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I+ 1 understand what it means to seek democracy through language, we are
required to discover consensus, at least policy, without ebliterating
our own identity. As English teachers we live among dialects, so it
falls upon us to help people be comfortable with the differences
dialects imply. The goal is not to homogenize our people, but to enable
our young both to know their own commitments and to enjoy the lives of
others. --Richard Lloyd-Jores, "Dialects and Social frouping," paper
delivered at The Creating Word Conterence, Edmonton, October 30, 17987.
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A THIRD VOICE //7/ Neil Besner

1 want to engage the voices in the “Reading for Two Voices" excerpt in  the
last issue of Inkshed (&6.4: 3-5). I recognize that we're only getting an
excerpt, and so I may be understanding these remarks ocut of context, or in
wrong contextsy but for several reasons the excerp?t irritates me each time I
read it,

To start at the top: the twe voices, evidently, have two different
conceptions of their topics and are speaking to two different audiences, and
the description of these subjects and audiences in the opening paragraph makes
me uneasy. The English teacher who iz considering whether or not to send her
stugents tou the #Writing Centre is asking herself and her audience a
guestion--"wondering”--which carries along with it an assumption, since she is
speaking, or asking, first, that sameone else will answer, unless she 1s
asking a purely vrhetorical question that she will answer for herself. But
since she is5 a speaker {rather than a writer) and since this is meant to be a
dialggue {although I think it 1is not), we anticipate that she will be
answered, &s she is, by the tuter. Advantage tuotor.

As far as audience is concerned, thig first speaker seems to be speaking to
na~-one, or everyohe, or herself, or to thin air, as I read the tirst
paragraphy and yet we are currently very aware of what a sense of audience
should mean for a writer or speaker. The Writing Centre Tutor, in contrast,
has a much clearer sense of her subject, her purpose, and her audience: 1t is
to explain the "process of composition as it gcecurs in the Hriting Centre to
an English Department session on pedagogy.” Advantage tutor. [ realize that
I may be misreading or misunderstanding the audiences i1mplied in this opening
paragraph: mayhe both speakers are meant to be addressing this session of the
English Department. But it i1s not just my heated imagination that reads the
crder of presentation or the definition of subject and purpose.

Next, the teacher 's voice. it does no one any good--not "teachers” as a
group, not “"tuiors" as another, not English departments, the audience for
Inkshed, or wider audientes beyond these groups--to viiify "TEACHER" by having
her wvoice the battle-cry of a pedagogy long since discredited. I don't
believe that there is anything like 8 substantial group of teachers who give
“more and more assigaments during class time, in defence against plagiariss.
.« " Those who do adopt this practice can and shtouid be discouraged from
doing so. My obiection here is that to open the teacher's speculations with
this observation 1s to impute transparently shallow pedagogies to teachers who
have doubts or concerns about what goes on in Writing Centres., There msy be
other concerns about Writing Centres, mpre legitimate others; and there may he
ather ways to imagine this dialcgue--more productive mnes, It's difficult to
take the “teacher” in this dialogue very seriously after her opening
observation. #Advantage tutor.

The second paragraph of transcribed "teacher's wvoice" 1s not much better.
"The students who are good writers, are qood writers® represents another line
ot "thinking” about writing and teaching writing that is cutdated, tc say the
least. #And to then draw a distinction between "truly good and deserving
students” and the others introduces a pious and moralizing tone inte this
plaint that canm only further discredit the “teacher's® speculations, before
the tutor has said a word. The same goes for the rest of the secand
paragraph. 1JThe imagined "teacher” is #mouthing «cliche wupon platitude upen
shibboleth., And we all know this tp be the case. Advantage tutor.



The next paragraph, in which the teacher “argues” about the merits of
practicsipg writing 1in-ciass to prepare for examinaticns, alas, has a faint
ring of truth to it. [ confess that I have suggested this to my own students
at times; and colleague o0f aine suggested it tp pe 5 few weeks ago as &
justification for our department’'s practice of including a compulsory in-class
assignment, weighted with enough value to make 1t serious, in all our
tirst-year literature courses {zlthough, curiously enough, the reguirement
does not holg for +irst-year wrirdimg courses. . . }. But the teacher’'s
tlesing exhortation about standards and excellence and ercsion of standards is
the last straw, and the 1last straw feg. To characterize "Teacher” im these
ways is to taricature, and to caricature is at the least suspect. There are
more interesting guestions for teachers to veuice about the best functions for
Writing Centres. There are more substantial pedagogical issues to he discussed
i this dialogue.

