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INTRODUCTION

My dissertation is concerned with exploring thesttiical movement of invention
pedagogy in the college composition classroom fegproximately 1980 to the present, and |
will frame this study around the work and influerafeGregory Ulmer, specifically identifying
the immediate and long term impact of his wéyplied Grammatologypublished in 1984. |
will first place Ulmer in the historical, theoredicand pedagogical context of Composition
Studies in the 1980s. 1 will argue that througtiase study of Ulmer'&\pplied Grammatology
| can demonstrate that this book provided a neateqgly in teaching composition, and hastened a
turning point in the broader discipline. After debing the wide-sweeping theoretical
movements in college writing instruction that sed@labout in the 1980s, | propose that in the
middle of all the chaos, Ulmer’s 1984 publicatidnApplied Grammatologproduced a singular

effect that has been expansive and profound farsyea

My goal is to trace the development of notablengtsaof composition pedagogy first
crafted by Ulmer inApplied Grammatologyhat continue to the present day, and group them
together in how they are incorporating multimodabl$ in writing instruction that demand
innovation in composition instruction. My researploject demonstrates how the work of
certain contemporary composition scholars can le@ s& creatively re-working the invention
model that was devised and promoted by Ulmer ird198s | cover the history of invention in
composition, Ulmer’s invention model of writing tngction is clearly seen as both situated
within a contemporary American Romanticism, andlueiced heavily by Derridean
deconstruction, and | will show that today's sch®lawho are students of Ulmer’'s invention
model are creating pedagogy that effectively btimgether elements of both Romanticism and

Deconstruction. My project includes historicaleash in the field of composition studies for



context, a literature review with focused text gse of Ulmer'sApplied Grammatologyand
finally detailed descriptions of professional prees of current writing instructors, including my
own, which will be of interest to my colleagues wémodeavor to produce writing pedagogy that

best serves college composition students today.

For my purposes, then, the 1984 publication of Wism&pplied Grammatologys a
seminal moment in the development of theory in cositppn studies. Ulmer is interested in
transforming the classroom from a “place of repuataun” into a “place of invention” (164),
which at the time of publication was timely andluintial to a generation of compositionists
guestioning pedagogical practices due to receneldpments of theory in literary criticism.
Ulmer’s invention model is seen as a unique juxséimn of theory and practice within the
framework of deconstruction and Romanticism. Applied GrammatologyUlmer offers the
deconstructed view of language as the most elemaritéorm. Therefore, teaching the art of
composing can be more inspiring, invigorating, affectient by coupling it with various artistic
forms, such as literature, music, dance, film, pags and photographs, and this is demonstrated
by those scholars and teachers today who are mdeeby Ulmer’s invention model, such as
Jeff Rice, Geoffrey Sirc, and Byron Hawk, Douglasran, and Collin Brooke, among several
others. | will conclude this study with my own Coogjtion Course designed with Ulmer’s
Mystory as its basis. My project then is esselytialhistorical one that begins by building the
context of composition studies as it was situatethé 1980s. | reveal how the 1984 publication
of Greg Ulmer'sApplied Grammatologyvas received at that time of opposing theories and
evolving pedagogy in the discipline, and how itliehced the field from that moment to the
present day through a look at how different sclsokme working “electracy” into their own

classroom writing instruction.



There have been several noteworthy books thatwdh® movements through the history
of composition studies, with few quoted as oftedames Berlin'RkRhetoric and RealityWriting
Instruction in American Colleges, 1900-198%d also hifkhetoric, PoeticCultures: Refiguring
College English Studiedn addition to Berlin, | found very informativle historical projects of
Sharon Crowley, Robert Connors, Lester Faigley,drobulkerson and Bryan Hawk, and | refer
to their insights and work throughout my own. Higtal projects in general, and these in
particular, reveal how we have responded to they"vaimd the “how” do we teach writing in our
college classrooms. History informs our educatiophilosophies, which in turn, create
pedagogy. A writing instructor simply cannot baogant of the history of the “why” and the
“how” we teach. In writing his historical projectdames Berlin undoubtedly confronted the
historical ignorance among compositionists, andomg so unfolded and diagrammed out for
us, this brilliant, enlightening picture of who vaee. We are the keepers of our American
democracy, and we must understand this as we fanaigeay through the pedagogy of our own
time. Berlin brings us back to the social respoitisy inherent in rhetoric, yet he does not
prophesy future theory or provide guidance beydnsl tPerhaps he left it untouched so as to

provoke conversation and thought among us.

In this dissertation, | continue the conversatiérihe history of composition and in the
end, | attempt to provide a path for the futurealfege writing instruction. It is most certainly
up to us to gain the knowledge of the past sowatan decide how best to teach our students in
our classrooms. While we debate how best to dottiday, | am proposing that composition
pedagogy must help students take pride in the itapoe of what they have to say. There can
be no doubt that this endeavor grants agency to gadent and possibly even a yearning to help

establish, in James Berlin’s words, the “utopiannmeat, a conception of the good democratic



society and the good life for all its member&hgtoric, PoeticsCultures88). We have to
recognize that we are teaching students to wrigntach their lives and give them hope that they
can be part of a better world. We want to helprtand their “I” in a way that it becomes a
force toward social justice for all others. We mulimately keep striving for this perfect
society, and world, and with this as our purpose, embrace the best of our history, and
incorporate this into our own pedagogy. It hasbssd that we must see where we have been in
order to chart new paths in writing pedagogy. OmnRer acknowledging the historical
movements in composition studies, and wrestlindnwhe debates within them, can we begin to

imagine the future of composition and rhetoricrinstion. The future depends on this from us.

| propose here in my dissertation a new look athistory of composition, and it is one
that centers on and around Ulmer’s 1984 publicadiolpplied Grammatology My point is that
a close reading and understanding of his theorflettracy as developed through Mystory
reveals pedagogy unlike any other in our histofis historical study continues with a look at
the application of Ulmer’s theory in the scholapshind pedagogy offered by many prominent

academics since 1984, and includes those of usrinlassrooms today.

Outline of Chapters

Chapter One: Historical Context of Composition in tie 1980s

In order to place Greg Ulmer within CompositiStudies discourse, | will review
composition theory in the 1980s just as Ulmer mitddApplied Grammatology1984). | will
build the case that before the Braddock publicatibri963, composition studies was a united
entity focused on traditional writing forms and muraar exercises. The year 1963 marked an

end to that era, and what followed was anything dutnited force in the discipline, but in



contrast there were so many disparate and discovdéges among composition scholars that it
grew to be called a time of “theory wars” in theB08. When Ulmer’s book, published in 1984,
emerged in the midst of the theory wars, its effattthe composition field was remarkable.
When Greg Ulmer introduced his Writing Inventionahebin Applied Grammatologin 1984, he
broke away from the competing theories at the tirhie created a way of approaching rhetoric
that involves a “paradoxical tension” which reqail@ opening up of meaning and definition,
and downplays logical analysis to synthesize witfuition.  As he was explaining his new
approach, other compositionists were defining thark through theories. Composition studies
had begun to lose any unifying purpose, and evendéntity. He cut through theory to re-
examine the most fundamental component of compaosgtudies which addresses the purpose
of writing instruction. Ulmer believed it must bercerned with the human endeavor of finding
meaning in his existence, and in that of those raddoim. This is what has changed in this
Digital Age, according to Ulmer. The question afnfanity remains the same, but it is our
response to it, our grappling with it, our explamiof it, that has evolved now. During this
historical moment of dissonance and clashing witbiimposition studies, Ulmer proposed

profound changes in how we teach our students ite.wr

Chapter Two: Invention pedagogy in Ulmer’s 1984Applied Grammatology

In this chapter | will focus on the developmentWmer’s writing theory and eventual
invention pedagogy, along with his educational exg#ns. In the Preface tApplied
Grammatology Ulmer writes that his “interest in grammatology & pedagogy emerged out of
[his] experience teaching courses in literary cistn” (ix). As Ulmer related literary criticism to
his writing instruction, the “juxtaposition” madeinh aware “of the disparity between the

contemporary understanding of reading, writing a@pistemology and the institutional



framework in which this understanding is commureda{pedagogy, curriculum, evaluation)”
and from there he tried reduce this gap by congigevhat could replace current pedagogy (ix).
Ulmer’s interest in deconstruction was timely in849as he worked on his grammatology
project, as he calls it, but it also produced acaisry that offered an alternative to
deconstruction. During his close study of Derrsddeconstruction theory, Ulmer learned that
“writing, as Derrida practices it, is something @ththan deconstruction” (xi). Derrida
recognized different levels of communication, ansl &tempts to explore the non-discursive
levels systematically build up to what Ulmer catlscademic work, or rather, play” (xi).

