
A Modest Proposal

!Jfs histories of Rhetoric and Composition
demonstrate, the development of first-year
composition has not been linear even in
recent iterations. Rather, it has taken
various forms, in the last thirty years, for
instance, ranging from process pedagogy
to cultural critique. Likewise, given the
diversity of institutional type-twa-year
schools, liberal arts schools, comprehensive
universities, historically black colleges,
and research one institutions-and the
influence of institutional type on what is
taught, composition has seemed almost
kaleidoscopic in nature. Accordingly, it is
easy to see how both members of the
public at large and our colleagues in the
academy might be mystified as to what it
is that we do in the first-year composition
classroom.

What in fact is it that we do? In the
spring of 1997, this question was taken
up by a working group of faculty from
across the country. The aims of the group
were severaI.

First, the "Outcomes Group," as we
began to be called, wanted to determine
what it is that we do teach in first-year
composition.

A second aim was to determine if
there was sufficient commonality among
programs and courses for a common
programme to be defined.

A third aim was to articuJate this
programme, if it existed, as a way of
understanding what we do and
establishing a set of common outcomes
for postsecondary students, that is, a

w'Pa
Outcomes

Statement 'for
'first-Year
Composition

WPA: Writing Program Administration, Volume 23, Numbers 1-2, Fall/Winter 1999 
© Council of Writing Program Administrators



I
statem

entofw
hatstudents

know
and

do
as
a
function

ofhaving
com

pleted
first-yearcom

position.
Such

an
agenda

carries
w
ith

it,ofcourse,both
risk

and
opportunity.

O
n
the

one
hand,

as
the

first
m
eeting

of
this

group
m
ade

clear,
such

a
docum

entcould
be

em
ployed

by
others

to
serve

ends
thatw

e
m
ightnot

endorse.O
n
the

otherhand,to
the

extentthatfaculty
and

adm
inistrators

can
identify

the
central

goals
of

first-year
com

position,
w
e
could

have
a

com
m
on

ground
on

w
hich

to
build

both
intellectualw

ork
and

supportfor
thatw

ork.
The

follow
ing,

then,
is

a
penultim

ate
draft

of
the

O
utcom

es
Statem

ent.
It
was

developed
by

a
group

of
faculty

whose
m
em

bership
shifted

som
ewhatovertim

e,
as

the
listofparticipants

below
suggests.The

O
utcom

es
Statem

entwas
presented

atsessions
and

workshops
atCCCC,

NCTE,W
PA,and

C
&W

from
1997-1999,w

ith
feedback

from
presentations

incorporated
into

each
successive

draft.
Itwas

presented
to
the

C
ouncilof

W
riting

Program
Adm

inistrators
Executive

Board
atits

m
eeting

in
Tucson

in
July

1998,
and

the
Board

endorsed
the

docum
ent

in
principle. The

Board
also

asked
thatthis

docum
entbe

published
w
idely

so
as
to
gatherresponse.

The
docum

enthasbeen
posted

on
the

web
athttp://www.m

wsc.edu/-outcom
es.

W
riting

Program
Adm

inistration
provides

anothervenue.

Introduction
This

statem
ent

describes
the

com
m
on

know
ledge,

skilis,
and

attitudes
sought

by
first-year

com
position

program
s

in
Am

erican
postsecondary

education. To
som

e
extent,w

e
seek

to
regularize

w
hatcan

be
expected

to
be

taught
in

first-year
com

position;
to

this
end

the
docum

entis
notm

erely
a
com

pilation
orsum

m
ary

ofw
hatcurrently

takes
place.

Rather,
the

follow
ing

statem
ent

articulates
w
hat

com
position

teachers
nationw

ide
have

learned
from

practice,research,and
theory.This

docum
ent

intentionally
defines

only
"outcom

es,"
or

types
ofresults,

and
not"standards,"

orprecise
levels

ofachievem
ent.The

setting
ofstandards

should
be

left
to

specific
institutions

or
specific

groups
of

institutions.
Learning

to
w
rite

is
a
com

plex
process,

both
individual

and
social,

that
takes

place
over

tim
e
w
ith

continued
practice

and
inform

ed
guidance.