On to the tutor & recponses. At the risk of repeating mysel+, 1t's
impartant to recognize that by having the tuter respond, and recspond,
furthermore, tp a =et ¥ such shallow assertions, this dialogue bhas
effectively condemned the teacher before the tutor even begins. And because
the tutor responds to what i1s not much more than glib and picus fol-de-ral,
the tutor, teo, i1u forced to argue in less than effective ways.,

1°1%1 leave alone the tutor’'s two opening &eserticons, partly becayse |

pasically believe thewm, partly because ['m so irritated by the parzgraph’s
closing sentence. If the teacher in this dialogue 15 a pipus moralizer, the
tutor, evidently, 15 a pious behaviourist, a scientist who "must maintain an
encouraging positive teone. . . .Y “Positive”? She must alsoc ‘“scrupulausly
avoird” her tendency tno criticize or correct, 3 tendency she must recognize.
Well, okayj but first, I'm not sure that anyone, no matter how scrupulous, can
averd this tendency, in Writing Centres on in the classreom; and second,

wonder about the wmeaning of Ccriticize” here. MWhvy shouldn’t tutore  lor
teachers, or critics) eriticize? lsn 't it rather the way we criticize that
stiould be at issue? lsn’t that, in part, why the tutor in this dialogue talks

about "an entouragipg gasitive tgne"?

And what might be the effect of having the Tuter guote from anm article in a
learned journal? As we ail know, thiz 1s called "invoking authority” in teuts
about argumentation and propaganda. #We all do it in discussion and in
scholarly writing, sure. My point here is that we cannot help but contrast
the tuter’'s response with the teacher's remarks, The tutor knows the
research; the teacher kpows what she thipks, by god, ang that's that. The
tutor thinks about “real learning"; the teacher prattles about standards and
ryaminations and deserving good students, The tutor articulates & detailed
justification for revisian; the teacher frets about plagiarism.

the report op the excerpt begins o clpse by observing that the co-authors
"point out the dangers to students pf "heing tugged one way or the other,’ and
the real advantages of eztablishing a2 wuseful dialogue between the UWriting
Centre tutors and the members of the Eaglish department.” Asen. My irritation
with the excerpt stems from my cencze that the kind of exchange {it':s never
clear whether it 15 really an exthange at atl; it might be read more like
polemic from both sides) imagined 1o it does wrot encourage dialogue, It
polarizes groups into camps.
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Towards the end of the ewcerpt, the eucerpter reports that the presenters
"recommend that Writing Centres waintain a high profile, encouraging English
teachers to visit the CLertre . ., . Uso thatl teachers can discover how tutprs
work without being lectured to." [ couldn't agree more strongly. And yet the
tuter in this exchange does lecture, in her own ways and it might be that the
very "teachers® represented by the teacher's voice in this excerpt wouid find
the tutor’'s responses patronizing, And that would be wunfortupate, because
it's unnecessary. ['m not suggesting the dialogue needs to be polite or
well-mapnered or liberal or middle-class; only that it be more substantive.

I couldn't agree more strongly with the quoted conclusion of the paper
(whole last paragraph about the excerpt, p. &), But my concern remains that
the gffect of this "reading for two voices" might be to discourage dialegue by
mixing red herrings with straw deogs {unpatatable, what?)

I+ I's just being cranky ip wmid-semester, I apologize. Arnd if 1've
of fended Jacqueline Howse and Katherine McManus, [ apologize., [ agree with
their conception of & Writing fentre, and I strongly support pedagogy that
places a lot of value on revision, in or out of class or Writing Centres, But
I think the arguments +for Writing Centres and their tutors, and sgainst a
pedagegy that conceives of in-class writing as a solution to plagiarisa, etc.,
can be made better.

Engiish Department

University of Winnipeg

515 Portage Avenue

Winnipeg., Manitobha RIB 29

western College Reading and Learning Association, Bacramento, California,
March 23-2&, 1988

"Evaluation: Essential for Excelience” 1s the theme of the 2Iist annual
conference of the Western College Reading and Learning Associatien March
23-246, 1988. This assoeciation, originaliy a forum +for college reading
teachers, now also addresses the related areas of ilgarning assistance, study
skills, developmental education, and tutorial assistance, Special interest
groups include advanced reading, cognitive psychology, computer technology,
critical thinking and problem solving, ESL, learnming disabled students, and
peer tutoring. Members receive the association newsietter and the Journal of
College Reading and Learning.

For more infoermation, write to Dorothy Gray, regional co-director, at the
following address:

Academic Bervices

Grant Mactwan Community College
Seventh Street Plaza Campus
10030 107 Street

Edmonton, witerta T5d JE4
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CONFERENCE NOTES: THE CREATING WORD

The second Creating Word (Conference was held at the MWeztin Hotel, Edmonton,
Gctober 29-31, 1987. This conference is organized by the iniversity of
filberta’s Continuing Engliceh PFrogram Committee, a joint committee of the
bepartment of Emglish and the fFaculties of Education and Extension. The aim of
the conterence 1s to allow teachers at all levels of the education system to
join in a tonversation about come of the mopst important current issues in the
tearning and teaching of English, Because of the eminence of some of the
speakers at  the conterence, and the importance of the issues they addressed,
we have devoted a zubstantial part of thic issue of Inkshed {o reviews of sonme
of the key presentations, written by several members of the English Departaent
at the University of Alberta. We would like to thank the co-chairpersons of
thi= year's conference, Christine Bold and Ted FKishop, both of the University
of flberta Bepartment of Englash, for the:r awnsistance to reviewers and for
allowing us to set up an Inkshed subscription tabie.

