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Literature and Composition Pedagogy

Christine Farris

n 1998, Sharon Crowley in Composition in the University summed up the view
HOm most English disciplinary historians: that “composition gives literary studies
something to define itself against” (2). The other side of the coin, of course, is that
literature (or not-literature) has been, for over a century, the key factor shaping the
identity and practices of Composition Studies. The relation of literature to compo-
sition is central to pedagogical and political issues in English Studies.

Boundary disputes between literature and composition can be traced as far
back as the revision of the classical trivium (grammar, rhetoric, and logic), study
intended to develop intellectual rather than occupational abilities. The tension
between literary knowledge and literacy skills figures prominently in the rise of
English as a discipline and in perpetual reconsiderations of the purpose of a college
education. Binaries abound and continue to shape what is at stake in the lit/comp
relationship: (1) the centrality of writing over reading in first-year English courses;
(2) hierarchy and labor in departments where composition instruction makes
large-scale literary specialization possible; and (3) a growing fear that down-sized
English departments will be reduced to service courses as a consequence of a
competitive education marketplace that pits vocationalism against a liberal arts
life of the mind. Nevertheless, what literature and composition specialists share in
their understanding of reading and writing as complex cultural practices can
reshape introductory English courses and their purpose in the college curriculum,
provided we do not lose sight of our students in attending to our professional
and disciplinary needs.

Institutional and economic shifts that pose new challenges to the relationship
between composition and literature were just coming over the horizon six years
ago, when my literature colleague Judith Anderson and I edited Integrating Litera-
ture and Writing Instruction, a collection that examines successful pairings of
literature and composition in courses centered on textual analysis and production
applicable to students’ work across the curriculum. After MLA published our
book, a friend from another university, who had not yet read it, inquired as to its
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content and the gist of oyur argument. A literature celleague of his had mentioned
that apparently it was okay to teach literatyure again in composition. For g minute,
I'felt like Fredo in The Godfather when his brother, Michael Corleone, tells him not
to ever take sides with anyone against the Family. What in the history and tradi-
tion of composition explains my friend’s incredulity and the necessity of my
defense? While the new generation of English MAs and PhDs in the current job
market may be striking a balance in their attention to literature and writing, it is
important to know something of the history of that Separation. When
Lo use literature in g Writing course, we need to
and why others might applaud or contest its use.

Composition’s one-hundred-year association with a

we choose
attend to what purpose it servyes,

required set of adjsci-
plinary skills has made it something literary specialists try to move up and out of as
soon as possible, Historically, in a course thought to have no “content” originally
designed to address 8aps in secondary education, ideas in literary works served as
prompts, models, and Jumping-off points for the writing of daily or weekly “themes”
Traces of this tradition remain, most often where there is a second required course
focused on writing about literature. The rise of Composition Studieg as a discipline
concerned with the ways in which literacy is context-dependent, has, thankfully,
resulted in a more complex use of texts in first-year courses of all types. Neverthe-
less, rhetoric and composition specialists in many English departments have fought
an uphill battle in arguing for the legitimacy of their field, despite
linking composition studies and literary studies. Winifred H
tion, Composition and Literature: Bridging the Gap in 198
I. Hillis Miller, Wayne Booth, and E. ), Hirsch, v,
and writing as muytya] acts of interpretation,
John Clifford and John Schilb, in Writing Theory and Critical Theory, a 1994
follow-up to their 1985 essay “‘Composition Theory and Lite
attempt to bridge the lit/comp gap, in a collection of essays utilizing philosophical
schools of thought that transcend literary theory and inform the study of situated
discourse more broadly. Rhetoric, most often, provides that bridge. Schilb and
Clifford’s textbook, Making Literatire Matter, is both a |
practical enactment of their earlier work—y writing text that helps students yse
rhetorical strategies to develop their positions. Literary texts make arguments, as
do we, when we interpret them. Schill and Clifford offer students strategies for
constructing arguments that often begin with interesting questions they find in a
Poem or narrative, Similarly, Faye Halpern sees herself as teaching ar,
she encourages students to make the case for one reading of
another, as opposed to mn_,\:os__mn_mm:m and producing “endle
don’t “need much proving” (146),
Claims for rhetoric, textual