Therefore,
it
is
im
portantthat

teachers,
adm

inistrators,
and

a
concerned

public
do

not
im
agine

thatthese
outcom

es
can

be
taught

in
reduced

or
sim

ple
ways.H

elping
students

dem
onstrate

these
outcom

es
requires

expert
understanding

ofhow
students

actually
learn

to
w
rite.

Forthis
reason

w
e

T
expectthe

prim
ary

audience
forthis

docum
entto

be
w
ell-prepared

college
w
riting

teachers
and

college
w
riting

program
adm

inistrators.
In

som
e

places,
w
e
have

chosen
to

w
rite

in
their

professional
language.

Am
ong

such
readers,

term
s
such

as
"rhetorical"

and
"genre"

convey
a
rich

m
eaning

that is
noteasily

sim
plified.W

hile
w
e
have

also
aim

ed
atw

riting
a
docum

entthatthe
general

public
can

understand,
in

lim
ited

cases
w
e

have
aim

ed
firstatcom

m
unicating

effectively
w
ith

expertw
riting

teachers
and

w
riting

program
adm

inistrators.
These

statem
ents

describe
only

w
hatw

e
expectto

find
atthe

end
of

first-yearcom
position,atm

ostschools
a
required

generaleducation
course

orsequence
ofcourses.As

writers
m
ove

beyond
first-yearcom

position,their
w
riting

abilities
do

notm
erely

im
prove.

Rather,
students'abilities

notonly
diversify

along
disciplinary

and
professionallines

butalso
m
ove

into
w
hole

new
levels

where
expected

outcom
es

expand,m
ultiply,and

diverge. Forthis
reason,each

statem
entofoutcom

es
forfirst-yearcom

position
is
follow

ed
by

suggestions
forfurtherw

ork
thatbuilds

on
these

outcom
es.