J. Hillis Miller, University «of Califcrnia at Irvine,
"The Role of Theory in Teaching”

/// Eileen Conway

J. Hillis Miller, prestdent of the Modern Language Association and the
author of notable critical and thedoretical studies, beginning with Charles
Dickens: The Horld of His Movels (1958), gave the opening address. His paper,
"The Role of Theory in Teaching,” is from a work in progress, & seguel to The
Ethics of Reading (1987:.

Miller began by posing a triple guestion: In the age of the universal,
though ot unopposed. triumph ot titerary theory, what are the
responsibilities of the teacher to the tent, to the student, and to the
university? His exploration of these problems developed a critigue of one way
the university acknowledges the thesretical age: the proliferation of courses
that treat literary theory as a ecubject of srtudy essentially no different fronm
any other, Whatever has caused the burgeoning of literary theories in pur
time (Miller cited the loss of confidence in the Arncldian literary canon, and
the complementary etfert to re-think the basis for consensus on what we teach
when we teach literature}, the gprevious generation of students typically
undertook the study of literary theory as an unsupervised, private, aimost
clandestine pureuit of (llumination. In contrast, formal courses in  which
literary theories are tawght--or worse yet, "taken"--may paradoxically become
a form of resistance to theory itseld, falsifying its end and nullifying its
furce, by making theory the object of reading instead of the means teo new
readings of literary texts. fhe wvalue of literary theory, according to
Profecsor Miller, is 1n praxis, the generating pf new readings; formal study
uf theory does it an ironit disservice by blurring the distinction between
theory and praxis, means and end.

More specitic problems arise. Studente may eme:ge from too-brief study of
theory-as-subiect with an unusably thin and randomly assembled “stew” of
theoretical adds and ends. Equally unproductively, they may see literary
theagries as discrete episodes of intellectual history, each essentially closed
nif both from the pthers and from the reader. This is te overlook the complex
ways i1n which theories biur ints each other, yet ewhibit profound internal




heterogeneities, the result of {unacknowiedged, even disavowed) appropriation
ot axioms, definitions, presuppositions, and incights from each other. Ta
teach literary theories historically is to tacitly assent to historicism’'s
claim, as a literary theory, to explain other literary theories, even to
explain them away; it ignores the rcompeting claims of any theory worth
considering fin Miltler's words) to explain, encompass, shape, indeed make
history in return. More disturbingly, the identification of literary theory
as a professional specialty allows teachers as well as students to defire
themselves as non-theorists and their pursuite as non-thepretical. That
facrile dissociation from theory as an academic pursuif blinds students anpd
teachers alike to how much of what they themselves do in reading and teaching
necessarily rests on theoretical assumptions, however tacit.

Most radically, 1f the academic assimilation of literary theory does not
rationalize it into a mere histerical artefact, thereby deadening its power to
stimulate new readings, & quasi-scientific respect +{or theory-as-~theocry may
misrepresent literary theory as controlling, epistemclogically, what wildl
happen in the act of reading. This misunderstanding denies the essential
unpredictability of all the acts that take place in the linguistic realm, the
seene of reading: reading itself, the collaboration or cellision of theory antd
reading, and teaching. Acts of reading {including teaching) may be iterable,

hut are not replicable. Becrause they are essentially inaugural, they renes
theory continually by adjusting it, mutating 1it, “disconfirming” it in an
ongping infinitesimal calculus of mutual influence.

Miller concliuded his address with a reading of Heinrich von Kleist's essay
"Allerneuester Erziehungsplan” ("The Very Llast #ord in Educational Schemes")
from the Herliner Abendblatter of 1810. Kleist’'s solemnly ridiculous persona,

with his "School of Contrarieties,” founded on the "Law of Contraries" {itself
based upon the electrical model of repelling charges), lampoons Goethe's
appropriation of the chemical theary of "elective affinities”
iHahlverwandtschaftern) as a means nf predicting human behaviour. But Kleist
qoes further, demonstrating finally the unwisdom of exalting any theory drawn
from the phenemenal world into a predictive model of linguistic behaviour. As
a metaphor, such a theory may 1lluminate what has happened and sticnulate
further activityy but it cannot predict +the outcome of that activity in the
scene of reading where every act, whether of reading or teaching, is radically
new. The +triple responsibility of the teacher must be founded in a
recognition of the inescapably inaugural, unpredictable quality of what
happens in reading and teaching. We reac and tezch noet in fulfilment of
existing contracts with students and university, but to prepare endlessly new
engagements with all three: the work, the student, the university,.