a body of work
orner’s edited collec-
3, includes essays by
ariously making the case for reading

rary Theory? also

Iterary anthology and a

gument when
a literary text over
ss close readings” that

ity, and genre studies a5 common intellectual bases
for reconfiguring departments and curricuyla, however, have not been all i
cessful on the ground. Typically, English departments just add new
and courses, expanding into new subfields, which gtr
and students (Graff, Beyond the Cultyre Wars
while boundary-crossers in work with gender,

1at suc-
faculty lines
uggle for power, resources,
10; Seitz 155), Literature scholars,
race, and postcolonial studies, may
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still defend the turf associated with _umln%ﬁu%o: E%MHMMW&%MMMM“SHM“M
, Jancy Comley, an ) say,
mm .E:mmwﬂmwﬂmmn WMWMWWM wwm_m_aw G;mm& Book m\:. For no:%om.:w%s mm_ww_y_ﬂw HWM
oy themsely isciplinar i re in composition :
ks e nﬁmMMHMMMM_WUW“M“W“MMMW%ﬁﬂwwwvm:mm of M:m:ﬁ.o: to miﬂ‘mw:m_
&m.:& ﬁrm. 82.“%05& wwow_cnzo: of texts, which are central to what no:ﬁw@_ozﬂzmm
M(M“.a_m._@m%mm“ :,.:MHm is political and pedagogical ground to be won and los
- mwﬂ_ﬂm. tied to larger disciplinary and institutional issues, :UR stakes in M_Mn
nosgw_ﬁ._mww:w_:méﬁ:wm relationship have focused E‘.WENEQ on M\_Tmﬁﬁ M, MMMMLM mn%nﬂw =
tion s fi more than on whether or not faculty in both field .v.m udy ieach the
e MM_N_M The purpose of the course was the key question pose .dwz e
i . i istori he role of literature in compositi
M:amw_ﬁwwﬁmﬁ __ﬁww\ww%”%“whﬂvwm MM_Mmmm Composition msnﬁ“ MMWME.M:WMMMM
4 n i -up essays published in 1993 an 5 in Colleg
AOOﬂQu m_wm MH,.M_M ﬁ__mwmmowmwn_ﬁmwﬁoowﬁ WEM in the early 1990s there was nozmmsm:mw
L Hm. that first-year composition students should master a process o
mo_...%m e mw_ﬂmnﬂwo: in preparation for future E.Esm in m.o:mm.m BE.UB@:M.
ooty evived attention to the canons of rhetoric, especially 5<m:mo:.m:..v
Fmoﬂ._ﬁmmyvﬁwmmumwﬂ the “social turn,” instruction emphasized writing ﬂmrm _.Wiom_u “.-
Wﬂﬁ_m”n_hwsm a _”Hmm,zm of discovery. Concerns in the 1960s w:a HWM,NMMM,M& w_wﬁnom:._m
mwsi growth and cognitive development of student Q:_QM 2 e o g
“proces " displacing literary texts as models and sourc s
e W Go<m5.m:m.zm1§ texts were seldom included in early ﬁs«m::mﬁ_#wmw?:&
e M<M_WMwwﬂwﬂoswown (323) and Sharon Crowley (97-98) ﬁo.BM out :M:U,MM
courses, a i s . : L PSR
respective histories of composition in Edn._ﬁ_n”: MM_E_MMWNMWMN Mamﬁww —
designed to maintain standards of usage and taste. gerdl N;r i
i qmom. public rhetoric, college courses replaced the classics %n o
_M_MHME:,P the appreciation of which _E.omcaqu ,W,.Sm mrm.nmmmwmwﬁ MM amnm : W,Q.ammu
English departments grew larger, however, primar _JM. mnmﬁr:nm aseesof Erises
in basic literacy skills of incoming students, Qven.as ;mwm;mn Eﬁm:&mn— detaneed
themselves from the more utilitarian composition m.oEv\, S
these deficiencies. College courses were nn:nﬁ:ma first, as :msiwmm i
i lletristic and, later, modal classification of the features o g
ﬁ:%%m& in textbooks (224). Driven by grammar rules and _wmmmn:w:w_nmwmzi
- positi suasi rricula settled into wha
ation, description, exposition, vmacmw.@du curricula s .
_ﬁm_wmww_wm Mm:mn_ :ncw.m:?:‘m&:omm_: composition mow. half mHMnm”M_wwr T~
In the 1960s, reform efforts to align and redefine %‘ umm::ni o JosnE