RhetoricalKnowledge
By

the
end

offirst-yearcom
position,students

should
•
Focus

on
a
purpose

•
Respond

to
the

needs
ofdifferentaudiences

•
Respond

appropriately
to
differentkinds

ofrhetoricalsituations
•
Use

conventions
of

form
at

and
structure

appropriate
to

the
rhetoricalsituation

•
Adoptappropriate

voice,tone,and
levelofform

ality
•
Understand

how
genres

shape
reading

and
w
riting

•
W
rite

in
severalgenres

Faculty
in
all

program
s
and

departm
ents

can
build

on
this

preparation
by

helping
students

learn
•
The

m
ain

features
ofw

riting
in
theirfields

•
The

m
ain

uses
ofw

riting
in
theirfields

•
The

expectations
ofreaders

in
theirfields

CriticalThinking,Reading,and
W
riting

By
the

end
offirst-yearcom

position,students
should

•
Use

w
riting

and
reading

for
inquiry,

learning,
thinking,

and
com

m
unicating

•
Understand

a
w
riting

assignm
ent

as
a
series

of
tasks,

including
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...i!!
finding,

evaluating,
analyzing,

and
synthesizing

appropriate
prim

ary
and

secondary
sources

•
Integrate

theirow
n
ideas

w
ith

those
ofothers

•
Understand

the
relationships

am
ong

language,
knowledge,

and
pow

er

Faculty
in
all

program
s
and

departm
ents

can
build

on
this

preparation
by

helping
students

learn
•
The

uses
ofw

riting
as
a
criticalthinking

m
ethod

•
The

interactions
am

ong
critical

thinking,
critical

reading,
and

w
riting

•
The

relationships
am

ong
language,knowledge,and

pow
erin

their
fields

Processes
By

the
end

offirst-yearcom
position,students

should
•
Be

aware
thatitusually

takes
m
ultiple

drafts
to
create

and
com

plete
a
successfultext

•
Develop

flexible
strategies

for
generating,

revising,
editing,

and
proof-reading

•
Understand

w
riting

as
an

open
process

thatperm
its

writers
to

use
laterinvention

and
re-thinking

to
revise

theirw
ork

•
U
nderstand

the
collaborative

and
social

aspects
of

w
riting

processes
•
Learn

to
critique

theirown
and

others'works
•
Learn

to
balance

the
advantages

of
relying

on
others

w
ith

the
responsibility

ofdoing
theirpart

•
Use

a
variety

oftechnologies
to
address

a
range

ofaudiences

Faculty
in
allprogram

s
and

departm
ents

can
build

on
this

preparation
by

helping
students

learn
•
To

build
finalresults

in
stages

•
To

review
work-in-progress

in
collaborative

peer
groups

for
purposes

otherthan
editing

•
To

save
extensive

editing
forlaterparts

ofthe
w
riting

process
•
To

apply
the

technologies
com

m
only

used
to

research
and

com
m
unicate

w
ithin

theirfields

62
!

II

Knowledge
ofConventions

By
the

end
offirst-yearcom

position,students
should

•
Learn

com
m
on

form
ats

fordifferentkinds
oftexts

•
Develop

knowledge
ofgenre

conventions
ranging

from
structure

and
paragraphing

to
tone

and
m
echanics

•
Practice

appropriate
m
eans

ofdocum
enting

theirw
ork

•
Control such

surface
features

as
syntax,gram

m
ar,punctuation,and

spelling.
Faculty

in
allprogram

s
and

departm
ents

can
build

on
this

preparation
by

helping
students

learn
•
The

conventions
of

usage,
specialized

vocabulary,
form

at,
and

docum
entation

in
theirfields

•
Strategies

through
w
hich

better
control

of
conventions

can
be

achieved

Response
Clyde

A.M
oneyhun

As
the

W
PA

O
utcom

es
Statem

ent
has

evolved,
I've

heard
(and

expressed)m
any

opinions
aboutw

hatitshould
orshould

notcontain,w
hat

specific
language

should
be

used,whatpoints
should

be
em

phasized
over

others,
and

so
on.

For
exam

ple,
I
side

w
ith

those
w
ho

wish
that

the
docum

enthad
m
ore

to
say

aboutteaching
w
riting

to
heighten

socialand
political awareness

am
ong

students,aboutw
riting

as
a
civic

act.However,
Ialso

understand
that as

a
com

pilation
and

synthesis
ofopinion

in
ourfield,

the
docum

ent
(like

all
such

docum
ents)

is
necessarily

and
inevitably

conservative.
W
hile

others
m
ay

continue
to
discuss

the
contentofthe

docum
ent,

I'm
going

to
assum

e
thatit's

a
finished

productand
turn

m
y
attention

instead
to
the

possible
uses

and
m
isuses

to
w
hich

ithas
been

putand
m
ay

be
put

in
the

future.I'llillustrate
w
hatI m

ean
w
ith

a
bitofpersonalexperience.

As
a
tool

in
the

m
any

struggles
a
W
PA

wages
on

a
cam

pus,
the

docum
ent

is
usefulin

m
any

ways.
Itcarries

the
endorsem

entofthe
only

nationalorganization
ofw

riting
program

adm
inistrators,

w
hich

gives
itthe

kind
of

clout
you

get
from

a
directive

issued
by

the
Am

erican
M
edical

Association.
It is

com
prehensive

and
therefore

open
to
interpretation,a

good
thing

ifW
PAs

are
doing

the
interpreting.W

e
m
ay

choose
to
em

phasize
this

orthat
aspectofthe

docum
entdepending

on
our

agenda
in
a
given

situation.
It

The
Statem

ent.63
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1
I'II

I"It!

expresses
m
any

ofthe
m
ostcherished

tenets
ofourfield:thatglobalissues

ofaudience
and

evidence
take

precedence
overlocalissues

ofm
echanical

correctness;
thatw

riting
is
besttaught

as
process;

that
faculty

across
the

curriculum
m
ust

continue
the

w
ork

begun
by

the
com

position
class

or
sequence.Though

these
ideas

are
now

ourtradition,they
are

news
to
m
any

faculty
outside

the
field.