Ulmer’s discovery of “play” in Derrida’s deconsttian was astonishing to him in that it was
creative, generative, and inventive. As he reaefirand recreated writing forms by
deconstructing what we knew to be writing pedagdwy,generated a new theory—Electracy.
Ulmer imagined a new digital hybridization of consgmn that encompasses visual
arrangement, new media forms, and writing text thhirs the lines between traditional

composition and design, performance, and exhibition

Chapter Three: Relevance of Ulmer’s Theory in Curreat Composition Studies

This chapter will detail how contemporary compasitsts, such as Rice, Hawk, Brooke,
Eyman and others are taking Ulmer’'s post-pedaggmpraach to writing as invention to the
classroom and are enhancing it as building agemsjyuidents. | will include in this chapter other
compositionists who are proposing theory and wgip,edagogy that aligns with them, and | will
group them as to how they approach hybrid writmgfruction, or through their methodology. |
am particularly interested in those who are in samag engage deconstruction in invention.
Lynn Worsham, in “Emotion and Pedagogic Violenckiros that it is through deconstruction

theory that we have come to understand the valdéaauty in common writing of our students,



as “the language of deconstruction re-aestheticike8ng as the play of signification and
produces efforts to create a ‘poetic’ of compositigl26). With this deconstruction of the
universal along with the building up and validatwithe individual learner, there is a need for a
new approach to writing theory, as well as insiarct This is where Worsham joins the two,
theory and practice, together, and explains Ulmdrar own terms. Composition studies is at
this time in flux between the “intellectuals ineliary and cultural studies while it increasingly
finds it necessary to respond to the demands oinfleemation society and a new definition of
universal literacy may make writing instruction, \&s currently conceive it, obsolete” (144).
The key to growing and developing composition tlgetbren is that it must be informed by
guestions about discourse, societal codes, inclusiod agency that propel us toward rhetorical
discovery (145). Intellectual curiosity and putsaf understanding ourselves and the world
around us more deeply are what set us in motiowrite. There are many contemporary
scholars who pursue this drive toward expressiothéir students through a form of Ulmer’s

invention model.

Chapter Four: My Composition Course Design in Invetion Pedagogy

What Ulmer proposes is writing in a dream/discovege, with emotion and memory-
evoked association of images that create a pattemulti-dimensional matrix so to speak, and
that opens up possibilities for answers or soldjdiut does not arrive at “the solution.” As he
states inHeuretics: “For writers of the new dialogue, the task will tee build, in place of a
single argument, a structure of possibilities” (34)he possibilities for rethinking and reworking
traditional composition within this new frameword emerging communication are truly
astonishing. Ulmer engages his own “anticipatopnsciousness” as he considers the

implications of exploding the composition in thewast electronic technology: “With this



equipment it is possible to ‘write’ in multimediegmbining in one composition all the resources
of pictures, words, and sound (picto-ideo-phonolgi@pvriting)” (17). With all this in mind, |

incorporated Ulmer’s philosophies into the pedagofgymy own college Comp | course design.

My main objective is to integrate what Ulmer reféssas “electracy” into curriculum.
Electracy isnot an electronic literacy. It is, in his words, “sething else” that builds practices
of communicating for a new apparatus. Rather tygmealing only to the analytical mind, it
encompasses the effect of the entire body. Inratleeds, learning and knowing spring from the
most organic part of our being, our intuition, ahd is what | want to encourage students to
write from. My course aims to press them to foenslectracy, which is inventive, creative and
discovery-oriented. | am not able to explode thierse, but | have to rethink it from within. My
course offers a reimagining of traditional compositexercises. My writing exercises, which
are my interpretations and renditions of Ulmer'sstyy, encourage students toward electracy
as they approach writing. With each unit of stuidytroduce an exercise in Mystory that opens

writing assignments up to the many possibilitieaeested in the digital realm.

It is interesting to note here how my own writingeecises came to be. While the logic
of the need for a new writing pedagogy is clearlgsented, quite persuasively, by Ulmer, | find
that as he sets out to perform it, it is not seaffe. It falls flat to me, and | realize thatan
elaborate on it and generate the effect in my stisdledesire. Ulmer’s performative attempt at
new pedagogy seems peculiar, disjointed and inasiv@, which is what he wants to produce, |
am sure...but certainly not as effective as his engiian of it in theory. But what really truly is
amazing is that in his Mystory, he provides me wgitme extraordinary new ideas to incorporate
into my composition course that is revealed invaision of electronic writing. | create my own

versions of his intertextual links, “mise en abynfi@nmaking/computing), dream fantasy



writing style, and Picto-ideo-phonographic writirmgnd performing tableau in writing in the

writing exercises described in Chapter Four.

Chapter Five: Agency, Emotion, and Bringing ForthNew Worlds

| will summarize my experience with teaching compos through Ulmer’'s Mystory

type writing exercises, and how | believe it isaproach unlike any other that student have
been exposed to in their classrooms. | will go imore detail as to why | adhere to this writing
pedagogy and why | am so convinced of its effecias, not only on the students’ writing skills,
but also on their sharing among their communitgijrtlsense of responsible citizenship, their
personhood and agency, and ultimately in their geition of the power that exists in good
writing. It is fascinating and disappointing hetsame time to realize that, while there are many
of us who do practice the multimodal approach tiimg instruction, there are many more in the
field who must feel the “constraints” involved ihig practice and choose to go a different
direction. | will address this, and in additiorwill go into more depth as to how this approach in

writing instruction, if institutionalized, could se as a force to shape our society for the better.
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CHAPTER ONE: HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF COMPOSITION INT HE 1980S

1963 was a pivotal year for composition studies.the years preceding this, the college
English class was patterned on a model that trehtedelationship between thought and written
language as a mechanical pursuit that was achidwedigh perfected grammar, stylized for
appropriate discourse. The student writer of tB80% was encouraged to follow a traditional
model that systematically addressed rhetorical eorsc so that the rigorous, academic
expectations were met. During this era, refeteeds Current-Traditional, writing instruction
and literary analysis were separated so that thdest could focus on the particulars of
persuasion in writing, expressed through highlynfalized models. In the early 1960s,
composition specialists looked to the classicalstakat had rarely been studied in English
departments and the interest in classical rhetetaoted to grow among college writing
instructors (Reynolds 16). The emphasis was orcldssical model of rhetoric as a five-stage
process consisting of “invention, arrangement,estyhemory and delivery” but the American
writing courses diminished the other stages wihintense scrutiny on style and elocution, or
grammatically precise products. Being a good writer those days meant that solid,
grammatically sound documents could be readilysdmewhat mechanically, produced, as
though writing could be scientifically manufacturbg following the traditional model. The
goal of writing instruction up to the early 1960asmo ensure seamless entrance and success in

the business community discourse.

James Berlin discusses the college writing insimadeading up to the Braddock study
as the Harvard method of instruction, or Curreradittonal, as one focused on the perfect
grammatical product. The reason behind compossiodies was to produce good citizens first,

good employees second. This was due to the cudtufeat time that was enamored with science
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and empirically verifiable facts, and the Engligpdrtment followed suit with what were
considered proven models of writing. Good writfogned the basis of the public discourse and
personal engagement in the development of strongkimg communities, and the basis of such
good writing was in the effective manipulation bétsigns and symbols of language, or
grammar. With this in mind, one can appreciateasteunding, perplexing and far-reaching
effect of a published report stating that a redesdstudy found that learning grammar did very
little in the development of strong writing skill¥.he report went so far as to say that it is
possible that the overall effect of grammar studthie classroom could have a harmful effect on

writing.

The 1963 publication of Richard Braddock’s studye$arch in Written Composition”
marked the end of the Current-Traditional era agg®gy in college writing instruction. The
study claimed that teaching grammar in collegenditsignificantly improve the writing skills of
the students, therefore, from that point on, theu$oof composition studies began to shift from
grammatically perfect and formatted essays to teah process of writing. The 1963 report by
Richard Braddock, Richard Lloyd-Jones and Lowellh&@o titled Research in Written
Compositiornpublished by NCTE report states: “In view of thiel@spread agreement of research
studies based upon many types of students andeiessache conclusion can be stated in strong
and unqualified terms; the teaching of formal graanrmias a negligible or, because it usually
displaces some instruction and practice in actaalposition, even a harmful effect on writing”

(37-38). This report served as a historical tugrpoint in the Composition Studies discipline.

This was momentous in that it created a vacuunhénvialidation or the “why do we
teach this?” component of the discipline of composistudies. The 1963 report was based on

carefully constructed research in the field and ta&en very seriously by both the authors of it
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and their audience, teachers of writing classele fact that the scientific method in research
had been imposed on evaluation of writing instauctialthough not new in composition studies,
was received and recognized as valid and worthlieattention of the Academy. The report set
high standards for new research in the field, aadyrhave followed, but none since has had the
effect on composition studies as did this one st(Rgynolds 19). The Braddock report’'s
solemn pronouncement diminishing the value of apgmong writing instruction based on
grammar forced the institutionalized core beliegteyn of English Departments to be called into
question. What followed Braddock’s publication cée characterized as intensive re-
examination on the “why” of composition studieson@position instruction had been a clearly
delineated exercise of grammar drills and fundaalewriting skills to develop the student
writer. When this was recognized as being ineiffecand unpromising, composition scholars
began presenting competing theories to answer #wdynconsidered question: “why teach

composition?”