lotes to ﬁOmuwﬁ_Oﬁwh_ canon Eﬁmﬂm_.vw and ﬁOH.S.TmHAQHOO_.—ﬂﬂﬁbmmm I o QVEH g
WF:H? peints out, not in a reintegration oZ:mBE._.m and 85.@8._ Hoom) E—
”a. oot s emphasizing subjectivity in interpretation and mqhmm%m s
o mmwmﬂﬁméﬂwﬁmmm n_H.wmz:m and peer group work, key tenets of compositior
process: , dre ,
e %J\ ax__u\m““._u rmwovwnmm of student writers became the concern of _u.o% mz..ﬂm.:w
nm:ﬁ”ﬁ MMHWOWEMEE like Peter Elbow and Donald Murray and quasi-empiricists
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like Janet Emig, James Britton, and Sondra Perl, whose findings from cage studies
of writers in the 1970s and 1980 were central to composition’s search for a disci-
plinary ident; ty grounded in research, the tindings of whicl, produced a generalizable
model of “good writing” In both approaches, school-based writing that imposed
structure and restricted expression was the primary foe. Literature in 4 writing
course was alsg considered an obslacle to the delivery of direct composition in-
Struction, which had shifted emphasis from the features of finished products to the
recursive and collaboratiye process of writing and revision. In the Jagy twenty-five
years, challenges o 4 monolithic mode] of composition have come from varigyg
directions, some of which are linked to historical, textual, genre, apd cultural in-
qQuiry in the rest of English Studies; they all offer possibilities for 4 revitalized yse
o::mﬁ:.w texts in writing courses.
One challenge has a]so come from the Writing Across the Curriculum move.
ment, which, beginning in the 19803, called into question the extent to which one
first-year writin § course could adequately brepare students for the rhetorical prac-
ticesand genres in “discourse communities” beyond English, but for wh; ch English,
nevertheless, felt responsible (Crowley 27), Lindemanns rejection of literatyre is
tied to this responsibility of composition to offer “guided practice in reading and
writing the discoyrseg of the academy and the professions. That js what our co)-
leagues across the Campus want it to do; that is wh
drag every first-year student through the requirement” (Lindemann 1993, 312.
cited in Crowley 28). Use of imaginative literature, ag OPposed to texts from 3 vy
riety of disciplines, rigks shifting the emphasis in Writing courses from students’
composing processes tq their teacher-centered reception of texts. ani&\ finds
this rationale for 4 requirement—thyt COmposition instrucops can “anticipate
every discursive exigency” in disciplines angd professions other than their own__
no more satisfactory than the notion that first-year composition students shoyd
read literary works for thejr inspirational valye to their lives and craft, the position
advanced by Gary Tate and other participants in the College English exchanges.
bs:.ﬁ.tm::m “the increasing professionalization of undergraduate education in
this country,” Tate lamens the extent to which, by replacing literatyre with rheto-
ric, composition hag been turned into the “ultimate service courge’ for all the
other disciplines in the academy” (“Place” 319). He would yse literature to help
students join ‘conversations . . outside the academy” (320), 2 tradition
Pposition as objectionable o Crowley as Lindemann service ethic,
does resurface in the pedagogy of critical liter

atit should do if We are going to

al humanist

but one that
acy and cultural studjeg.