As
a
participantin

the
revision

ofthe
generaleducation

curriculum
at

a
previous

school,
Iused

the
docum

ent
in
allthese

ways.
Iwas

the
only

w
riting

specialist
on

the
university's

general
education

com
m
ittee,

for
exam

ple,and
when

pressured
to
concede

points
thatIknew

ran
counterto

the
fundam

entals
ofw

riting
pedagogy,Iw

ould
som

etim
es

pullrank
by

using
the

full
w
eight

of
m
y
professional

group
to

support
m
y
points.

W
hen

I
wanted

to
redefine

the
first-sem

ester
com

position
course

as
a
"critical

thinking/reading/w
riting"course

forapprovalby
the

com
m
ittee,Ipulled

out
relevantlanguage

from
the

docum
ent.As

the
com

m
ittee

developed
criteria

for
w
riting

intensive
courses

in
the

disciplines
and

turned
to

m
e
for

guidance,
Ihighlighted

the
ways

in
w
hich

the
docum

entsays
thatfaculty

from
across

the
curriculum

can
build

on
the

preparation
students

receive
in

first-year
com

position.
Together

w
ith

colleagues
from

the
com

position
program

,
Iquoted

the
docum

entm
any

tim
es

in
m
em

os
to
the

com
m
ittee

during
the

severalyears
thatthe

curriculum
revision

was
in
progress.

Atthe
sam

e
tim

e,
Iw

orried
aboutgiving

m
y
colleagues

from
across

the
cam

pus
directaccess

to
the

docum
ent.They

m
ight

have
ignored

the
warnings

ofthe
Introduction

thatthe
docum

entdefines
only

"outcom
es"

and
not"standards,"

and
thatthe

docum
ent

is
intended

for
a
specialized

audience
ofW

PAs
w
ho

understand
its
jargon

and
w
illinterpretitaccording

to
conventions

of
the

field.
They

m
ight

have
chosen

to
em

phasize
the

m
aterialon

"controlofsurface
features"

over
m
aterialon

rhetoric,
critical

thinking,
orprocess.They

m
ight have

m
ade

m
ischiefw

ith
phrases

such
as

"flexible
strategies

for
revising"

in
ways

thatgutted
the

m
eaning

ofw
riting

as
a
process.

IfI
happened

to
endorse

certain
"outcom

es"
thatwere

not
covered

by
the

statem
ent(forexam

ple,
fostering

a
sense

ofthe
politicalor

ethical
purposes

ofw
riting),

they
m
ight have

accused
m
e
ofviolating

the
intentions

of
m
y
ow

n
professional

group.
In

the
end,

though,
even

w
ith

these
worries,Isom

etim
es

appended
a
copy

ofthe
statem

entto
m
em

os
that

quoted
it,and

itnevercam
e
back

to
hauntm

e.
M
y
current

school
is

also
in

the
process

of
revising

its
general

educationalcurriculum
,
and

I have
injected

m
yselfinto

discussions
ofthe

64
•
The

O
utcom

es
Statem

ent

T
place

and
purpose

ofw
riting

on
the

cam
pus.Iw

illno
doubtcontinue

to
put

the
O
utcom

es
Statem

entto
good

use,and
Iw

illfeelethically
bound

to
give

colleagues
access

to
the

fulldocum
entto

m
ake

ofitw
hatthey

w
ill.

So
far

its
usefulness

has
outw

eighed
its

possible
m
isuses,

and
w
ith

luck
this

w
illcontinue.