In Chapter One, | will review the history of compm studies so that | can place
Gregory Ulmer’s writing theory within its proper m@xt, and through this | will demonstrate
how the publication ofApplied Grammatologyroved to be a seminal, pivotal moment in
changing writing instruction theory. While much Haeen written of the historical development
of composition pedagogy since 1963, James Berli8&7 publication oRhetoric and Reality
most succinctly and clearly explains how Expressivcame to be the dominant pedagogy after
Braddock’s negative analysis of the Current-Tradial model. While the years following the
Braddock study produced a flurry of ideas for ngypraaches to writing pedagogy, one of the
most prominent and pervasive was Expressivism. [Eaiding theory to influence composition

instruction beginning in the late 1960s, Expressiiis considered to be directly descended
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from John Dewey’s Progressivism, the foundatiomiloation pedagogy. Robin Varnum states
that a fascination with psychology influenced thegPessive moment, and also claims that this
intense interest in the study of the human psyehe to the self-expression of the Expressivism
movement that became the accepted compositioniggagtiring the late 1960s and through
the70s (53). Scholar Donald Jones also reachdstbaDewey in his “John Dewey and Peter
Elbow” to argue that Dewey’s theory paved the waythe Expressivism pedagogy, as practiced
by Peter Elbow. Jones says that Dewey'’s theorpaip individual empowerment gained in the
writing process through highly personalized joummgl organic narrative, and intuitive
discovery. Peter Elbow, along with other leadingarists of Expressivism, Macrorie, Kinneavy
and Murray, replaced the science of writing (gramnwaith a pursuit of writing as artistic
endeavor and craft. Some theorists, includingliBerconnect Dewey to the Social
Constructionists because he proposed educatiod'gyeal to be producing politically engaged

citizens in the social process.

Composition scholar Donald Jones critiques whatdeems to be Berlin’'s over-
simplification of Elbow’s Expressivism, for Elbowddindeed recognize the complexity of both
individual and social desires in the writing prasseshich is Deweyan. Jones explains that even
Elbow became frustrated with the simplified chagazation of Expressivism as centering on
self-expression that simply carried forth intermatl notions that had no cultural, societal or
political implications (268). Elbow recognized ampowerment in self-development through
experimentation and discovery that could ultimalelbd to political activism. While ideology
from Dewey’s Progressivism may appear in aspect&xqiressivism, it developed its own

specific features that pervaded the college writlagsroom for years.
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Peter Elbow, author o#Vriting without Teachersbecame the spokesperson for
Expressivism. Because of his personal disillusienimwith writing instruction as a student,
Peter Elbow abandoned not only writing, but alsadgschool entirely. And in doing so, he
developed his own pedagogy that concentrates oprtieess, namely of the pre-writing phase.
He believes in writing from an individualistic, erhalized perspective, and that the writing
process actually begins before the student evew&nehat it is he wants to say, or to whom he
is speaking. Writing, to Elbow, is clearly an aditere to self-discovery. It is free-writing with
no attention to grammar rules, sensibility, logic purpose that gained Elbow’s recognition as a
leading Expressivist. He prodded his students daoing into their own interior landscapes to
learn, think, rejuvenate and generate new ideathe&s write. This focus on the individual,
paying little heed to grammatical constructs amgidal premise, is the foundation of Elbow’s

pedagogy, and the very essence of Berlin’s Exprsssi

Elbow’s Expressivism takes writing into a complgteew realm, as far as college
writing goes. He insists that college writers atetheir best when they are encouraged to
continue writing as they knew it to eforeteachers imposed their notions of correctness and
appropriateness. This is what Elbow meansiijters without Teachers students naturally
return to the writing processes they enjoyed, saagldiaries, letters, poems, lyrics, and stories.
The writers of these had power, confidence, visamg imagination, and they write to express
themselves and to touch some other one. Elbowsatanteclaim the inner writer in all of us,
and believes that this can only be achieved by idsng concerns of correctness in spelling,
grammar and punctuation. Editing is not writingtasas in the Current-Traditional. Writing is
what pours out of the individual who is given teefdom to pursue words and ideas without

cause or concern for anything but creative possdsland meaning making. And this writing is
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as much for the pleasure of the individual who r#img it as for an audience, for Elbow has
little regard for audience in the beginning phasewating. He says that students should
consider audience only at the appropriate timeh siscwhen the prewriting phase gives way to
writing. These writers, in Elbow’s view, are wrgefrom the start, naturally, and what they say
to the audience is inconsequential to what thegadisr, or what truths they uncover, through
their own writing experience. While Ulmer insi$iis Invention model is not Expressivism, it is
clearly rooted in Peter Elbow’'s theory of writing @ersonal discovery/knowledge-making.
Ulmer does, however, develop the student writingpeetence into the social realm of

communication.

Because the personal was stressed in Expressiaisinthe social aspect of writing was
suppressed, Berlin characterizes Elbow’s theorywdfing as a way of self-discovery and
creating knowledge as an invalid pedagogy. Elbowjs own book responds to this notion that
Expressivists are infatuated with their own intdéieeal, intellectual wanderings that are
somehow mysteriously actualized on paper. Thansscharacterization of Expressivism, as he
claims, “Berlin writes that | am a Platonist wholibees knowledge is totally private—yet |
make it clear that my epistemology and believinghgas a group process. The validity of
knowledge is only available when one enters int @éikperience of the Other” (“Lawyer,” 4).
Elbow insists that he understands that the epidtegpaf Expressivism is undermined if “one

tries to function solo” (“Lawyer” 4).

It may be helpful to call on the other earlier-menéd scholars in either “camp” to
elaborate upon the debate. The Expressivistsveelieat they are misunderstood and their
pedagogy overly simplified when they are referre@$ having students self-centeredly probing

for their own relativistic, individual understands of their world. James Kinneavy defines
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Expressionism as a developmental moment in writamgl, in actuality, all discourse. It is at the
personal level, after all that a human learns ®akpwrite, and otherwise experience language.
It is this personal significance of the expressiseponent of discourse that is an inevitable part
of all communication, and should be recognizedua$ $n teaching composition (374). He goes
on to say that the “reassertion of the individwdlsubjectivity, of personal value” is at the core
of social change, for one must first recognize dubjectivity before he can see himself among
objects or the Other (375). We must attend topiesonal before we can mention the social.
Kinneavy argues that it is the pedagogical taskhefcompositionist to stimulate the personal,
the individual voice of each student so that heleaw “I” through what he wants to say. “l am

what | say” is the core, or at the essence of dism and of all humanity (380).

One thing established about Composition Studigkigttime in the 1960s and 70s was
that writing could be a vehicle to knowledge-makindg?eter Elbow’s pedagogy built on
Expressivism followed the paradigm that througti-saflective free-writing activities, the writer
gains subjectivity/agency as he crafts his arturspit of knowledge in highly imaginative self-
discovery. While Jones claims Dewey influencedrégpivism, another scholar, James Murphy,
also bridges Progressive pedagogy to Expressiviginhe does so through Aristotle. Time
Rhetorical Tradition and Modern Writinl982) he states that as the Progressives lookekl b
to the Ancients, they recovered Aristotle’s fiventins of rhetoric: invention, arrangement,
style, memory and delivery. The focus on the beigip of the writing process was invention, or
the discovery of the content of discourse (50).s bibok explains how the rediscovery of the
invention component, neglected in Current-Traddlopedagogy, brought about the paradigm
shift to Expressivism, in which the focus became writing process, rather than the product.

The planning process of poets and writers was etudnd imitated, and many departments
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included such people in their writing faculty. Theiting pedagogy of the 1970's was
influenced by psychology, the avant-garde, archite¢c and myriad other cultural phenomena

and it showed up in writing classes, as the indigldbecame the supreme concern.

A fascinating new idea developed in James Kinnsaggsay “Expressive Discourse,”
claims that during the 1970s it was actually thedgtof phenomenology that created the belief
that the individual human experience formed theisba$ language, religion and sociology
(Kinneavy 377). He puts it clearly by stating fierase “I am what | say” which illustrates the
Expressionists’ belief that man finds self in laaga and that expressing himself through
language, delivered in a uniquely historical momentes him voice, subjectivity, and agency.
This then is the reason to help students learnrite wvell. The writing teacher, according to
Kinneavy, knows how to help the student develop gasticular personality and where “the
meaning of the honor of language as a concernnfiegrity in the relations with others and
oneself” is of utmost importance (Kinneavy 384)he written word is held in highest regard
and every single word is monumental to meaning, taedjoining of words builds complexity
and mystery. It was during the Expressivism movantleat personal writing was heralded as
art, and the writer, the ultimate craftsman. Afitmately, according to Kinneavy, the craft was
called “style” and, while it was peculiar to thedimidual, it simultaneously and mysteriously
linked him to the discovery of “the Other” (380)Kinneavy states that this recognition of
expression and style began to flourish in writingtiuction in the later 1960s especially after the
1963 publication of Braddock’'s “Research in Writt@omposition” that claimed grammar

instruction did little to promote excellent writing
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1980s Composition: Theory, Tumult and Change

Lester Faigley in “Competing Theories of ProcessCritique and a Proposal” claims
Expressivism as proposed by Elbow, Macrorie and rfdubecame more about American
Romanticism as it progressed to a personal, organitentic and highly individualistic writing
based on “innate potential of the unconscious rirahd on the premise that all “unconscious
minds” were capable of writing (531). Faigley déses this brand of Expressivism as
spontaneous, anti-establishment, original and imeatt was a writing process that followed no
rules as it was believed that “writing reflects firecesses of creative imagination” (530). This
form of experimental writing instruction dominatediversities starting in the late 1970s and
into the early 1980s. It is interesting to noteehihat it was through analysis of Romanticism in
writing pedagogy that Berlin projects a more poétly engaged student writer. He wrote three
essays in 1982 discussing the influence of Romiantion the college writing classroom where
he perceives movement away from individual interest Expressivism to writing that
incorporates social awareness. This is an impbdiement of the historical development of
writing theory as in Chapter Two | will link Ameaa Romanticism with deconstruction as |

outline Ulmer’s progression of thought in creatklgctracy.