LITERATURE AND WRITING ACROSS THE CURRICULUM

Writing Acrogs the Curriculym (WAC) doctrine, h
turn composition back toward the teaching of literature, megt notably in Ary
Young and Toby Fulwilers collection, Whep, Writing Teachers Teach Literatyye:
Bringing Writing to Reading. Most of the contributors, w}
emphasize the ways in which attentiop
the :.m:m:.:.mm_.o:-o%.._ﬁzcsq_mamm model ]

owever, has also been used to

10 identify with composition,
to students’ Writing processes can disrupt

Ong associated with literature instruction

. e —
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; counter. Pub-
ri the worls they encoun
rsonal experience to o
tudents connect perso clot ety oo
7 rmru m_c@m Young and Fulwiler’s volume is faithful to %m t et of both fhe
. “ i a S,
-l ess and writing-to-learn movements, regarding :mﬂ. e e o
iting process a Eale o n
e t, as sites for the same sort of pedagogical interver
the most part, S
! o ition’s “legitimating claim” to pre-
e o:”Q. n_dwmﬂ_éﬁr what Crowley calls composition’s _mm_w_swmgomﬁ.mﬁ e o
o itera ar aft,
. H:H Mmma umn:. future discursive work (262), _:WBQ Mn 52585 with Cathy
Mw__mwmw in Academe (and in his textbook ﬂ%&av@b § @mro: en wih Cathy
Joemsie i - liter compos 2 :
for literature an ; !
; stein), stakes such a claim ; e 20 e
m:_nm:ﬂm M by clarifying for students the “culture of ideas and ﬁmm:Ba et
i analys
o mm% Mv demystifying the common moves of mnm:E_wm:N e
" ant an S oy - Jlose 3. u
for mﬁ&im M 7 and writing “game” in the academy h.ﬁ, ﬁ e
PG ith undergraduates “the conflicts” among scho
, : . ' F i . . i
r years advocated sharing with oy oruin
@ ﬁ\:wﬁ%am is not alone in tackling how wc._n_ma.;m vmnoEmm i, Toadios
_:E.E,%m dm:Emm and academic habits of mind throug a
pretive comzr

(what “they say”), not literature per se, is key.

READING AND TEXTUALITY

“ i iversity” and in his
id Bartholomae, in his landmark essay, “Inventing M.:.m CM_B:E_M sspuse ot
OM:W _w authored with Anthony Petrosky, Ways o\wm: .EMJ gl el
et /a, “need” to learn is how to do interesting and in A _, i
at students "ne . ? e ,
%r,ﬁw M_ ings in their writing with the ideas in what Eﬁw read M
e mr e pioneers in exposing even basic writers to comp : ; om:\mnzo:
o - , i i e ¢
T nwx.:mm Mo_d a variety of disciplines, their approach to D
e by : ful writing has implica
iti ding and successfu : ﬁ
lose and critical reading oarions o th
Umﬁimm_: - texts. Ways of Reading argues that what student w e
e i j i iscourse.
it o__, H te zg%m:?m?mm within academic, not just literary, .Eu.no ] ey
oy Mnmﬂ of Hm:w,m&:m and sequenced assignments that E<.;m mﬁrm I witers o
) Smw o.nn_mmm of one author to complicate those of another uM meo&Q c
— .
. ﬁ.gm easingly complex interpretations. w»ﬁrowo_dﬂm EM e i
crea i e
e :H. in providing students with difficult but “reada m e
. Ve a
i N dings that would serve as models or that “so
short and tidy reading |
wiloir a to do” in their
o ti us of using texts that “leave some work for readers o el
o , iter: in a writin :
ﬂﬂ”m made all the difference in my own use of :SEHER n__:owomwn& ﬂmmwo:mmm
Nasher , 1d elicit only emotional or ide :
i <s that would elicit only :
e i L ts that present interesting and vexing problems. T mmwm
i Nk : i ach Tim O’Brien’s In
" Ewc_ m& rhetorical “work to do,” for instance, when [ teac gw o Betens n
is anz al @ : x
p mnhwzn.w he Woods and ask students to make an argument for M s one of he
el i d or has been murdered by he :
. iberately disappeared or has . iy
aracters has delibera e
Ew:MmM_ turned-politician husband. Students have Srmﬂimww s
et i istori d psychologi
i g historical, and psy
structi f a hybrid (detective, o5 Ao ke
—— %3:35, O’Brien provides no definitive answer bu her EM o
ect: : e |
o mQ:_M.G_G erspectives and extensive intertextual footnotes regarding
from multiple p
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Lai massacre trial and Post-traumatic stress disorder, al] of whi
function as evidence. Similarly, Paul Auster’s intertextual met
of Glass, is not just a “whodunit” but an opportunit