K K K & K K K K ¥ K k& K ¥

Susan Drain would like to thank MWinnipeg Inkshedders for the azalea they sent
in honour of Margaret’'s arrival.
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Lee Odell, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, “ﬁethod? in
Madnegs: Writing and Thinking Acpogs the Curriculum
/77 Chris Bullock

ke

My sense of the reputatipn Lee {dell has established through bis three edited
coilections (Evaluating Mriting {1977) and Research on Composing (1978} edited
with Charles Ceoper; Hriting in Hew~Academic Seltings {1983) edited with Dixie
Goswami) is of a research-orientated professor taking a humane approach to
subjects beloved of technocrats, subjects such as the testing of writing and
the systematic understanding of the composing process. Odell’s presentation
at "The {reating Word"” threw an interesting light on this reputation.

The thesis of "Methods in Madness”™ was that, though the thinking that goes
into romposing expository writing is partly quite nmysterious, it iz alse
susceptible to discussion in terms of method and thus of a teacher’s
interventipon in the process. Odell’'s proaot +ell essentially into three
parts,

The first part of the presentation was counterargueent, a consideration of
the objections raised to intervention in the writing process by sueh
authorities as Peter Elbow, Donald HWurray and James Britton, as well as of the
pitfalls of hastily researched and over-simplified models of the connection
between thinking and writing., VYet, despite the real difficulties, i1 weas
possible to see method in  thinking, Odell claimed, and he went on to describe
four cognitive processes that we can be pretty sure are involved in  thinking
about a topic. These processes are selecting and enceding {i,e, approaching
with a focus); relating {(i.e. selective combining and comparingly considering
afternatives {e.g. by brainstorming., testing, dialogical thinkingl; and paying
atéentrion to what we are deirg {i.e. metacognitive problem-solvingl. To
demgnstrate these processes at work, Odell analysed some protocols of
discussions designed to estabhlish the meaning of & mysterious god-fiogure from
a tenth grade social science class.

The third part of Odell’'s talk focussed on a writing-across-the-curviculus
project he is involved in with teachsrs from the second to the twelfth
grades, His project, he reports, established the necessity of working out
long-range goals for courses,deviging appropriate writing tasks for these
goals, making sure therp were a number pf ocrcasions for the same type nf task,
and making sure it was clear to the teachers how writing would help them teach
the subject {(for otherwisze they weren't really interested). 0dell then
concluded his talk by claiming that we need just enpugh madness to keep us
alive and just enough wmethod to keep us sane.

As Odell’'s concluding epigram floated over the ether, one could almost hear

a collective sigh of contentment £ill the rwom. Teachers who wanted a tight
model of cognitive pgrocess 1R writing, teachers who wanted a
cross-disciplinary functional procedure for using writing, even teachers wheo
hated the idea of reducing thought to a few standardised procedures, all had
had their needs vrecognised in the talk. It took the reviewer a while to
realise that this state of harmony was somewhat illusory, that actually the
talk has guite neatly barricaded off (4rom the metaphor indicated in the title
onwards) the "madness” of 1ntuition from the *methods™ of thought.

Thus the gulf between nor-interventienist romantics and hard-nosed
cogntivists remains; Feter Elbow has yet to join hands with bLinda Flower and
walk pff into the sunset. Vet if tee Odell did not bridge this gulf, if he is
more of a technocrat than his humane pronouncements would lead us to beiieve,
he is still & speaker who can recogoise and acknowledge both sides of the

divide, and for that we should be grateful.



...... TYTTPTITHPLTTTYTITYYTYY

bl 83T

Lee Odell, Hensselaer Polytechnic Institute,
Workshop on the Evaluation of Writing

/// Beverly Tet:

Recalling attempts some years ago to train him and feliow graduate
assistants to mark essays at the University of Michigan, Lee Odell admitted to
a workshop of seventy that "the process was fraught with animosity, emotion,
and all sorts of bad stuff.” (dell demonstrated that the process of
responding to students’ papers need not be distressing, mysterious, or subject
to assorted whims,

lidel]l reviewed the basic assumptions underliying the primary +trait scoring
system first developed by Richard Lioyd-dones. This system links evaluation to
sperifically identified features appropriate to & given writing task. In
prder for such a system to work, according to Odell, an audience and purpose
must be specified for the writing assignment; a good evaluation program must
he developed in the context «of a goed writing programy and adeguate
description of expectations must precede epvaluation. He then directed the
workshop participants to read and evaluate three desecriptive essays written by
Grade 12 students. Evaluators were given & clear indication of the initial
essay assigament and were provided with a list of four primary traits to look
for in evaluating the essays.