Most scholars agree that Composition instructiors Ita roots in the Aristotelian
definition of rhetoric as a means of persuasion #red means is broken down in the three
categories of logos, ethos and pathos. Aristaled these three appeals, the logical, ethical,
and emotional, the cornerstones of human realitye craft of rhetoric since ancient days was an
epistemological pursuit, rather than one built oguading philosophy. It was widely claimed
during the 1970s and 80s that rhetoric as disconesefluid and evolving to meet the needs of

societies, and that it was at the very center ohdmu discourse and interaction. While the



19

Aristotelian version of rhetoric as epistemologieald ultimately persuasive is said to have
informed the Current-Traditional pedagogy, it wasrlB who noted in “Current-Traditional
Rhetoric: Paradigm and Practice” that the epistegioal aspect of rhetoric was reduced to
pedagogical formalisms. In this essay, Berlircdsses the importance of invention, and how it
could be used in writing pedagogy to advance saaates. He saw this as a plausible outcome
of Romanticism, where he did not in Expressivisihis essay, along with Berlin’s third of that
same year titled “The Rhetoric of Romanticism: Tha&se for Coleridge,” marked a renewed
interest in a hybrid type of Expressivism that naweluded a social interest found in
Romanticism, and Berlin traces American Romanticisatk to the writers in the British

tradition.

Berlin takes an interest in Coleridge’s emphasisliatectics that place things in relation
to others, such as the distinction between arguaethipoetry. Coleridge found argument a less
effective rhetorical device for it was deliveredadry, mechanical form, while poetry was more
likely to be delivered with style and art of metho@erlin concludes that both argument and
poetics require imagination, and that Romanticisimore in line with Expressivism, but with its
focus on relationships, a social element is intoedu A flourish of publications during the early
1980s contributed to an erudite dialogue amonglachcsuch as Berlin, Fulkerson, and Fogarty
as described by Byron Hawk m Counter-History of CompositionThese publications discuss
theories that eventually influence composition edgy. Berlin argues that the Coleridge
dialectic is a “synthesis of opposing forces inwwld...So dialectical method in the expressive
category of Plato...and at this point Emerson, isodize for the removal of error from the mind
so it can see truth and knowledge” (Hawk 57). ©Otlesv Romantics saw language at the center

of all creativity, and all humanity. Language vilas absolute center of the interplay between the
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individual and the world. This relational, socedément describing the writer in his/her world
was the pedagogy of the new Romanticism of the 4980d Berlin proposes this to encourage
positive political action. Ultimately, Berlin watompositionists to use the discipline to engage
their students in the political process. In punguihis political end, Berlin, as one of the most
prominent if not prolific rhetoricians during th®80s, was instrumental in moving the field of
composition toward cultural studies. He usedné Romanticism as a vehicle to move toward

cultural interest and political activity on the paf the student writer.

The Romantic rhetoricians followed in the AmericRomantic tradition upholding
Emerson’s belief that truth and knowledge are amelgched through a language interchange
between the writer and his/her world. Rex Veedeiting in his 1997 “Romantic Rhetoric and
the Rhetorical Tradition” states that “rhetoric sendthere conviction and eloquence begin,
eloquence being...'the overflow of powerful feelimgon occasions fitted to excite them™ (301)
and that the best rhetors are the poets and pmsacNet only is Romantic writing impassioned
and florid, but it also appeals to others in thenomnity. Romantics suggest that the “art of
writing is rhetorical in that it encourages the afidentification and allows authors to transcend
their world view through imaginative participatiovith another,” (302) which while seemingly
purposeless endeavors, are rather ones that arévahe foundation of organic growth in a
society” (302). Some maintain that art and the Stityaesthetic” prompts us to escape from the
mundane, while rhetoric demands participation wifte environment. Romantics, however,
insist that rhetoric that emphasizes the sympathetagination (eloquent, artistic craft) reveals
identification in relation to others (dialectic asdcial), is much more a “reflective practice than
is merely expressive” (316). As | write of thetbigcal relevance of the American Romantic

tradition during the 1980’s composition discourssge that there are notable aspects of this
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brand of Romanticism in Ulmer's Invention model. reG Ulmer pursues writing that is
relational and participatory, and in writing, thedividual seeks truth and discovers venues in

which he can interact with those around him.

Romanticism differs from Expressivism in its contcésr one’s relationships and since it
is both literary and rhetorical, it can lead to tbahdividual and societal growth. For the
individual, the writing experience can be at oncestical, inexplicable, organic, and
transformative and can even capture the sensespimaomenological response. As artistic
endeavor, writing can release the individual frasidrab existence as it simultaneously lifts the
self to experience the universal human experienaeder continues this theory in “Coleridge’s
Philosophy of Composition: An Overview of the Rom@nRhetorician” as he states that
“Coleridge’s great metaphor for composition is jixerney outward from the center of the self in
order to embrace diversity and bring difference inarmony with self” (22). The truth must be
first discovered, uncovered within self as the cosgp “acquires habits of thinking and
judging—suspension of mind, comparison, the abibtyact from ideas instead of instincts...No

truth, he says, can be ‘made our own without exatian and self-questioning™ (22).

Coleridge, according to Veeder, theorized thabugh the act of composing, the
individual creates knowledge and seeks truth, amintains personal integrity of his new
understanding, even while interacting with socigtyhe same time he is writing (22). In other
words, the purpose of rhetoric is not to persuaters, but rather to first convince ourselves that
our knowledge, our discovery is true. Through Remantic ideals of imagination and
sympathy, the composer is able to enlarge his eocesiew into incorporating the Other, and
to build social relationships with all. Learningdaknowledge begin with the dialectic, which is

personal, intuitive and generative and continuesviah the dialogue, or that social aspect of
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interaction and engagement. While composing, dewrarticulates a profoundly intimate

journey into his self-consciousness, and mystelyozemn identify with mankind as a whole.

This delicate interweaving relationship betweerf seld the Other in the Romantic
composition pedagogy, is an evolved form of Expwes®, and represents a shift toward Social
Theory. Because of the emergence of Social Qaetgtnist during this time, Berlin’s trajectory
of using Romanticism in composition with an end{gofathis social-political engagement was
tolerable to the practitioners of the Academy. tiis time in the 1980s Social Constructivism
was becoming the dominant writing theory to pedggogRomanticism was linked to
Expressivism, which was falling out of favor withet university establishment. Byron Hawk
claims that since Romanticism was perceived asgb&iao expressionistic and focused on the
individual experience, it was read and receivedatiegly, and rarely published during the
1980s. Scholars who elevated imagination and ithmenn the composing process were forced

to publish in more obscure settings or not at aflrey this time (87).

Because the personal was stressed in ExpressiWie@msocial aspect of writing was
suppressed, at least until the Transactionalistsp wame to be known as the Social
Constructivists, began struggling to influence egdl composition classrooms in the late 1970’s.
Many theorists, such as Berlin and David Bartholenteecame dissatisfied with the focus on the
subject and self of Expressivism, because at the abBerlin’s pedagogy is the foundation of
why we teach composition, and he believes it issfmrial reasons. While language is complex
and varied, it is still the conductor of our thotgyhbelief and value systems, and cultural and
ideological standards are conveyed one to anothleether it be person to person or at the
community level. Transference of the Great Idehs @ulture is the job of language, and

especially the rhetoric of that culture. Berlimsalers language to be the key signifiers which
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ultimately serve to form and maintain the econoamd political conditions of societies and its
subjects. Berlin first considered the promise ohfnticism to serve this cause, but he soon

moved toward the Social Theorists way of thinking.

It was a time of tumult and change in the disolof Rhetoric and Composition, as the
field which had already shifted from Current-Traatital pedagogy to practice Expressivism, was
still flux and unsettled. Maxine Hairston eloqugntlescribes this transitional time in the
discipline in her 1982 “The Winds of Change: Thorkasn and the Teaching of Writing” by
first noting that Current-Traditional “did not groaut of research or experimentation...as it
derives partly from classical rhetorical model tlaganizes production of discourse into
invention, arrangement, and style” (78). It was lmased upon scientific research because it was
steeped in historical Aristotelian paradigm andntyaserved the interests of literary scholarship.
In 1966, quickly following the 1963 Braddock repatmajor shift in composing occurred when
a gathering of scholars at Dartmouth College issusgport de-emphasizing grammar and usage
in classroom writing assignments (81). Hairstoouments how the 1970s introduced diversity
into the student body by opening access to theeusity, and this changed the landscape of
writing instruction to one that focused on the imgtprocess over the product. But Hairston’s
call is for more research, a pronounced sciengifiproach to the teaching of writing, and this
involved collecting data, charting rhythms of wrdi observing physical behaviors and so on
during the writing process (85). Hairston goest@isay that because of the scientific research
being conducted in the writing classroom, we noeognize that writing is an act of discovery
and that it is definitely not linear. It is invérg and imaginative, loopy and recursive. It
involves intuitive as well as rational facultiespdathe research informing it is based on

psychology and linguistics (86). Her emphasis oiergific research in 1980 signals the
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beginning of a paradigm shift toward the Social §€arctivism, even as she praises the
liberating discovery of Expressivism over the coaists of Current-Traditional pedagogy. This
prescient essay unwittingly explains how Socialdrlgecame to be in, and how it began riding in

on “the winds of change.”