ch may or may not
a-detective novel, City
y for students to Investigate the
relationship between language and reality as they try to distinguish Paul Auster, the
character, from Paul Auster, the book’s author, and determine, finall

¥, who is nar-
rating the story and whether or not Auster is “pl

aying” them as readers. Students
who say they hate novels but love puzzles have written papers on City of Glass that
make convincing, if not brilliant, arguments. T bring
the composition course in the context of what | hope
and Public Identities, in this case) that gener
rather than as texts to master or simp

difficult or enigmatic texts to
are compelling topics (Private
ate questions that will drive the writing,
ly appreciate. The argument for putting litera-
ture in a composition course, as Clyde Moneyhun points out, should not be “that
since a text is a text, we might as well use literature” (230)
than just a test object for amassing details that Support arguments with which no
one would disagree. As Faye Halpern discovered in her work with the Harvard
Study of Undergraduate Writing, some students may even excel at exegesis, but
then hit a dead end with what becomes a formulaic claim that, on closer reading, a
text is more complex than we first thought—what the Harvard Study called the
:no:%_miQ thesis” (127). What's often missing, she says, i
signifies about the work or the topic as a whole, why it matters. Students’ ability to
maove (o the “So what?” in their writing depends, 1 think, on how we have framed
the course. Is there a topic for sustained inquiry? Do some readings provide “lenges”
for reading more critically or analyzing one work in terms of another? Have we

included a variety of texts, both literary and nonliterary, that generate questions
worth writing about?

- Literature has to be more

s what the complexity

Robert Schales has long been the main advocate for

intertextuality as the way
to reunite literature and com

position in compelling multigenre courses, Coming
from literary studies back to rhetoric, he proposes in The Rise and Falj of English
and in Text Rook: Writing Through Literatyre (written with Nancy Comley and
stegory Ulmer for students), a modern trivi um that would shift the focus of English
from canonical literature to intertextuality as the core of a curriculum “organized
around a canon of concepts, precepts, and practices” to be understood through the
analysis of works from a range of media (Rise 120). His goal, like Bartholomae and
Petrosky’s, is to have students work with literature—to teach reading (narrative,
metaphor), along with writing, as a “craft”

Both Scholes and Graff (“Afterword”) argue for uniting the concerns of litera-
ture and composition around textuality, recommending that students ip introduc-
tory courses analyze rhetorical language in both literary and nonliterary works.
Scholes takes issue with the exclusion of literature a5 advocated by Lindemann and
the WAC mandate, claiming that what faculty in other disciplines respect about
ourexpertise in English is not so much “that we will teach them (o write like socjal
scientists or engineers . . ” ag that “what we can teach about writing involves mainly
those elements of it that are Eﬁ.mg or rhetorical” (Rise 34),