The results were surprising to everyone present, extept perhaps for 0dell,
who has repeated this experiment many times. Even though instructed not to,
many evaluators etill insisted on looking H4or qualities other than those
specified on the list of primary traits. Several rounds of marking were
required before the group was able te ride itself of individual, idigsyncratic
mental checklists and mark only according to the criteria supplied. Once this
was atcomplished, however, this widely varied group was able to reach an
impressive level of consencus.

Also surprising were the types of comments voiced 1in response to {dell's
deliberately neutral question, "What did you find?" Odell was bombarded with
many competing voites anxious to tell him what was wrorg with the students’
papers. It took come skillful, diplomatic maneuvering on his part to briag
the group around to acknowledging that vyes, the students did indeed do many
things right,

This all-too-short evaluation seminar proved two things: E£nglish educaters
in MWestern Canada have much to learn about how to mark more effectively and
consistently; and at least seventy have made a fine start by discovering
evaluation according to a oprimary tralt scoring system as presented by Lee
Odell.



______ o Jukelied 6.5:8

Jane Miller, University of London Institute of Education, “Who
Is Reading?: Historical, Feminist, and Dialogic Approaches to
Literacy and Literature Teaching in the Classroom"

/77 Janice Williamson

Hesponding tn a guestion (spoken, perhaps, in an anti-feminist tonel about
whether feminist critics could divine whether an anonymous text was written by
a man  ur a wWoman, Jane Miller replied that she was more interested in
conversations than essentialism. In the dialogues that developed during her
sesnlon, her impressive abilities as  teacher and eritic became apparent.
Whiie participants heard her theorization of a socialist-feminist criticism,

Miller s pedagogic practice vnderscored her creative approach to theories of
reading.

Het paper considered three issues which shouwld concern teachers of
titerature, First, 1in response {0 Harwist theorists, Hiller insists on the
practice of reading culture and history. Reading is 0ot an "autopomous”
activity. Thus both readers and texts should be contextualized historically.
Her argument was elaborated through +transcripts from the sixteesth-century
interrogation of Mennochloe, in which this miller’s reading strategies were
seent to be organized ideologically: “his experience of power and his
subuwrdination to power taught hias how to read.” Her second critical point was
speeiftically feminist in impulse--read not for identity or the universal, but
for the articulation or obscuring of differences o¥ gender, class and race.
This demands that readers become conscious of the exclusions which circulate
around "patriarchal assertions of commonality.' According to Miller, to "read
within our diffterence produces different readers.” Echoing Judith Fetteriey's
theary of the  ‘*resisting reader," Miller pointed cut how women learn to
misread in worder tp read as aen. And finally, her third point revealed
another theoretical interest, Whiie she is completing a2 book called The
Seduction of Theory about the importance and difficulties of theory in the
ciassroom, Miller discussed her attraction to Bakhtin's "dialogic imagination®
and VYolosinov's theories of language. Reading is a process informed by the
dynamics of conversation, not a sirgle-minded csearch for "coherence and
wholeness.” Thus tearhers showld interrogate not only the canon of tewts, but
the social relations generated by reading practices. Reading 18
“interactive,” with the emphasis on the production, or in Edward Said’'s terms,
the "worlding," of texts,

Her paper vresponds to the speech act thewrist’'s refusal to oppose

literature and the extra-literary fread: life)l. Thus it opens up literary
studiee to texts which are considered "non-literary" {such as the
autobiographical narratives of <children). Students and teachers should
experiment with different texts and different strategies. Miller suggests
reading "agasinst the grain.” While teachers of literature often +{ocus on

close reading for detail, she asks us to ipterrupt our anticipated readings by
attempting multiple and different practices (skimming, reading beginnings,
etc.?

"Reading makes significant cenversations possible,” concluded Hiller. Her
interpretation of "The Creating Word" was both provocative and useful.



Sheridan Baker, University of Michigan,
"Linguistics and Writing"
/// Theresa Skrip

Sheridan Baker began by stating that his position With regard to the issue
of linguistics and writing is "that which the linguists call in the fury over
Webster 11! of the traditionalist, the purist, the school-marm of both sexes,
or of the self-appointed authority who knows nothing about language; in other
worde, anyone whoe is not a iinguist."1 Baker 's opening statement set the tone
for his entire paper, in which he maintained that “the linguistic
ectablishment missed the «¢reating word, missed the +force of wraiting 1in
creating us as thinking, 1literate speakers and writers of the language.’
Identifying twentieth-century linguists and +the National Council of Teachers
of English {NCTE) as those who had "divorced writing from lamguage and found
the poor school-marm guilty of purity, [andl helped deprive our pedagogy of
its most valuable instrument," he claimed that "we still assume that writing
15 a bad copy of speech;y it is an artificial, edited necessity somewhat
unattached to the living language and having little or no influepce upon it.” 2
Baker further stated that "we still do not see how vitally important writing
ie in forming our speech and thought, how important it is as a way of
cognition.” Although Baker has & justifiable complaint against those
linguists (particularly Leonard Bloomfield, Edward Sapir, and Ferdinand de
Baussure) whe declared that writing i1s a mere copy of speech, he gave little,
or inaccurate, acknowledgement to the work of other linguists and scholars,
silch as Walier J. Ong, who not oniy recognize the influence that writing bas
an speech, but who herald its uplifting effect on the consciousness of
literate humans.