Response
Keith

Rhodes
Ihave

been
asked

to
w
rite

in
favor

ofthe
O
utcom

es
Statem

ent.
Itis

naturalto
assum

e
thatsom

eone
w
ho

has
w
orked

actively
on

its
creation

w
ould

be
in
favorofit,and

Iam
.O

ne
can

only
understand

m
y
supportin

term
s
of"fuzzy

logic,"
however.Thatis,

on
m
ostdays,

and
to

the
largest

extent,Ifavoradoption
ofthe

O
utcom

es
Statem

entby
the

CounciIofW
PAs.

For
m
e,

w
hat

started
w
ith

a
bang

of
outrage

is
ending

w
ith

a
shrug

of
acceptance.In

a
few

shortstrokes,Iw
antto

persuade
others

thatm
y
attitude

ofsupportw
ith

am
bivalententhusiasm

is
m
ostappropriate.

M
ost

im
portantly,

the
original

outrage
rem

ains
justified

to
this

day.
The

discipline
ofcom

position
and

rhetoric
isentirely

founded
upon

the
first-

yearcom
position

sequence,and
yetw

e
have

studiously,even
aggressively

avoided
giving

this
existing

foundation
a
public

definition.
Iam

currently
teaching

an
undergraduate

course
in
com

position
theory,and

ifone
thing

is
clearto

these
novice

scholars,m
ostofw

hom
are

m
ainly

interested
in
their

ow
n
w
riting

or
thatofK-12

students,
it
is
thatnearly

everything
they

are
reading

assum
es

that"com
position"

m
eans

w
riting

in
a
required

first-year
college

course.W
e
have

expanded
and

diversified
ourw

ork,butw
ithoutthe

foundational
course

w
e
have

no
discipline,

noteven
an

"interdiscipline."
O
urdiversity

and
interdisciplinarity

m
akes

iteven
m
ore

im
portantthatw

e
m
ake

a
conscious

effortto
define

w
hatstudents

can
expectfrom

a
first-year

college
com

position
course.W

e
have

m
any

fine
excuses,ranging

from
fear

of
ignorant

accountabiIity
police

to
love

of
elegant

postm
odern

problem
atizations,butnone

ofthem
outw

eigh
the

basic
decency

oftelling
students

and
theirhigh

schoolteachers
w
hatthey

can
generally

expectfrom
ourcourses.

W
hen

itcom
es

to
actually

defining
the

course,the
em

otions
end

up
being

less
extrem

e.To
ourfairly

universalifm
ild

surprise,w
e
found

a
very

generalstatem
entofgoals

to
be

m
uch

less
controversialthan

w
e
had

feared.
The

course
already

had
m
ore

inter-institutional
coherence

than
com

m
on

opinion
suggested,atleastin

term
s
ofthe

im
agined

and
desired

results.This
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O
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realization
cem

ented
in
the

term
"O
utcom

es"
to

describe
our

w
ork.After

generating
m
ore

detailed
descriptions

in
ourfavored

professionallanguage,
w
e
found

that
the

term
s
translated

m
ore

readily
than

w
e
m
ight

have
im
agined

into
fairly

com
m
on

language.
As

an
aside,

perhaps
the

"jargon"
that

rem
ains-term

s
like

genre,
rhetorical,

and
text-indicates

the
m
ost

satisfying
areas

for
focused

professional
inquiry

ofthe
m
ostrigorous

kind.
Butin

general,deeperand
broader w

ork
w
ith

the
statem

ent,
in
workshops

ofm
any

kinds
in
m
any

places
form

any
audiences,dem

onstrated
thatitwas

all,in
the

end,ratherm
undane.

This
is
not,then,

a
greatm

om
entin

the
history

ofcom
position.