Joseph Harris, a former colleague of Bartholomae

s at Pittsburgh, also be-
lieves that students learn to write mimlmﬁ:m:«,

focusing on a method for writing
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i f the ideas of others. In his innovative Uoow_ also ,S.;.E.W for mEM_%MMMU
o ﬁmzﬁ.m S D, Things with Texts, Harris complicates the process uﬁw A L
i st ):M Petrosky’s re-reading w%._mm_ﬂm_:.mgc@sc.mm an
mn_,,o._mm wu_,?o_o:ﬁ,w, ractices in his sequential method for 520@;9.5% mE“
e umé_nusc:“fﬁ Pﬂm critical essay: Coming to Terms; _u.azu&_:m, ”oﬂwﬁ
deats ta Ew o c. ch, and Revising. What matters in his _umapmomm is w?
tering; Taking an >wu§ omm<mz what genre, but what you teach mﬁ:amwﬂm ﬁ o (:.
WERpe ﬁm E_._m? oﬁ several Ew:.Em courses [ have taught with Em%:mmw
e ._m Lo Ea_:m...,m_mccmmmﬁcz (Rewriting 131) and no:mﬁ?._n:wm_ u 1g1 mﬁ
H :B_M »o:oiﬁmoamﬂwwﬁw;am Mmmwﬁ. and more complex ao:wvoﬂmﬂ?ﬁm_ Hmpw”mw%
class forum - . sponders to one anoth ;
texts. In taking Eﬁ.:m m_m,MM,MM”Mw@w%ﬂmw%“@%mm. They must pick up a a:.nww
mEammﬁm nms:w: EME.,M ost and build on an idea, taking it woﬁméwm.wm _ﬂm.ﬁo.
in the m.:ﬁ Hw%o: TE : wo:os.._:o the online discussion, can mwo%wa :m%. q
Qmmm%;n:mm%ﬁw M_Mm.ﬁ it Em:m:_a. students have already investigated an
specific passa

to issues they have raised.

LITERATURE AND LANGUAGE

: iterary language
es from Scholes, Comley, and Ulmer’s focus on literary ¢ N_um n_mm
ing some cu X raduate instructors de-
Hmmwmn_n m, my colleague Judith Anderson and a group of gradua Nsglivead
m, B . ; - : age, Ivie >
. M ourse combining composition and literature, h.n:.gm:wm. famie: el
m_m:m Wﬁ nﬁrm,ém;\ We Think in Words, described in detail in QM: Vo : 3. .y
Thought: ; o3 ssienments focused o
" : on, and writing assig e ;
wrse, the lectures, discussion, : ) rizing, Readings
,&m o etymologies, the function of words, naming, and rmﬁmm% ) _AM_E. KA
:ohwmmﬁa %Mnm%ﬁ from the autobiographies of Malcolm X and Heler e .mmom.Em?, in
i ed e " age r §
:_H :n in Faulkner’s As I Lay Dying, and the chapter on the _ﬁm:mWAm_ o e
chapter in ilt in complexity, they took
. PR 5 s the course built in P o 5T
ift's Gulliver’s Travels. As i camining works by
mfm”.w n of language, cultural metaphors, and word Eﬂm awméoamwéw Playing
o H_& Friel, Lewis Carroll, Borges, Auster, and excerpts from ! comparative
s _cum_ k mmcmmamy wilting; i ot shocy peerdises aad Ho:mwn_ : Mowaa the
i are. 4 Fis ir thinkir
. h_rm es, reflected new awareness of how language shapes their t :.o:wa o
o uﬁnu _ hich metaphor is fundamental to culture and common g
ways in whi 2 ) _305).
wamm and disciplines (Anderson and Farris 281 ' ‘v ademic discourse, Graff,
g In their commitment to courses that demystify ac s frpostancuothe
1 he imy é
e W to agree on
Harris would seem il
tholomae, Scholes, and . e llege curriculum.
wm.lr% ability of academic writing skills to other courses in :g‘.mﬁnomﬁ wmmw ey also
QLM.M mMT nwsw._n_ﬁ. their methods applicable to all of English MM E,mﬁ afsomes
e £ iterar a i
”2_ ve Fw«m: argument that writing in terms of literary texts can be f
nelp ma <)

thing transferable as well as disciplinary.

LITERATURE AND CULTURE

.mmﬁ_ ever, the r ) H mwmw
fion mLO m W ;T nonlit
m.?. ature to ﬁn:‘DﬁOmH
T, _ € D.wﬂo.n—ﬁﬁzO: 8] ter . ]
N:ﬁgﬁeﬂmz.& Hmumnm. TDM S—@ Ume_ :m~ to n:m:.—UQm Sfmw E HUQT.mT 15 PN—UO_::m »Dr:u‘ C:
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with texts—readi iti
S Fug_:mu ,S._::mu and inter