One reasan for Baker 's not distinguishing between the various
twentieth-century lingquists, perhaps, is that they all, including the Prague
Linguistic Circle, hail Bloomfield and Sapir for their work in the development
wf phonolegy. Baker condemned Bloomfield for his claim that *writing is not
fanguage, but merely a way of recording language by means pf physical wmarks”
ilanguage 21). Baker alsoc objected to Bloomfield's claim that writing has very
little effect on the forms and development of actual speech {13} and declared
that Bloomfield contradicts himself in  (enguage by stating that writing
conventions "are more rapidly standardized and then actually influence the
standardizing of speech” (486). Although Bloomfield dees reduce writing to
merely visual symbol, he is somewhat justified in his claias that writing has
had but a slight influence on the forms and development of speech since
writing, until the time of mass literacy, did remain "the property of only a
thosen few" {i13}; as a result, its influence on common speech was limited to
those who had exnperienced the bepetits of literacy., Once mass literacy
cammented, largely due to the development of the printing press, the influence
writing had uwpon speech was great, and Eloomfield rightly notes this {(48é).

Haker was mopre favourable toward Sapir, who, he stated, "had noticed the .

perfective power of writing, as if it were the ideal toeward which speech
had always yearned.” This 15 & rather liberal interpretation of Sapir’s
attitude toward the status of the written lanquage, which for him is "a
point-to-point equivalence . . . to its spoken counterpart” (SBapir, Lamgquage
£d). SBapir recogpizes, like Saussure, that the written word might "be entirely
substituted for the spoken ones," but he still considers writing to be "visual
speech symbeliss,” a point that Baker did not mention when using Sapir as
gupport from his own claim that writing ic superior to speech {20, 19},



Baker did point out that the Jinguistic hostility te writing has abated in
recent years. However, as | have stated, not all linguists were or are
hostile tp writing (see, for example, John Lyons, Victoria fromkin, and Robert
Radman, to cite only a few). Furthermore, Haker cited Walter J. Ong as an
example of a scholar who has shifted his position from prizing orality to
groclaiming the virtues of writing. Aithough Ong does value the spoken word,
especially since it comprises the primal bond between humans and Hod (see, for
example, The Barbarian Within 4B-B7, The Fresence of the Hord 160-9, Orality
and Literacy 17%9), he unfailingly recognizes the absolute invaluablepess of
writing, Even as early as The Barbarian Hithin, Ong writes, "1 believe that
there is no doubt of an intimate connection between the mental habits
sncouraged by wedieval logic and the emergence of printing,” which he states
had “"psychological implications® {74).

Baker, however, had this to say about (ng:

The metal racks of typography, he believes, have locked us into linear
thought. The, I guote, “"alphabet and print have made lanquage as never
before, an instrument of constraint rather than openness, . . . We have
yet to assess the terrible strain on the psyche which the learning of
alphabetic writing always entails.”

What Baker left put of his guotation is of extreme importance to understanding
Ong. This i1s the passage from which Baker's quotation was taken:

It 15 this breakthrough from guiescent to vibrant, temporally fluid
spund which, | believe, constitutes the most deep-seated source of
anxlety in reactions to Webster III. Space is the great symbol of order,
and its primacy is npw being compromised, The alphabet and print had
made language as never before an instrument of constraint rather than
cpenness, and frad thereby reorganized man's life world., Te learn the
alphabet Is to 1mpose on cweself a sense of control which we are only
beginning to understand. We have vet to assess the terrible strain on
the psyche which the learning of alphabetic writing always entails,
although studies of the difterent posychotic syndromes of literates, as
coppared to iiliterates, have begun to alert us to the state of

affairs., (7)) Any teacher of a foreign language knows some of the depths
that are affected by literacy: how difficult it 1s, for example, to
re-ectablish among literatures an awareness of socunds as sounds--a
sense, for example, that the "p* in French is not the "p" in English,
and the abhility to hear a Frenclh "p" rather than to see an
tnglish-sounding "p* when a French word i1s uttered {(frain 56, ltalics
added!

. By ‘'constraint,” Ung means that writing placed an order upon, reorgantzed,
the open, "free-{fiowing" {(34) world of pre-literacy, of primary orality:
writing did not restrain the human mind. Furthermore, Onrg indicates that the
ohiections that arise to the linguistic basiz of Webster JIII are largely due
to the fear of losing the order that literacy imposes on language, and that
grder is responsible for the human mind's ability to thimk linearly and to
reason {(frality 78).

