the modern student (aside from authority, tes

timony, statistics, maxims, and laws, which writers them

selves do not actually invent). Young, Becker, and pike's 

tagmemic grid, in the texts that develop it at all, is 

usually reduced to particle, wave, and field (Lauer et ale 

being the one exception). And Burke's dramatistic pentad is 

usually reduced to its five basic terms, though the writers 

who develop it usually refer to the ratios in order to 

distinguish the pentad from the journalist's questions. 

Questions that writers file under the five basic headings 

sometimes suggest ratios, but only Warnock develops ques

tions (three) with direct reference to the ratios, and none 

of the authors develops the ratios bi-directionally as Burke 
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implies they can be (Grammar). 

Such simplicity need not be viewed as a fault, however, 

even though some procedures have more potential than is 

developed. Warnock states explicitly that she wants her 

textbooks to be an invitation to students into the community 

of writers (11). For most freshmen, .inexperienced as they 

tend to be as writers, simplicity is inviting. For textbook 

authors to remove any difficulties to starting writing, 

difficulties such as those a systematic application of the 

topoi, the tagmemic grid, and the dramatistic pentad might 

present to students, is worthwhile, even though it might 

come at the expense of thorough systematic inventional 

coverage of a subject. 

Five of the textbooks make some combination of the 

elements of the rhetorical situation--writer, reader, sub

ject, and occasion (Bitzer)--the basis of what they treat as 

inventional activity. Four of these seem to develop some 

variation of a problem-solving approach to composing that 

looks at the situation as a rhetorical problem: Axelrod and 

Cooper, Flower, Jacobus (in combination with a classical 

rhetorical approach), and Lauer et al. Trimmer, purpose 

being the central concept in his C-T text, even develops an 

emphasis on reader analysis similar to that developed in the 

problem-solving and classical rhetorical approaches, but his 

definition of purpose does not include consideration of an 

audience, only consideration of textual structure. In 
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addition, three other of the texts studied (Gebhardt and 

Rodrigues's, Reid's, and Warnock's), develop the rhetorical 

situation as one of the sources of inventional activity, 

just not the primary one upon which the others depend. 

Several texts which focus on freewriting and journal 

writing--Elbow and Belanoff's, Gebhardt and Rodrigues's, and 

Berthoff's--seem to rely on the inherent genius of language 

as vehicle of thought. Berthoff, as I have noted, calls 

language "the great heuristic" (Forming/Thinking/Writing 

"Introduction") and cites Richards in calling language a 

"speculative instrument" and "the supreme organ of the 

mind's self-ordering growth" (Berthoff, The Making 15; 

Richards, Speculative Instruments 116 & 115). Gebhardt and 

Rodrigues contend that such writing is generative of ideas 

(39), but develop an unfortunate and perhaps unintended 

connotation, as I have noted, in refering to the generation 

of ideas as "gathering the information you need before 

drafting" (39), implying the collection of objective data or 

knowledge. For Elbow and Belanoff, the inherent genius of 

language is used to transform a subjective, nonverbal 

knowledge, the "felt sense" they write of, citing Gendlin, 

into verbal knowledge. The fact, also, that every text in 

this study employs freewriting or focused freewriting or 

another of freewriting's variations reflects, at least, the 

universal attraction of the activity because of the ease of 

using it and, perhaps, a universal or widespread trust in 
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language to either reveal or generate our thought. 

Between them, then, the textbooks in this study reveal 

that interest in invention in composition studies has en

riched the process approaches represented. The general 

trust in the genious of language shows that, in my sampling 

of texts, invention has, as Young argued, taken priority 

over style and editing as process approaches replace or 

reshape C-T rhetoric's focus on the products of writing. 

Process 

Nine of the textbooks in this study proclaim recursivity 

as the inherent character of writing; Baker's (linearity) 

and Berthoff's (allatonceness: every conceptual process 

occurs simultaneously in every linguistic act, even the act 

of merely naming) are the exceptions. within my sampling, 

then, modern research and theory concerning composing as a 

process have made their marks. However, the sample does not 

give any indication of uniformity concerning what processes 

recur in writing or how to represent or teach recursivity, 

so although process pedagogies are developing, this sample 

gives no indication of a process paradigm having developed 

or being in the offing. 

Despite the acclaim given recursivity in these texts, 

however, all of them layout one type of writing process 

before another. Generally they begin with inventional, 

generative processes and move toward the polished text, or 
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they move from writer-based processes toward reader-based 

processes. In either case, although research suggests that 

writing will inevitably take place through the recurring 

subconscious application of various processes at different 

times and for different purposes, textbook writers and other 

pedagogues will just as inevitably have to discuss the 

processes in some sequence, as John Warnock has noted (13 & 

17). While the nine textbooks claim recursivity, then, they 

imply linearity. 