s . pretation—i. <
nificance in the world beyond the univer. b B =

e : sity. lin, in hi
Poetics, and Cultures, points to the im e e el i
e A : portance of “textualjty j i sty
g ad Xtuality in all its manifegt
butin ti gn of a profession responsive to change just i e
nthe world (176). He calls for literary and cul stodies schonns W
rate with specialists i S e ,
| el studies scholars
WA e n rhetoric and composition, who focus on produ vﬁﬁ.o N
5 a wide Cpri i n
ol il range of print and visual texts that persuade j s
y aesthetic. In short, English Studie e i

through analysis of all forms P e hetoric/poetics sp
ofsignifying practices that reproduce power d &
wer dynamics

and n?ﬁ—mum Ou U ssue n 50, _U Q;:.m n ust ::
5 I responses to
\ i nses 1ssues H &OE Uc 50, we mmHﬁ: stude
o 2 y
H_Hm writin :Hrﬂ 15 to come n OOEPGW _u_«_ﬁ M.O~ TWOHOBA rit ﬂ..._._ d d
i g critr iwareness 1r m CIVIC
M>. a d _m S .._D
a
S bee g mﬁ_ 0 Focess _\ €0t u
X , S V1N g estionin _.uO_ 1 the notion O_ d
oces d that ¢ dam C acy ;0 1¢ m_“— S _: jm V M C
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between humanists and utilitarians—literacy for life vs. literacy for other disci-
plines and professions—we can at least offer new terms and foci as we reconsider
the purpose of English, writing, and a college education. The question of whether
a first-year course, including literature, focused more broadly on language as a
social phenomenon could still deliver writing instruction is what brought me into
collaboration with my colleague Judith Anderson, a Renaissance scholar—first in
the design of first-year courses and the graduate proseminars that preceded them,
and then in the volume we put together for MLA, Integrating Literature and Wriling
Instruction. We benefited from a department that is less bifurcated than some.
Along-time PhD concentration in what was originally named Language, Literacy,
and Literature and a two-semester version of composition, Introduction to the
Study of Literature and Writing, meant that, unlike some English departments,
first-year pedagogy was the business of more than just the rhetoric-composition
faculty, and graduate instructors came to the teaching of composition-with-literature
only after teaching a version of composition with nonliterary print and visual
texts. I believe that our instructors have been successful at integrating literature
into writing courses because they first teach composition without it. As the director
of composition, [ deliberately designed a common curriculum emphasizing strat-
egies for rhetorical and ideological analysis that instructors and their students can
apply to a variety of cultural texts—critical essays, photographs, newspapers,
advertisements, and films—not just literature. Our graduate instructors teach first
with a common syllabus and sequence of moves: summary, critique, comparative
analysis, and research-based analysis, tied to readings (Nietzsche, Foucault,
Du Bois, Geertz, Berger) that provide broader frameworks and theoretical and
methodological lenses for understanding representation. In addition, we assign
Rosenwasser and Stephen’s Writing Analytically, which offers strategies for analyzing
patterns in the language and images in any text and for evolving a complex thesis
in terms of confirming and complicating evidence.
The two-semester thematic literature and composition course which both
Judith Anderson and I taught numerous times no longer exists, but after one or
more years teaching composition, our graduate instructors are encouraged to
design their own one-semester writing courses, called Projects in Reading and
Writing, which focus on sustained inquiry into an issue or problem, often combining
classic, theoretical, and popular works from a variety of fields in the investigation
of cultural phenomena, concepts, myths, and stereotypes. For instance, an instruc-
tor might design a course on monsters that traces their hold on us—from Shelley’s
Frankenstein to AMC’s The Walking Dead, or a course on the single woman in
American culture that includes Dreiser’s Sister Carrie as well as Sex in the City’s
Carrie Bradshaw. Instructors already have experience making visible to students,
a la Graff and Harris, the moves of academic analysis and argument. They have
experience teaching students to be active, critical subjects, aware of how language
and visual representations invite them to occupy various and sometimes conflicting
positions as readers and writers. We trust that instructors will be able to connect,
not “separate the writing done by students from the texts they write about” (Scholes