Predominantly in the 1970s Midwest, Social Congionc theory emerged from
democratic unrest and called for social changéénurban areas. Individual voices were heard
within the social context of the community. Intfameasuring “the value of a text in relation to
its importance to the larger society” became thenflation to rhetoric studies, according to
Berlin (Rhetoric, Poetics, Culture®5). All writing is politically situated and wlglenvisioning
the utopian world, it at the same time acknowled@esnan, historical, and ideological
limitations of this world. But, according to Sdkciheory, it is the process of working toward that
utopian view, the pressing onward of oneself withigroup of others which ultimately leads to
change and social progress. This writing is nottimga for mechanical, cause and effects
produced in society kind of change, nor for theaslevolutionary changes that are natural to
mankind. This socially, politically placed writinthis communal writing as imagined by Berlin
is instead an acting agent of change, an aggresstieof culture and society. It is the writer's
duty to not only participate in, but to scrutinizederstand and evaluate the world around him,

and take an active, responsible role in the palited social forces within it.

That one cannot possibly write solely from a satye, individualistic vantage point in
an ideological, politically-charged environment tise center of the debate between the
Expressivists and the Social theorists. There ralygays be an awareness of a larger world,
which informs a broader, more thoughtful and emgtathsoice. Elbow would agree and counter

Berlin’s assertion that in writing, one cannot pblgsignore audience with this notion that in the
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developing, exploring stages of writing, the finglih” stage as delineated by Kinneavy, it is not
necessary to consider audience yet. That will ctatex. Writing is creation, and that must be
tended to first. Once a personal, emotionally4ireghand driven text is produced, then it can
illuminate and impact the culture surrounding Tthese personal writings serve to introduce “I”
into a world of Other, but in so doing, “I” now nualy recognizes the Other as an “I” as well.
All are validated as worthy beings, to be lookedmumand treated with mutual respect and

civility.

During this time of tumult, Peter Elbow continueddefend Expressive theory, and in
turn, his writing pedagogy as the very beginningsotial change, for it signifies a mutual
recognition and nod to the utterance of the Oth€&he Expressionists provide wide berth to
students to explore, expand, and illustrate theaughts to discover their own subjectivity.
Elbow states that contemporary Expressionists arte naive, and do not believe simple,
immature pouring of the heart in self-actualizatcmmstitute rhetorical writing. Instead it is the
inner struggle to uncover true identity or subpatgiin order to more fully identify with others
in our society, and our world that is writing & mhost completely satisfying level. It is writing
to find common ground among disparate individuats,build hope for community. So
ultimately, while not acknowledged by the Sociak®hists, expressionist pedagogy is reaching
for that utopian world only imagined before. Therea unifying effect of the public experiences
of life when communicated as personal written textg this, according to Elbow, cannot be
denied, nor can its power and influence be dumtteany other way. The social must be
premised on the individual. All understanding tstavith “yes, but what does this mean to me?”
and we progress from there. Writing, then, toggite there, yet once this is answered in

emotive, evocative, highly personal language tli®@n individual reaching out to connect with
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another, and through this Expressionist approachwiiing, Elbow envisions a radical
communion, a social communion in the end. It i¢ycafter we know ourselves and have
established our “I” that we can examine the largeore complex social and political issues

around us (Fishman 655).

Later scholarly attention to Expressivism advanited the theory was built upon the
foundational literary traditions of Aristotle’s rtwgic and John Dewey’s Progressive movement
in education. But after a popular run in collegesoss the nation, the Expressivism movement
started to be criticized by theorists and scholswsh as Hairston and Olsen, who called for a
more intellectualized, academic approach to writimggruction. What was even more distressing
for composition instructors and scholars was thgatiee public reaction to the infamous
Newsweek article of 1975 called “Why Johnny Can'titd/” It set off what came to be called

the “literary crisis” created by our failing eduicatal system.

In 1971, Janet Emig published her scientificallge@&ched findings from her‘i@rade
writing class where she noted that the writing pescdemonstrated by her students was anything
but linear and logical. She described the recursi®ping” back and forth activities of the
writing process, and Composition Studies turnethtopsychological findings such as Piaget’s
about brain processes and activity while the boelygpms functions. Compositionists such as
Emig, Linda Flower and John Hayes, used psychadbgerminology in describing the writing
process, and followed the research methods fromdikeipline, and the Meta-Cognition theory
was born. The Cognitivists took advantage of thietary Crisis” declared iNewsweek’d975
article “Why Johnny Can’t Write” and forwarded pgdgy based on empirically-gathered data
that writing is codified and can be taught. Theéting process was not a mysterious art in self-

discovery, in direct contract to Expressivism. dé&llgrammar and conventions in writing were
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re-evaluated as necessary in order to communiffatetieely. Sharon Crowley claims that it was
the media hype surrounding Newsweek’s 1975 “WhyndghCan’'t Write” that created a

“literacy crisis” leading to scrutiny of compositiqractices at the university (185). First year
composition classes now “required” unified standattiat addressed this latest crisis in

education.

It was due to this perceived crisis that Janetg&smwriting study noting the recursive,
anti-linear looping back and forth of the writingopess received serious attention from
composition scholars. Soon theory developed trest based on cognitive psychology, which
applied “science consciousness” to writing, acaaydio Faigley in his “Competing Theories”
essay (532). The main proponents of the Cognifikeory were Flower, Hayes, Emig and
Lunsford. While the Cognitivists, like the Exprizssts, focused on the writing process rather
than the product, they drew from cognitive psychglaartificial intelligence and physiological
brain activity to understand what happened as stsdeere writing. According to Faigley,
under the cognitive approach, words are separate fdeas and writing is reduced to a set of
tasks that can be mastered through good informgtiocessing (532). The Cognitivists leaned
heavily on research and data of the day from séfietds of study, but the theory was criticized
for ignoring the social element in the writing pess, and for collapsing cultural issues under
one simple term: “audience” (534). Linda Flowedalohn Hayes explain Cognitive writing
instruction as while recognizing writing as a prEgket was not a magical, mysterious, creative
and Romantic “bringing forth” from the depths ofndiand soul, but rather it was a cerebral,
logical and practical skill focused on informatipnocessing that was “eminently teachable”
(537). Writing was using language as it was méaie, as a social function that connected one

human being to another.



28

The practicality of writing as a form of human oection became the focus of
instruction, and even broadened out through theaMletgnition movement where the main
concern, “the highest priority in academic courgeshe pragmatic goal...to transfer writing
skills to all curricula” according to Anne Beaufant“College Writing and Beyond” (3). It was
in this transfer of writing skills that the idea different discourse communities became apparent
to Composition scholars. How do we best suppodent movement from Comp | writing to
the writing in their core curricula? Bruce McCokey claims that “writing needed to be an
integrated vision of literacy that recognizes thaiters need to know discourse conventions as
well as strategies, to belong to a community anitake independent journeys of the mind”
(49). Gary Olson theorized Rhetoric and Composition as Intellectual Wdhlat it was time to
move toward pedagogy that recognized disparate@udise communities and imagined ways of
working within them. Discourse communities becahme key to greater theoretical application
in writing pedagogy. Knowing how to write into asdourse became the goal of writing
instruction, up to a point, and then the commuaitiypsed discourse as the central identifier for

student.

Theorists such as Giroux claimed that “enfrancdigisihe marginalized” should be the
goal of writing instruction in education. He arduihat the Literacy Crisis construed in “Why
Johnny Can’t Write” revealed that not everyonepsta standard, nor engaged in the society at
hand. Henri Giroux, along with Paulo Freire, betié in Liberatory literacy and that writing
skills were elemental in gaining a sense of ageamy becoming an actor in the community.
Freire and Giroux argued that people are deniedmpity to develop agency because of social

positioning and that these social groups act astager their community and as a force for
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change. | would agree with their idea that ottemindividual student finds a voice through his

social group, and is humanized and empowered thraug

Thinking such as this led to writing instructiom the 1980s being dominated by the
theory of Social Construction, led by Bizzell, Beoftomae, Fishman and McCarthy, among
others. This theory states the importance of conityiun, not only the writing process, but in
human development. Humans came to be viewed ag [s®icial constructs of gender, race,
culture, and ethnicity and this followed througle tbocial theories under the Cultural Studies,
Feminism and Marxism. Writing was considered retal before individual, as it related to the
social environment and the others within it for Wwhedge-making. Agency, then, was also
social as it was announced as belonging to a gecoopprised of social, economic, and political
unity in a community. Writing process for sociahstructivists was not just about informing or
gaining knowledge and understanding. It cousw dle emancipatory as the subject recognized
the Other and either drew him/her in, or went @lésihe community to meet the Other. The
self-interest of the individual in Expressivism wdsninished and subsumed into the group
identity in social constructivism. Bizzell clags that what was once considered a deficiency in
the student’s abilities (hence Literacy Crisis) waasually an issue of discourse community.
Academic discourse is often a privileged commurocathat the student must learn if he/she is
to be allowed to enter into the Academic communillyis better to say, according to Bizzell,
that the students are “foreigners in discoursehtttaadmit some kind of cognitive deficiency.
Composition Studies is to reinterpret the discows®mmunity for the student as a guide to the

conventions and customs of that community (493).
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Writing as Social Construct