Itis
an

ordinary
m
om

ent,done
(we

hope)w
ellenough

to
pass

w
ith

only
m
inor

tweaking.Those
ofus

w
ho

did
the

w
ork

certainly
appreciate

its
difficulty;

those
w
ho

have
already

been
using

the
docum

entas
a
touchstone

forlocal,
m
ore

specific
articulations

appreciate
its
quality;butto

the
generalpublic

it
both

is
and

ought
to

appear
to

be
a
fairly

sim
ple

and
sensible

bit
of

adm
inistrivia;and

am
ong

ourselves,w
e
should

m
ostly

justadm
itthatitwas

abouttim
e.

Response
M
ark
W
iley

The
desire

to
articulate

w
hatevery

studentw
ill

know
and

be
able

to
do

afterhis
orherfirstyearofcollege-levelw

riting
instruction

was
initially

expressed
as
a
question

on
the

W
PA

listserv
in
M
arch

of1996.Severalofus
voiced

ourworries
overthe

increasing
politicalpressure

to
be

accountable
forw

hatw
e
do

in
ourcom

position
classroom

s
and

to
justify

the
resources

used
for

m
aintaining

huge
w
riting

program
s.

Participants
in

that
listserv

conversation
w
ere

gravely
concerned

over
having

the
goals

of
our

com
position

program
s
defined

for
us

by
others

w
ho

knew
little

of
the

relevantscholarship
and

currentthinking
in
the

field,butw
ho,nonetheless,

had
the

pow
erto

tellus
w
hatw

e
oughtto

be
teaching

and
holding

students
accountable

forin
ourw

riting
classes.

This
fearofgetting

done
to

us
before

w
e
could

do
forourselves

was
additionally

fueled
by

the
standards-setting

efforts
thatwere

taking
place

in
a
variety

of
disciplines

at
various

educational
levels.

M
any

of
these

discipline-specific
standards

in
K-12

w
ere

being
form

ulated
by

sm
all

com
m
ittees

often
convening

in
large

states
(such

as
m
y
state

ofCalifornia)
where

extensive
discussion

over
these

standards'
integrity,

relevance,
and

pragm
atic

value
didn't

happen.
Better

to
be

proactive
than

to
stand

by
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passively
com

plaining
about

encroachm
ents

on
academ

ic
freedom

.and
having

a
standardized

curriculum
im
posed

on
us.Atleastthatwas

m
y
view.

Undeniably,
the

O
utcom

es
Statem

ent
is

a
political

a
negotiated

docum
ent,one

ofcom
prom

ise,
ata

generalenough
levelto

allow
localinterpretation

and
But

the
conservative

rightand
the

radicalleftm
ay

both
agree

overw
hatItlacks.

The
rightm

ay
find

itinadequate
ortoo

vague;the
leftatthe

leastm
ay

find
ittoo

tim
id,

and
atthe

worstan
unnecessary

im
position.The

docum
ent's

"m
iddle-of-the-roadness"

I
fear

m
ay

render
it

one
m
ore

of
those

proclam
ations

issued
by

professional
organizations

that
"official,"

but
lack

any
pragm

atic
value

because
no

Significant
consequences

follow
its

adoption.
Ihope

the
O
utcom

es
Statem

entbecom
es

a
"Iivin

r
docu.m

ent,
one

subjectto
continualinquiry,debate,and

revision.Ihope
ItIS

not
as

a
m
andate

to
standardize

a
given

curriculum
in
som

e
localcontext

In
order

to
justify

regim
enting

and
disciplining

adjunctw
riting

faculty
or

to
justify

som
e
wrong-headed

assessm
ent

instrum
ent.

I
hope

the
Statem

entencourages
diversity

in
how

itis
interpreted

locally
and

In
how

studentw
riting

is
read

and
evaluated.Ihope

itbegins
a
nationalscholarly

conversation
am

ong
w
riting

teaches,
adm

inistrators,
and,

yes,
even

the
w
ider

public.
But

m
ost

im
portantly,

I
hope

these
outcom

es
serve.

as
prom

ises
to
ourstudents

thatwe,theirteachers,w
illhelp

them
develop

Into
rhetorically

savvy,critically
aware,versatile

writers.