Be that as it may, several of them have devised fairly 

ingenious ways of incorporating features of recursivity into 

the linear sequence of writing operations they layout. In 

most of these texts, this is accomplished by extending 

processes introduced as inventional into the other "stages" 

of composing. In the texts that employ a problem-solving 

approach to composing (Axelrod and Cooper's, Flower's, 

Jacobus's, and Lauer et al.'s), this is seen most readily in 

their basing inventional activity in some analysis of the 

rhetorical situation and the writer's purposes in writing 

for the intended audience. When writers turn toward finish

ing the given piece, their focus turns toward the reader 

they have been inventing text for since they began. Elbow 

and Belanoff, Gebhardt and Rodrigues, and Warnock emphasize 

the fact that the same basic process or processes operate 

throughout composition. For Elbow and Belanoff, these 

processes are creating and criticizing, which they suggest 
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students emphasize in sequence as much as is possible (the 

approach Elbow has long argued for--since Writing without 

Teachers), though the two cannot be entirely separated For 

Gebhardt and Rodrigues, these processes are "move hand," 

"observe," "think," the processes of the hand, eye, and 

brain that Emig discussed as basic to composing ("Hand"). 

For Warnock, the quintessential process of composing is 

rewriting, which shares its essential identity with inven

tion in the way Stafford and Murray have discussed. 

Several texts also embed writing processes in the larger 

context of discursive processes and discourse communities. 

This is most clearly the case in Lauer et al.'s and in 

Warnock's texts. In these two texts, students are directed 

to account for the discourse conventions and manners of 

thinking of the audiences they write for. Warnock, 

moreover, also directs students to think collectively and to 

write collaboratively (to co-author papers), taking ad

vantage of the social awareness of others in developing 

their contributions to the continuing conversation in the 

Burkean parlor. Axelrod and cooper's text, Berthoff's, and 

Flower's also suggest this context, though they don't 

develop writing activities that help students experience it 

as thoroughly as do the activities in Lauer et al. and 

Warnock. And while Elbow and Belanoff, and Gebhardt and 

Rodrigues incorporate peer group work significantly into 

their texts, this work takes the form of feedback on writing 
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and doesn't encourage collective thinking or collaborative 

writing. 

Between them, therefore, the textbooks in this study 

indicate that recursivity has largely become the acknow

ledged process model, though no theoretical or pedagogical 

paradigm has developed. They also i~dicate, though even 

less uniformly, that the discursive process of knowledge 

building is also firing the imaginations of some textbook 

writers, collaboration playing a significant role in some of 

these texts. 

Epistemology 

Eight of the eleven textbook in this study are clearly 

transactional in their rhetorical epistemologies. Two, 

Baker's The Practical stylist and Trimmer's writing with a 

Purpose, develop primarily objective epistemologies, and 

one, Elbow and Belanoff's A Community of Writers, develops 

an essentially subjective epistemology. Elbow and 

Belanoff's and Trimmer's texts, however, do incorporate 

elements of transactional rhetorics--Community, features of 

epistemic rhetoric (peer-group work and an interest in the 

generative nature of language); and Purpose, features of 

cognitivist rhetoric (the basic vocabulary of the general 

writing process: planning, drafting, and revising; and some 

features of these, such as a slightly enriched treatment of 

invention and the devision of revision into global and 
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local). In both cases, however, these incorporations, I 

have argued, do not warrant their being classified as trans

actional in emphasis. 

Of the eight transactional texts, four are cognitivist 

in emphasis: Axelrod and Cooper's st. Martin's Guide, 

Flower's Problem-Solving strategies, gebhardt and 

Rodrigues's, Writing, and Reid's Prentice-Hall Guide. Three 

are epistemic: Berthoff's Forming, Lauer et al.'s Four 

Worlds, and Warnock's Writing Is Critical Action. The last 

transactional text is Jacobus's neo-classical text, Writing 

as Thinking. And except for Berthoff's text, all of these 

share features that originated in the other rhetorical 

schools, usually other transactional schools. 

Jacobus, Lauer et al., and Warnock, all develop models 

of the general process of composing based on findings 

derived from cognitivist research and theory, and they all 

include inventional activities derived from expressionist 

rhetoric (freewriting variations and journal writing). 

Jacobus's text also incorporates the C-T pattern of inven

tion into his larger pattern. Lauer et al. and Warnock also 

incorporate concepts of the thetorical situation derived 

from classical rhetoric. Reid's cognitive text is heavily 

indebted to C-T rhetoric and expressionist rhetoric, 

developed as it largely is around the modes of discourse and 

its inventional activities mostly having originated in 

expressionist rhetoric. Axelrod and Cooper, Flower, and 
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Gebhardt and Rodrigues also owe their concepts of the 

rhetorical situation to classical rhetoric. And Gebhardt 

and Rodrigues seem to have derived their approach to peer 

group work to the way collaboration was developed, as sup

portive of the individual writer's meaning, among the 

expressionists. Axelrod and Cooper seem to have derived 

their approach more from the epistemic school, directing 

peers to think collectively, though they don't encourage 

collaborative writing, co-authorship. 