In Writing on the Margins: Essays on Composition améching,Bartholomae argues
that “students are trying to write their way inta@w community. To some degree, however, all
of them can be said to be unfamiliar with the conis of academic discourse” (78-9) Much
of the writing instruction, then, concentrates ba tlynamics of such communities and the ways
in which we as teachers can facilitate our studesnsy into them” (79). It is through the
development of writing skills that the studentsacg access to the social and economic power
the university provides. In direct contradictionBtbow’s Expressivism, Bartholomae writes that
those who emphasize personal writing wastes stadiéme; students need training in academic
discourse conventions so they will be successftiiwmithe academic setting that provides access
to economic and social power (635). Bartholomaginaes to discuss community and its effect

on writing pedagogy:

Student writing is situated in a heavily populategtual space in an institution where
power is unequally distributed. The image of a space for expression, found in Peter
Elbow's work, reflects a desire to be outside efdry and culture, a desire for a common
language, free of jargon and full of presence; sirdefor an autonomous author and a
democratic classroom. If we wish to help studeeisome aware of the forces at work in
producing knowledge, we need, rather, to invoke riality of the classroom as a
substation in the cultural network, not disguisadta utopian space. Critical knowledge
requires working with texts, understanding the pmisses beyond quotation, and not

pretending that writing is purely one's own. Compos should not foster the genre of
sentimental realism and pretend it is transcendeut, preside over critical writing,

academic writing. (88)
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Social Construction was about equality in the ¢lam® and access to the discourse of
the academy. Pedagogy derived from Social Cortgirucalled for writing classes to be
interactive, dialogic and participatory. Studemtye engaged and actively learning, and were no
longer viewed as empty receptacles. McComiskegnagies the importance of helping students
gain access to academic discourse and how to érafrsin one form of discourse to another
successfully. This is why we teach compositiorgoading to Social Constructivism. Writing
needs to be “an integrated vision of literacy tlemiognizes that writers need to know discourse
conventions as well as strategies, to belong tonantunity and still take independent journeys
of the mind” (McComiskey 49). Writing is social émo understand how to transfer, we must
recognize the social discourse communities. Wgitivstruction is less about the individual and
more focused on the particular discourse of comtiasiand how to assist student movement
among them. Writing is relational and tells abitna student’s environment and how it relates to
others and informs the diversity in the classrooithe student recognizes self while gaining
knowledge and understanding about own environnwvemite relating it to the Other in different
communities. These classrooms stress collaborkgaraing as well as peer review in elevating

the student’s role in the learning process.

Sydney Dobrin discusses the central role that #i@al thinking takes in composition
studies during the 1980s i@onstructing Knowledge: The Politics of Theory-Bung and
Pedagogy irComposition He states that the social dimensions of langdaganated scholarly
conversations concerning the construction of kndgde “In the 1970s and 1980s many
composition theorists and researchers began tosfocuthe social nature of writing and to
suggest that the correlation between social expegieand writing ability is palpable. This

orientation had widespread implications for composi theory, and brought with it, for
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example, new ways of thinking about an individuatientity” (28). When Compositionists
guestion why we do what we do, we historically twona form of scientific methodology to
inform us. After the Current-Traditional model @mposition pedagogy was disbanded for its
formalism and perhaps even ineffectiveness, anddsspzism lost favor in the academy for
being writer-centered and offering little towardcwtal gain, the discipline of Composition
Studies witnessed a proliferation of theories idhe vacuum in the 1980s. While James Berlin
engaged in objective classification of the phildsopl (Formalism, Expressivism and
Romanticism) becoming pedagogy along epistemolbgicadeological lines, Patricia Bizzell
(1982) was touting the outer-directed discourseoriee of Social Constructionists. Ann
Beaufort took Cognitive theory, based on study efidvior and brain activity during writing,
further to develop Metacognition that focuses datieg to others through discourse analysis.
She insisted that the “highest priority” of the quosition discipline is the pragmatic goal of
helping students “transfer writing skills to thescburse in all curricula” (3).  Lester Faigley
(1986) classified the composing process into tarpn@f cognitive, expressive and social
approaches. Much of composition scholarship dutims time in the history of the discipline

was attacking or defending theory.

As interest in defining the value of theory in camgpion studies grew, scholars such as
Sydney Dobrin began to do research relating to this notes that theory is used in science as a
predictor of behavior, and that this can translatéthe praxis of the classroom (12). He claims
that “we have learned about student diversity imgeof cultural issues—race, culture, gender,
class and so on—and literacy acquisition they big the classroom and how ideology shapes
our students’ subject position and interactionshvathers in the classroom” (123). He cites

Bartholomae, Berlin, and Bizzell for recognizinge timportance of Ideological position from
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which students’ operate impacts “in fact, contrelsow that individual manipulates, learns, and
passes on knowledge” (Dobrin 126). Student sulpesttion “make it difficult for students to
see their interactions with other students as sfu@ll). Dobrin is a believer in the
empowerment of the liberatory theories of Freird &iroux. “The new ways in which these
theories help us see discourse undeniably influéraye we think aboutdiscourse, about or
pedagogies, and about how our students learn.iJlortainly enough to warrant these theories
as valuable” (83) Dobrin connects the acquisibbknowledge to theory and pedagogy and it is
indeed in the discourse of the classroom, the exgihg of ideas, information and experiences

within that sacred community that true learning take place.

The exchange of knowledge, however, became proliema research presented by
Linda Flower and John Hayes challenged the notiant knowledge is always in the form of
discourse. Their “multiple representation thesagygests that ideals and their articulation fall
somewhere on a continuum ranging from sensory pgareto formal prose. In studying how
writers represent knowledge to themselves, Flower layes discovered that “different modes
of representation can range from imagery, to me&tepland schemas, to abstract conceptual
propositions, to prose” (129). Thus, as writersnpose, they create multiple internal and
external representations of meaning. Some of thegsesentations, such as imagistic one, will
be better at expressing certain kinds of meaniag fprose would be, and some will be more
difficult to translate into prose than others. oimner words, meaning, and therefore knowledge,
may be represented and brought to bear on probddrmg in the writer’'s mind without the aid
of linguistic articulation. This would pave the wiyr the use of culture-specific “language” as
forms of communication, and ultimately to addregscommunication through multi-modal

expression, which would become a discourse ofvits. o
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In addition to this, there were those who thesat that knowledge is environmental,
and taking Social Constructivism to its logical ecthimed that the Subject was not only not
sovereign, but rather did not exist outside itatieh to its community. Self was absorbed into
communal identity, and this recognition was theitegg of self-exploration. Byron Hawk
elucidates the Compositionists identity crisished 1980s as having occurred under the weight of
this vast expansion of knowledge that coincidedhhie “dissemination of models both through
expanding PhD programs as well as textbooks anterces” delivered within the discipline
(87). There was pressure to return to scientifiethondology and to include literary and
sociological perspectives in our redefining Composi Studies. The credibility and stature of
the discipline, even within the English Departmeras called into question, as a seemingly
endless dialogue among scholars, attacking ongigrosvhile defending another, permeated the
academic landscape. To put it simply, the 198@sked a time of theory wars and identity
crisis for Composition Studies. According to Righ#&ulkerson’s 2005 essay “Composition at
the Turn of the 2%t Century,” we were experiencing a divided appra@cbomposition studies in
the 1980s. He argues that there were three maarids of value in composition Studies, which
were social-construction theory, an expressive riheand a multi-faceted rhetorical theory
(655). Fulkerson makes the point that writing ishighly complex neural, emotional, and
phenomenological activity, and in addition is imfhced by the writer's gender, culture,
ethnicity, and race. However, some scholars areemoterested in fostering “aesthetic,

cognitive, and moral development” (667) throughtivg instruction.

It was also during this time, the 1980s, that wgtistudents first encountered
deconstruction theory, and simultaneously expeednifie wide open access and multimodal

expression introduced by technological advancasother words, from the beginning of the’21
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century, composition theories have taken off in ynahrections, from a cultural studies
perspective, to literacy and the community, an@ &tsinvention in multimodal expression in
digital format. Fulkerson continues, “There iseagine controversy—uwithin the field...over the
goal of teaching writing in college. The major digiis no longer expressive writing versus
writing for readers...The major divide is insteadvietn a postmodern, cultural studies, reading-
based program, and a broadly conceived rhetorgenfes and discourse forums” (679). We are
less unified now than at any other time in ourdrigtand as Fulkerson makes his final point, he
guotes Gary Olsen as saying in the 1980s, “tHd 6& composition studies is on the verge of

what undoubtedly will come to be known as ‘the ribeory wars’™ (681).

Composition Studies entered a period of flux in 1880s as theory wars raged and
scholars debated, confronted others and defendg&daivn beliefs. Lester Faigley adds that the
theory wars were not mere matters of esotericyitmwer debate, as he acknowledges the power
they came to have over pedagogy. He says that thedsates during the 1980s did not solve the
“writing crisis” of the seventies, nor did the stific research approach answer questions about
writing instruction. Answers to such questionswrées, will come only when we look beyond
who is writing to whom, to the texts and socialteyss that stand in relation to that act of
writing. If the teaching of writing is to reachsdiplinary status, it will be achieved through
recognition that writing processes are personal #&hl, and cannot be generalized.
Composition Studies was not unified, nor could éstablishment agree on theory, pedagogy, or
praxis. Since the proliferation of theory informtx writing classroom, it became a powerful
instrument toward academic validation in the disecg However, there arose concerns about
the correct, most productive use of theory in théing pedagogy. In fact, some warned that

theory must be grappled with and constrained tadnmeb effective writing pedagogy. Lynn
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Worsham was cognizant of this in 1989 as she rtbtst takes pedagogy to rein theory in and
make it useful. She claims there is no one “BIGETHRY that can capture the writing process”
so we must synthesize the three main componentsritolg and that is that it is public,
interpretative (coded), and situated (socially tacted) (“On the Rhetoric” 390).