Response
Kathleen

Blake
Yancey

At
first

glance,
the

O
utcom

es
Statem

ent
seem

s
such

a
short

docum
ent-and

hardly
revolutionary.

It
talks

about
the

m
ore

non-
controversialofourpractices

in
first-yearcom

position,w
riting

process
and

rhetorical
knowledge,

for
instance,and

itdoesn'tprescribe.
Letm

e
br.eak

thatline
outso

w
e
don'tm

iss
it:itdoesn'tprescribe.Faculty

are
notrequired

to
practice

liberatory
pedagogy,the

curriculum
doesn'tm

andate
portfolio,S,

and
students

are
not

obligated
to

w
rite

expressivist
prose

or
engage

In
service

learning-although
a
class

m
ight

include
any

these
elem

ents.
According

to
this

docum
ent,w

hatstudents
do,m

ore
orless,is

w
rite.

That's
it.

The
Statem

ent,itseem
s
to
m
e,then,

is
a
m
anageable

docum
entthat

uses
the

language
ofrhetoric

and
com

position
to

describe
w
hat

it
is
that
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m
ostofus,in

one
way

oranother,do
day

in
and

day
out,w

ith
ourstudents.

Som
e
ofus

w
illneverneed

such
a
docum

ent.O
thers

ofus
w
illfind

such
adocum

entuseful-to
contextualize

ourow
n
program

s
forfaculty

and
students,

to
develop

our
program

s,
to

connect
our

ow
n
program

s
and

classes
to
high

schools
and

W
AC

program
s
and

co-op
experiences,and

not
least,to

defend
ourprogram

s.
Can

such
adocum

entbe
m
is-used?

Yes.W
illitbe

m
is-used?

Probably.
Is
thata

reason
notto

endorse
it?

No.You
have

to
ask

yourself,
Are

you
betteroffw

ith
a
docum

entthatprovides
a
foundation

and
a
language,orare

you
betteroffw

orking
w
ithoutsuch

articulation?
It's

a
curious

thing
when

teachers
oflanguage

prefersilence
on

curricularissues.Less
philosophically

(and
perhaps

m
ore

to
the

point,you'llsay),the
history

ofreform
docum

ents
w
ithin

com
position

studies
suggests

thatin
the

m
ain,ourdocum

ents
are

not
used

against
us:

quite
the

reverse.
The

CCCC
Position

Statem
ent

on
Assessm

ent,
for

instance,
has

helped
m
any,

and
to

m
y
knowledge,

hasn't
been

used
against

a
single

program
in

the
country.

(Neither,
adm

ittedly,
could

itsave
certain

program
s.)The

Portland
Resolution

is
anothercase

in
point,and

the
IntellectualW

ork
D
ocum

ent is
in
sim

ilarprocess.In
sum

,w
e

have
a
history

here,and
itbodes

w
ell.

lhe
history

ofthis
particular

reform
docum

entalso
bears

com
m
ent.

O
rdinarily,w

ithin
ourfield

atleast,an
organization

understands
thata

need
wants

to
be

m
et,itcharters

som
e
group

w
ithin

itto
drafta

docum
entand

to
presentitto

m
em

bers
and/or

the
leadership,

and
thus

policy
is
born.The

O
utcom

es
Statem

entdeveloped
alm

ostin
reverse:a

num
berofpeople

w
ho

were
electronically

associated
agreed

that
it
w
ould

be
useful

to
have

a
statem

entofw
hatw

e
do.A

few
years

and
a
couple

ofin-person
m
eetings

later,m
em

bers
ofwhatbecam

e
a
"group"broughtthe

statem
entto

the
W
PA

for
endorsem

ent.
Is
this

process
ofdevelopm

ent
itselfrevolutionary?