Net only Joes Ung recognize the value of writing and print, he also knous
that speech has limitations that writing and print, the reified word {(Orality
119) can avercome, a point Ong has made in various formc since 1967 (see The
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Presence of the Hord 92; Grain 9)., Ung, from the beginning of his work on
orality and literacy, believed in the relationship between the human aind and
the worlds of chirpgraphy and typugraphy. As Ong writes, "The human mind does
not forget or put aside its former achievements, but builds on  thes"”
{Barbarian 174}. Ong did not transform or reverse his stand on the value of
writing, as BHaker «claimed; Ong's later work on the relationship between
literacy and human consciousness is a synthesis, a deepening of his earlier
work in that same field.

The linguistic basis for Hebster 1III +that Ong mentions in In the Human
Grain and that Baker s&so strongly protested was the invitation for people to
recagnize the effect that language, current usage, has on word meanings.
Slowly people in the field of language study came to realize the extent to
which language both identifies people with their families and socializes then
within their communities. fut of this realization came the NCTE adoption of
"Students” Right to Their Ouwn Language” (CCCC, Fall 1974, Vol XX¥). Baker
attacked this pesition, declaring it “ridiculous” and an "anti-intellectual

attack on literacy.” He stated that "[tlhe linguistic premise that all
diaiect are egual, that Standard E&ngiish ig but one dialect among many, has
retired from practice undemonstrated and undemonstrablie.” While "Students’

Hight to Their Own Language” did rest ypon the premise that Standard E£nglish
{NCTE referred to :t as Edited American English [EAEN) was but one dialect
among many, 1i did so to emphasize the fact that EAE was only one system among
many that were equally effective systems of comeunication. The NCTE did not
seek to annihilate EAE, or writing for that matter, from the school curriculum
ih the United States; despite wanting to recognize the importance of students’
various dialects, they wrote, "it is necessary that we inform those students
who are preparing themselves for gccupations that demand formal writing that
they Will be expected to write ERE" (14),

Baker implied that Standard English ¢1 presume Standard American English,
since the standard varies from one Englich-speaking nation to the next) to be
a language superior to the many dialects in the Upited States. Never mind the
cultural identification that people receive from their dialects and idiolects,
Baker would have all people 1n the United Gtates speaking Standard fAmerican
Enqlish or even, 1f it were possible, "Written Edited American English,” as he
called it: "it seems to me an absolute democratic necessity to educate our
students to he fluent, literate, to be able to stand on their hind legs and
not speak badly."

Setting up "the linguistic establishment® and the MCTE as those who have
"divorced language from writing,” Haker presented twentieth-century linguists
and the NCTE as a hompgenous group who have banded together against literacy
and who favour "speech, change, and the immature usages of daily talk.” True
enough, linguists set language, wmore particularly "la langue," as their
nbject, studying it predominantly through "la paroley" not through texts;
however , many iinguists acknowledge the power writing has an human
conscicusaess, Furthermore, unless writing had, wusing Ong's term, "reified
the word,” neither 1linguists nor anyone else wouid have identified words and
ianguage as things to be studied. We are esgecially indebted to Milman Parry,
Alexander Luria, and Walter Ong, among others, for their work identifying the
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effects that literacy had on our pre-literate ancestors; and we are indebted,
again, to Welter (ng for his work identitying the effects that print and
electronic technalogy had and continue to have on the literaie mind.

Haker 's hostility towards those who value speech at the expense of writing
i1t justifiable; however, his attack on those who study speech and note how
writing intiuences it is untair, as 15 his evaluation of Walter Ong’'s work.
Although Baker knows very much about language, his position is that of the
tradgitionalist, the purist, perhaps even of those scholars in the Eighteenth
Century who prized writing at the expense of speech.

Notes

ihe references to Baker's paper are taken from a gond-guality tape
recording,

Zialter ng writes, "To say that writing is artificial is not to condemn it

but to praise it. Like other artificial creations and indeed more than any
other, it ig utteriy invaluable and indeed essential for the realization of
fuller, 1nterior, human potentiais., Techneologies are not mere exterior alds
but also interipr transformations ot conscipusness, and never more than when
they affect the word, . . . To live and to understand fully, we need not oniy
provimity but also distance. This writing provides {for consciousness a&as
nothing else does” (Ung, Orality 82).
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Richard Lloyd-Jones, University of Iowa,
"Dialects and Social Grouping”

/// Kay Stewart

In one of those ironies of conference schedules, [ 1left GSheridan Baker's
plenary seseion, still fuming, for one of the four concurrent sessions that
ipliowed to discover that in style and substamce, Richard bLloyd-Jones, past
president of the National founcil of Teachers aof English, reaffirmed the value
uf “Democracy through Language® that Baker had attached.