Writing toward a Discourse Deconstructed

It was this notion that writing was situated oriatlg constructed in a community that
began to be deconstructed by some scholars inhdayt debates. They questioned the main
tenet of this theory that subjectivity or agencinishe identification with a social group. Wil
the self-interest of Expressivism was diminishéddversely became subsumed into the group
identity in social constructivism, and this partaruaspect of the theory was scrutinized during
the 1980s. Bizzell's response to the “Why Johnayp'CWrite” crisis was not a deficiency in the
student’s cognitive ability in writing, but was aatly an issue of discourse community. Social
Constructivism supported a pedagogy that led stsdariearning the privileged discourse of the
Academy. Critics of this theory emerged and arghetl it was not true that singular, individual
subjectivity was absorbed into, and therefore reshdty, identification with a group. Some
began to express concern that subjectivity is met group identifier, but rather is organic, fluid
and even momentary, just as people are ever ch@ragid evolving. Subjectivity was so
complex and integrated, how could it be degradebeing identified with one community?
Years later, Bruce McComiskey concluded that tima¢ tcalled for a “new look at subjectivity as
sovereign, and as something that can rise aboveutieral influences and pressure upon it”
(52). New theory had been working its way intonfpmsition Studies from Literary Studies
which demanded that scholars re-examine, break gdamech deconstruct all that was understood

about writing.
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The theory of Deconstruction began to influence tiot only literary, but also
composition studies of English departments in Apa@ari universities. Composition scholars
such as Greg Ulmer and Victor Vitanza started expdothe implications of deconstruction on
the writing process. The fragmentation of the sabjthe loss of faith in science and religion,
the irrationality and chaos, the paradox and dissapwere working their way into writing
instruction. These writing scholars, however, talo& literary interpretation of deconstruction
and flipped its negative connotation into a positoutcome for writing purposes. Rather than
deconstruction being recognized as degenerativedasuluctive, it could instead elicit exciting,
refreshingly new ways of thinking, and generateatvédy and imagination in the writing
process. Victor Vitanza claims the disruptiopexenced in deconstruction as “breakthrough
not breakdown” in thought (141). He argues thatehs not linear path to the right solution to a
problem, but rather there is a whole range of pdgges opened up in a matrix-like
configuration. Patterns, threads, ribbons traeasdand knowledge in writing, but meaning is

elusive and often ambiguous.

The Composition historian, Lester Faigley, desaibew Deconstruction revealed the
problem with subjectivity as identifying with onermmunity in Social Theory. Since all
subjectivity originates in language, it cannot gslar and focused. Rather, it is fluid, a matrix
or scheme of signs and symbols in motion, with weyynterpretation. In his bookragments
of Rationality heargues postmodern consciousness originates in dgeguherefore the subject
is the effect of language, not the cause (9). céBise the subject is the locus of overlapping and
competing discourses, it is a temporary stitchiogether of a series of often contradictory
subject positions. In other words, what a persoesddhinks, says, and writes cannot be

interpreted unambiguously because any human aatioes not rise out of a unified
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consciousness but rather from a momentary idetitdayis always multiple and in some respects
incoherent” (9). This “patchwork” self has many iptions for the writing classroom. Writing

teachers cannot assume that a writer has the diéypaiidesire to produce a stable, coherent
self; yet he argues that “Where composition stutli@s proven least receptive to postmodern
theory is in surrendering its belief in the wril®s an autonomous self, even at a time when
extensive group collaboration is practiced in mamifing classrooms” (15). As it deconstructs

the writer, the writing process, and the communRgstmodern theory situates the subject

“among many competing discourses that precedeuthject” (227).

Faigley goes on to state that “the student wstekKill in representing his or her life
experience as complete and non-contradictory ientalis confirmation that the rational
subjectivity of the author is identical with thetamomous individual” (225). He encapsulates
the effects of Deconstruction on the Compositioasstoom: “Discourses on post-modernity
often speak of the fragmentation of the subjed,ltdss of faith in science and progress, and a
rising awareness of irrationality and chaos. Tragrentation, disintegration, and dissolution of
the facets of composition leave remnants from whahebuild thoughts and theory. Faigley
concludes that after deconstructing subjectivity,“Bxplores how the subjectivities of writing
teachers and student writers have been articutatddcontested in the discourse of composition
studies, and finally how subjectivity might be ceived in terms other than the coherent, unified

subject of modernity or the fragmented, dissolugoiect of post-modernity” (79).

The Paradox: Deconstructive and Generative

As Faigley explores the implications of postmodirought on subjectivity, Greg Ulmer

points out that this opening up of possibilitiesnriting is interesting and exciting. Heuretics
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Ulmer illustrates the idea that deconstructing mgitcan actually be generative and productive.
It is invention. Writing consists of patterns amgbeatability, which Derrida called the “trace”
(34). Ulmer claims that in deconstruction of laage, we find paradox and plurality, not at all a
linear purity or logically centered understandirfigdeas...Derrida turns to a writing theory that
includes the discovery of possibilities of subjety and production through the interplay and
interaction of rhetorical, poetic, and graphic syistat once (UlmekHeuretics81-84). Meaning-
making is not important, according to Vitanza, asskates that through rejection of authority,
disbanding and dissolving all we know to mean aedtrioe, we are at invention, which is
important to the writer. It could also lead to ©ba for the writer's environment or community.
Brooke Rollins refers to this moment of invention a “theoretical gesture that could enable
positive social change” (14) and that while we db nefute all things in deconstruction, we must
“inhabituate” the concepts as we rethink new fluordi and possibilities.  Writing instruction
returns to an expressivism of sorts as it playshap“drifting, playing, poetics” of composition
invention on the part of the individual, but in rmdechnological, multimodal expression. The
social aspect is still valued as a part of theviddial's experience, but not all of the subject’s
experience. Invention takes on new modes of egmef self in graphics, video, audio and
more. Once again, invention was prominent in #te 1980s and 90s and is part of writing
instruction today, but critics of Invention reming that rhetorical invention is by its own
definition a social act, and much of communicai®about interpretation and response, not just

about individual expression.

In “Rhetoric and Ideology in the Writing Class,’e®in claims we need to use our
expertise to teach students discourse analysisitpots of text, film, music etc. so they can

understand how ideologies shape subjectivitie® ertable students to become active, critical
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agents of their experience rather than passivangodf cultural codes, as Social Constructivism
could be interpreted to represent. But while @actia agents for self, the students are called upon
to become socially and politically engaged, andy thleould use their knowledge to question
decisions for the betterment of all. In the midétdeconstructing the writing process, Berlin
continued to be a force in thought and theory-pctidn. In 1987, Berlin considers the
interrelation of language and experience and caoleduthere is never a division between
experience and language, whether the experienadves/ the subject, the subject and other
subjects, or the subject and the material world.e&Aperiences, even the scientific and logical,
are grounded in language, and language determtieascontent and structure. All truths arise
out of dialectic, out of the interaction of indiudls within discourse communities, and all are

mediated through language.

Another scholar, Susan Miller, notes the impacti@fonstruction on her writing theory
in Rescuing thé&ubject,(1989)that post-structuralism has had a variety of effedt radically
guestions and deconstructs authorial intent, tifepsesence of knowledge, and the validity of
interpretation — three presumptions on which tlaeheng of writing has historically been based.
For the teaching of writing, post-structuralism @@such difficult, occasionally immobilizing
guestions as the very nature of the author. Whas domean to write? And to what degree do
the privileged, academic discourses the writererathan being written by the writer? Post-
structural analysis tends to locate truth and kedgé in the consciousness of a given person or
group of people... constantly pointing out the waysvhich some consciousness is privileged
over other consciousness” (19). Susan Miller psegothat we compositionists consider
integration of several theories to create a hyoné. She structures a theoretical model for

understanding writer/writing that is informed bythoclassical rhetorical and contemporary
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continental philosophy and she calls it “textuatdric” to distinguish it from Aristotelian. She
challenges academicians to create new, more relewédmg pedagogy.

| will argue that this is precisely what Greg Ulmeezcomplishes when he re-worked
Derrida’s Grammatologyto his ownApplied Grammatologywhich was published in 1984, in
the midst of the uncertainty, questionings, andottétcal jockeying that was composition
studies. The 1984 publication of UimeApplied Grammatologys a seminal moment in the
development of composition studies. Applied GrammatologyUlmer does not give a close
reading of Derrida’sOf Grammatology nor does he argue the need for new pedagogy in
composition instruction, but rather he assumeitChapter One, | established that there was an
atmosphere of chaos in the diverse voices of corigosheory and pedagogy that followed the
1963 Braddock report, and in Chapter Two, | willaexne the thought behind, and theory

springing forth from, Ulmer's\pplied Grammatology



42

CHAPTER TWO: INVENTION PEDAGOGY IN ULMER'S 1984  APPLIED
GRAMMATOLOGY

In Chapter One, | set up the context of the fidldomposition Studies of the 1980s, in
order to effectively place Greg Ulmer within thesaburse, and explain his works and
contextualize them within rhetorical studies at tiae he published his highly influential
Applied Grammatologyn 1984. | reviewed the history of the dispar#teories of writing
pedagogy at that time and traced how one theoryclallenged and disputed, resulting in the
development of another one. There were proponehtgach theory who intellectually,
authoritatively and capably dismantled the otheafi, of which led to a historically-
acknowledged time of discord and upset for thelfadl study. In Chapter One, | demonstrated
that during this tumultuous decade of self-reflaatithe 1980s, composition studies seemed to
be in the middle of “theory wars” that challenged to redefine and repurpose writing

instruction.