So except for the absence of a textbook that emphasizes 

an approach of behaviorist rhetoric, my sampling of freshman 

rhetorics includes at least one text rooted primarily in 

each of the rhetorical schools Berlin indentifies. But 

insofar as peer and teacher feedback constitutes a type of 

reinforcement in composing, those textbooks that call for 

feedback in the midst of composing could be said to owe a 

certain debt to Zoellner's behaviorist pedagogy. I should 

note, however, that none of the texts in the study seems 

even remotely behaviorist in emphasis and that reinforcement 

is not strictly a behaviorist concept. So perhaps all of 

the rhetorical schools Berlin identifies in Rhetoric and 

Reality have a place in the developments these textbooks 

represent, although the influence of the behaviorist school 

seems minimal at best. 

These and other features of each of the texts which 
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indicate interaction among the various rhetorical schools I 

have noted more thoroughly in the separate analyses. This 

sharing among the schools bears summary here mostly to 

reiterate that it is happening. This observation is sig

nificant insofar as it supports Berlin's observation that 

the schools have become less easily distinguishable since 

1975 (Rhetoric and Reality 183-89). 

But what I have observed in this study extends Berlin's 

insofar as such blurring of boundaries is happening not only 

at the scholarly domain, but also in the domain of 

textbooks. That scholars stopped merely criticizing C-T 

rhetoric and began responding significantly to each other by 

1975 indicates what Connors ("Textbooks") considers the 

gathering power of journals (and other scholarship) in 

composition studies. 

We should qualify, however, any encouragement we may 

take in this sign with the knowledge of what Burhans and 

Hairston have each discussed concerning the disparity be

tween advancing scholarship and the number of composition 

teachers seemingly conversant with the scholarship. This 

disparity explains Houghton Mifflin's and Harper & Row's and 

other publishers' continuing interest in publishing texts 

like Writing with a Purpose and The Practical stylist, as 

stewart has noted. It would also seem to explain why 

several of the other texts studied here, although seemingly 

bent on innovation, include awkward gestures toward the 
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modes or the C-T pattern of invention (Axelrod and Cooper, 

Elbow and Belanoff, Jacobus, Reid,). still, we may be 

encouraged to note that modern scholarship has such a sig

nificant influence on so many of the rhetorics in this study 

and that these texts indicate significant influence of the 

rhetorical schools on each other, even to the extent that C

T rhetoric's most prominent text (Purpose) has conceded some 

theoretical and pedagogical ground. Both cases provide some 

evidence of the continuing growth in the influence of modern 

scholarship as it forces the hands of publishers and 

trickles or floods into textbooks. Both cases, then, 

provide further evidence of the development of composition 

studies as a discourse community and as a scholarly dis

cipline. 

Directions for Further Research 

This study has focused on the interaction of invention, 

process, and epistemology in freshman rhetorics. Certainly, 

further study of such textbooks would be useful. This study 

could be replicated in any number of ways in order to add 

texture and depth to the conclusions I have been able to 

draw. The approach I have taken could be applied to other 

types of composition texts also: handbooks, style guides, 

topical readers, rhetorical readers, process readers, ad

vanced composition textbooks and readers, writing-across

the-curriculum textbooks and readers, and even texts in 
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rhetorical and composition theory. Case studies of texts of 

each type would help those of us in composition studies get 

a bearing on how far we have come since scholarship in the 

discipline began in earnest, though as with this study we 

would have to limit general conclusions to the texts 

sampled. 

This limitation could be overcome by a more comprehen

sive study of composition and rhetoric textbooks based on 

sales or adoption figures. Such, a study could tell us what 

texts and types of texts and what theories and pedagogies 

are making the most impact in the teaching of composition 

(though here too we would have to qualify conclusions, 

knowing that teachers can transform the impact of a textbook 

in as many ways as there are teachers). The researcher who 

would undertake such a project could hope for more coopera

tion from publishers than I received concerning sales 

statistics, but as Boynton has pointed out, publishers tend 

to keep those cards close to their vests. The researcher 

could also undertake the enormous project of surveying 

college bookstores or composition programs. Taking the 

latter route would also have the virtue of being able to 

tell us what types of schools tend to use what types of 

texts and tend to promote what theories and practices. 

Neither, however, considers elementary or secondary school 

textbooks, which could be the subjects of even more 

studies. But in either case, if the study were successful, 
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we in composition studies would have gained, along with some 

vision concerning the impact of our scholarship, another 

perspective on the extent to which Burhans's "knowledge gap" 

in the teaching of composition has closed and the strength 

with which Hairston's "winds of change" have blown. 
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