et al., Text Book iii).
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Other English departments and programs have also successfully integrated
literature and writing instruction. Judith and I found numerouys other instances
and collaborations in » variety of private colleges and public universities. Instryc-
tors, many of them wel] aware of the history and stakes in the comp/lit debates,
found ways to move beyond the composition/literature divide i the design of
composition, first-year seminar, and humanities core courses. In keeping with
their institutional contexts, our contributors describe courses that do more than
merely balance literature and composition. We were struck, as we say in our Intro-

duction, by how much we all encouraged students “to worle with binaries, tensions,
and contradictions in both their _.m.,:::m and writing: for example, between their
own voices and interpretive frames

and those typical of literary discourse, between
historical and tictional narratives, between contemporary and ear]
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ature and writing; courses with literature
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our cross-disciplinary faculty/graduate stu-
dent collaboration and the course | described earlier that focuses on language and

metaphor as the basis of reading, writing, and conceptual thinking,

Another collection, Composition and/or Literature: The End(s) of Education,
edited by Linda §. Bergmann and Edith M. Baker and published by the National
Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) in 2000, also revisits debate over the
teaching of literature ip composition courses, but it i somewhat less optimistic
about collaboration and unification. Essays by its eleven contributors review the
historical bases for the split between composition and literature,
mental and institutiona) conditions surrounding it, and examine several class-
room applications, which, as in our volume, redefine “literature” to include a wide
range of texts and contexts for writing. The main thrust of this volume is reexami-
nation of the divisions between the two specialties and what should reconstitute
the teaching of rhetoric, reading, and Writing in the :ﬁoﬂ::?@.&.c\“ "as contributor
Eve Wiederhold, invoking Bill wmmmm:mmq terms it (88). Patricia Harkin,

“Afterword” acknowledges the institutional and disciplinary
rebuilding describeq by several contributors
even those who Oppose the ys
attention to reading”

discuss depart-

in her
“roadblocks” o
» but she points to the ways in which
¢ of literature in composition “approve of critical
asadialectical process. What’s important, she says, “regardless
of departmenta] or disciplinary affiliation,” is that we are teaching reading, not
merely assigning it (217).

I'would echo Harkins charge in my
literature in 5 writing course: Why include i
teaching reading and textug] work
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New Media Pedagogy

Collin Gifford Brooke

Humanities 2.0 is a humanities of engagement that addresses
our collective histories and concern for history. To be valued
by one’s time requires malking oneself responsible and respon-
sive to one’s time. For academics, this engagement entails a
willingness to reconsider the most cherished assumptions and
structures of their discipline.

— Cathy Davidson, “Humanities 2.0: Promise, Perils,

Predictions” PMLA 123.3 (2008): 707-717

M: the ten-plus years that have elapsed since the first edition of this volume was
published, there has been no larger “growth industry” in the field of composi-
tion (and perhaps in pedagogy more broadly) than the study and adoption of new
media in our lives, classrooms, and institutions. Charles Moran’s chapter in that
volume, on “Technology and the Teaching of Writing,” has not aged well, through
no fault of his own. In the late 1990s, applications like “clectronic mail, online
discussion platforms, the Web, and hypertext/media were (with some exceptions)
the province of a small subset of the field, a community comprised mostly of grad-
uate students and assistant professors. Online journals in the field were in their
infancy,’ which explains what would now be a startling absence of electronic re-
sources in the bibliography of Morar’s chapter. The various (economic, cultural,
social) barriers to access and adoption, while not insurmountable for most, were
nonetheless significant.

Moran closes his chapter with an “envoi” that presages Cathy Davidsorrs re-
marks in my epigraph. He explains that, if our students have access to contemporary
information and communication technology, “they will be using it” (220). It is our
responsibility as writing teachers, he says, to understand the scenes where our stu-
dents write, the tools they will be using to write, and the often uneven attitudes {and
access) that our students may have with respect to these technologies. To put it in
Davidson’s terms, Morans conclusion can be read as a promise (o1 threat!) that our

I S P,

' Kairos, for example, published its first issue in 1996.
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