That
seem

s
a
large

claim
,and

yet,Iw
antto

considerit:
lhe

Statem
ent

was
neither

m
andated

nor
developed

by
official

leaders
ofany

group.The
exigence,rather,was

defined
and

responded
to
by

a
m
yriad

group
of

faculty
and

program
directors

and
graduate

students,
som

e
of

w
hom

knew
each

other,
som

e
of

w
hom

becam
e
acquainted

electronically.
Electronic

m
edia,

in
fact,

have
been

central
to

the
developm

ent ofthe
Statem

ent.
The

Statem
enthas

continued
to
change;there

is
an

assum
ption

that
the

Statem
ent

is
a
living

text
and

thus
w
ill

change.
Necessarily,

then,
questions

w
ill

arise
as

to
how

to
accom

m
odate

change
once/should

the

fiR
e
The

'it.1(('m
m
r

I
I

docum
entbecom

e
"official,"and

precisely
because

ofthe
role

ofelectronic
m
edia

in
creation

and
distribution

oftexts,
allorganizations

w
ill

need
to

address
them

.
W
e'll be

in
good

com
pany.

I
defer

to
others

w
ho

know
their

history
better

than
I,
but

to
m
y

knowledge,
this

is
the

firsttim
e
in
com

position
studies

in
recentm

em
ory

thata
nationalgroup

ofteachers
and

students
and

program
adm

inistrators
have

com
e
together

on
their

ow
n
to

articulate
a
first-year

curriculum
that

can
speak

to
the

needs
ofstudents

in
a
range

ofinstitutions
anywhere

in
the

country.Atthe
least,then,

such
a
docum

entprovides
som

ething
to

argue
against; atthe

m
ost,itprovides

a
foundation;and

regardless,
itprovides

an
occasion

fordialogue.
So,

you
see,

I
think

that
w
e
m
ight

be
witnessing

a
revolutionary

m
om

ent,afterall.

The
O
utcom

es
G
roup

Requests
Readers'Responses

At
its

April
2000

m
eeting,

the
W
PA

Executive
Board

w
ill

consider
form

ally
adopting

the
O
utcom

es
Statem

ent.U
ntilthen,w

e
invite

com
m
ent

and
response,

addressed
to

the
O
utcom

es
G
roup

Steering
Com

m
ittee

(Susanm
arie

Harrington,
Keith

Rhodes,
Rita

M
alencyzk,

Irv
Peckham

,
and

Kathleen
Blake

Yancey).
Susanm

arie
Harrington,Steering

Com
m
ittee

Chair
Departm

ent ofEnglish
Indiana

University
Purdue

University
425

University
Boulevard

Indianapolis,IN
46202

The
O
utcom

es
Statem

entAuthors
lhe

O
utcom

es
Statem

ent
was

drafted
by

a
group

known
as

the
O
utcom

es
G
roup

w
ho

in
July

of1998
becam

e
an

ad-hoc
com

m
ittee

ofthe
C
ouncilofW

riting
Program

Adm
inistrators.The

O
utcom

es
G
roup,

as
this

com
m
ittee

is
stillknown,has

been
com

prised
ofm

any
m
em

bers
overtim

e,
som

e
ofw

hom
have

participated
throughoutthe

process,others
w
ho

have
been

active
form

ore
lim

ited
periods

oftim
e.M

em
bers

have
included:Linda

Bergm
ann,

G
lenn

Blalock,
W
illiam

Condon,
Patricia

Ericsson,
Ruth

O
verm

an
Fischer,

Em
ily

G
olson,

Susanm
arie

Harrington,Veronica
Keane,

Patricia
LaCoste,Barry

M
aid,Rita

M
alenczyk,J.L.M

cClure,Irvin
Peckham

,
Nancy

L.Peterson,ChetPryor,Keith
Rhodes,Duane

Roen,
Betty

Shiffm
an,
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