i.ioyd-Jones didn’'t haranguej he "visited" with his audience. Indeed, he

sunggested that the word "Visiting" should precede his announced title, for he
began by describing the social ritual whereby lowa farmers "visit" about the
weather in order to “adjust their tones, their stance toward each sther,
before they slip into serious visiting” about other matters. His description
made clear that this is a comsunity “bound by a set of discourse rules,
extended variants of what we usuwally call ‘dialect.’” Weather is not the only
topic that is sufficiently “"content-empty” to allow language to fulfill its
dominant function in such exchanges--that of establishing “"commonality of
human concern.” The hotline between Washington and Mpscow, children’s letters
home, sports tallk--these are other erxamples of ritual exchanges that reassure
participants abput the possibility of more meapningful communication. The
lines are open.

fanguage is never purely expressive, any more than it is ever whelly free
of sopcial commitment, Liogyd-Jones went on to say. Our efforts to achieve
truth, or even scientific ohjectivity, will always be inadequate {as
Gulliver's Laputans illustrate!} because *we have to depend ugon
representations of truth in language.” In that sense, ever informative
language is persuasive, "an effort to convince apother person of the validity
of gpe’'s own vision of some shared reality.” To the entent that "the writing
we teach in school stresses accuracy, brevity, and clarity to the point of
denying other virtues,” however, we "buy into” a discourse community that
devalues the social dimension of language.

Te iliustrate his contention that "reality i1s as much sorial as personal,”
Loyd-Jones described the formation of a discourse community from  the sixly
participants at a conference sponsored by the Copalition of English
fissociations (itself “"an ad hoc group of eight professional societies in thne
U. 8.7, The preiiminary "visiting" necessary to establish a common dialect and
dgreup identity took four or five days of the three-week conterence. The
rewarts, atcording to Lloyd-dones, "were tremendous.” YWe demonstrated to
ourselves the wvalue o©f the interactive ctassroonm, one steeped in
language--pral and written.” #c participants "taught each other constantly,”
so classrooms should be places where we as teachers become “fellow students,’”
augmenting the group’'s store of knowledge, refereeing, contiliating,
challenging and supporting. The emphasis on mass testing in Language Artis
distorts the "insistently interactive" nature of 1language, however, because
such testing can only sample “"discrete bits of knowledge.”
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The Coalition Conference, Licevd-Jones rcontinued, chose the heading

"emocracy through lLanguage” to identify its concerns. fhe .iiterature ane
chopses to teach has obvious political and social implications. But so ?2
notions such as "standard” English. *pialects all have standards,

Livyd-Jones reminded ns, “"and the dominant ‘standard’ of ed?ted tegts ig
sigply the dialect of the highly literate people who control history if not

daily life.” Although democracy would sees to reguire accommodation  of
variety, scheols in response to broader soclal pressures suppress the markers
ni ractal and ethpnic dialects, which can easily be tested for. Maore

tri1diously, perhaps, we as teacher:s may devalue certain discopurse stratggies
by treatiﬂg-them "gimpiy as options governed hy the nature of the fudience
without asking to what entent the group is defined by Fhe strategies. Real
human progress,” he concluded, “depends on our being comfortable among
differences.”

{ was certainly more comfortable with Lloyd~Jones's “visit” than I had been
with Sheridan Raker ‘s harangue. if only Lloyd-Jones had had the larger
forum.

Inkshed and CCTE Conferences, St. John's, Newfoundland, August 1968

The CLCTE is Coming of Age in 1988! The 2ist annual conference, "Part of the
Main,"” wiil be held at Memorial Usiversity of Newfpundland, August 14-20,

Deagiine for program propesals is fApril 2, 19B6. Froppsal forms and ather
information available from me or from

Edward A. Jones

Consultant in Englicgh

bDepartment of Educatiaon

Government of Newfoundland and Labrador
F. 0. Box 4750

5t. John's, Newfoundiand &1C 577

inkshed V will take place immediately tefore CCTE, from Friday, August 12
to Sunday, August 14 at Littledale Conference Centre--a furmer convent close
to Bowring Fark, one of the most attractive areas of the city. THANKS to the
dozen or more Inkshedders who have written to me offering suggestions. I'm
holding back on final decisions about fheme and structure of Inkshed V so that
all potential participants have an cpportunity to contribute their ideas at
this early stage of planning, Flease send your comments to me as soon as
possible, There will be an update in January’'s Inkshed,

Fhyllis Artics

Department of English
Memorial University

St. John's, Kfld. aiC 77




Editonal Inkshedding /// Kay Stewart

Thanks to all of you who promptly sent in your renewals. Thanks too for your
notes nf support and your offers of material. To make it easier {1 hopel for
you to translate good intentions into hard copy, I am proposing the following
spercial issuess

Januvary 1988 LITERACY
March 1988 WRITING PROGRAMS:
PROBLEMS AND PDSSIRILITIES
Deadliines for submitting material for these issues are December 30 and

February 153. If you have suggestions for other special issues, please let me
know.

Hesponses tp previous pieces, conference notes, and similar material will
centinue to appear as I receive them.