In Chapter Two, | am interested in placing Ulmethim this agitated historical moment,
and in doing so, | must first rank him among thetFS8tructuralists. He declares writing as art,
and in post-modern terms, this means that it shdsidipt accepted practice, and re-invent what
should and could be. Greg Ulmer makes no clainbaaa critic of composition theory, but
instead focuses on writing instruction and offepsnew ideas for composition pedagogy. It is
interesting to note here that Ulmer is a curiogsie in the field of Composition Studies as he
does not identify himself as a compositionist, isuhdeed a scholar who has proposed his own
brand of writing pedagogy. His writing theory apddagogy are imbued with high-minded
philosophy and ideology, and as he writes, he tevpeofoundly intellectual insights into
epistemology, phenomenology, language-making, agamc desire, all of which inform his

study much more than on quantitative research e fibld. This is precisely what is so
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fascinating about him, and what | believe makeswosk seminal in a historical look at the
Composition Studies discipline. Not only did Ulnsemwork initiate erudite, intellectually

demanding discussion among scholarly experts dtirtie2 he publishedpplied Grammatology

in 1984, but it has also inspired compositionisteoviorm a trajectory of important work that
follow his tenets, which continues to this day. tlms chapter, | will demonstrate how Greg
Ulmer’s writing theory, revealed first through tegidy of Derrida and deconstruction, builds to
his own brand of digital (hypertext) expressionezhlElectracy. | include a brief summation of
the Mystory application of Ulmer’s theory into coasition class pedagogy, and | will bridge
this into a more in depth discussion of how it dlsienced my own composition course design

in Chapter Four.

After being introduced to Ulmer in one of my eaghaduate classes by Prof Jim Brown, |
found myself becoming enthralled by the power af intellect, and his optimism, and how he
addressed writing pedagogy from a different perdpec His essays and books on composition
theory read more like philosophical treatises, bnés impressed with his desire to elevate and
intellectualize the writing experience. From tpaint on, anything about the practical concerns
in writing pedagogy such as assessment, multi@allappeal and discourse communities seemed
mundane, dull and drab after reading Ulmer's litkat soar such as this frompplied
Grammatology “My purpose in this chapter is to open the questof the nature of the
educational presentation (the manner of the trasson of ideas) adequate to a poststructuralist
epistemology and to air some of the rhetorical polgmical notions relevant to a pedagogy of
general writing” (157). His is an approach to wgtinstruction that is like none other as it joins
together ideas about linguistics, language symiaomld emblems, educational philosophy,

knowledge-making, grappling with digital enterprisewriting presentation and so forth. 1t is
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heady, very heavy stuff that is brimming with oppaity and excitement about all that can be,
in our students and in our writing classroom enwnents. | do believe that Ulmer's work is
rich and resplendent in ideas and has much to tféewriting teachers who really want to reach
their students and make a difference. Studentsbeaimtroduced to writing as language play,
and encouraged to embrace the world inside thenmahadt them, and to let their language think

for them, and to confront the errors and accidasthey write agventionand to go with it.

Actually, as compositionists we are remiss if we ribt introduce our future writing
teachers to Ulmer’'s deconstructed view of writirgy imaginative, generative, personal and
simple, yet universal and grand at the same presaent. His is writing that is once pure and
profound, complex, simple yet sophisticated, penmmce and presentation, and most
importantly a form of digital design. | thank Prafim Brown for helping me see Ulmer’'s
understanding of the generative power in deconstrmucheory as applied to composition.
Before this, | held negative connotations of detmasion, and until my mind was open to the
opposite view, that deconstruction could produceuarestrained, imaginative creativity in
writing, 1 was uninformed, and constrained, andoldd now say reduced, to adhere to one of the
other prevalent theories. Greg Ulmer has throwssjtdlities in writing wide open, all the while

basing his pedagogy on solid intellectual ground.

Because of this, | contend that Composition Studa®lars must take a closer look at
Ulmer’s impact on our history and development &eld, but even more importantly we need to
learn from him new ways to think about, study aedch the art of writing. Great pedagogy,
according to Ulmerjteaches the love of knowledge, couched in the Bpderms of the desire
of the subject of knowledge and present in a wagnitbed not just to tell about this passion but

to instill it, stimulate it, in the audience. Aledagogy takes as its goal the fostering of the édve
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knowledge, if not of wisdom”(199), and his goal &irmulating this love of knowledge in the
writing student begins with Self, and Ulmer reveadsv this can be approached beginning with

Applied Grammatology

Greg Ulmer recognized the institution’s need fowrtaought, innovative pedagogy and
exciting writing production through a study of Dide’s deconstruction. Unfortunately, many in
the English departments in the Academy have yeadknowledge the power in Ulmer’s
assertions, nor do they attend to him at all inirttemposition study. Perhaps it is too
intellectually daunting, a bit too abstract, phdphkical and obscure for some to appreciate.
Many composition instructors require structured &mthalized features to their pedagogy and
Ulmer evades this, and in fact, suggests this ésptoblem in our pedagogy, for it is only
through unrestrained, imaginative language play wnriting truly begins. There is also the
widespread assumption that deconstruction, whilgertainly had it followers, is now past its
prime and not at all timely or even interestingvduld argue that this is clearly an oversight in
the discipline that should be addressed, and itldvearve us well to attend to Ulmer in our
Composition Studies programs. This is precisehamwhntend to demonstrate through the next
two chapters of my dissertation. Chapter Two willmmarize the ideas and philosophy that
have informed Ulmer’s work, and how it came abauttyy the tumultuous 1980s, and Chapter
Three will demonstrate how his ideas first discedeand described iApplied Grammatology

are being played out in the college classroomsafymotable scholars today.

Ulmer, who was born in 1944, did his most influehtvork in the 1980s and 90’s and
continues to teach today at University of Floricdere he strives to elaborate on invention
theory and pedagogy for the digital age. He isantiterary or composition critic, nor is he a

rhetorician, but | believe he would refer to hinfised a composition scholar or even a teacher of
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the art of writing. He is positioning himself agant-garde, one who is inventing as he thinks,
discusses, and writes himself. | place Ulmer erietorical discourse of Post-Structuralism for
two reasons: he is calling for a complete abandonrogthe traditional theory of writing and

replacing it with new pedagogy, often referred t® @ost-pedagogy, and he was highly

influenced by the theory of deconstructionism chiexmgd by Derrida.

Ulmer discovers deconstruction in Derrid®@$§ Grammatology

As a grad student in the early 1970’s Greg Ulmes stadying Rousseau’s Romanticism
in language development and writing, and happeped Of Grammatologyy Jacques Derrida.
| discovered the thread connecting Derrida to Reas$o be a shared, intense interest in the role
assigned to writing based upon the first, or inriders term “originary,” language experienced
by humans. Rousseau believes that in the “natgtateé of man, language’s vital role was for
expression of feeling rather than logical orderd arstructions and he continues to say that
civilizations produce a degenerate form of languthge is concise, formulaic writing, and that
this corrupts man’s natural state. According to MewGarver's “Derrida on Rousseau on
Writing” Rousseau claims that language serves alsfamction in bringing people together and
this is better done through the “passions” (664)hese passions “draw out the first words and
that thereby determine vocal language to be thendisvely human form of communication”
(665). So language first occurs in connection vigisling, but it is compromised as articulation
becomes more reasoned, precise and exact in wfdgtem It in turn becomes “more prolix,
duller, and colder” in this form (665). In his owrords fromEssay on the Origin of Languages
Rousseau’s states that writing “which, it seemghouo stabilize language, is precisely what
alters it: it does not change the words but thetsgubstituting exactness for expressiveness”

(665). Rousseau continues this distinction contrgsthe natural, harmonious, figurative, and
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passionate expression in speech with the convealtigmactical, precise and duller written

expression, and thus concedes that civilizatiorupts and degenerates language.

Derrida seizes upon Rousseau’s notion that padsiospeech is the essential
communication while writing is an accidental exbeity, and is based on arbitrary conventions
of articulation and deconstructs it@f Grammatology.He responds radically by suggesting that
writing is not only essential, but is indeed theigmary” language as words constitute ideas
only through articulation of experience. The exgere of language is what is immediately
present, or Rousseau’s “passions,” but it is wgitihat first articulates, and “Articulation is the
becoming-writing of language” writes Derrida @f Grammatology(229). This appealed to
graduate student Greg Ulmer’s natural interest ranmgnatology as pedagogy while he was
primarily a professor literary criticism coursede wondered at the disparity between theory in
reading, writing, and epistemology and practiceviiting pedagogy, curriculum and evaluation
(ix). He came to believe that this book by Dernidpresented the vanguard of academic writing
in the humanities, bringing together the most vésbects of philosophy, literary criticism, and
experimental (creative) writing. What fascinatetmer aboutOf Grammatologywas how
Derrida embraces both deconstruction and an elés#ture for writing, and as Ulmer writes in
the introduction to his 1984pplied Grammatologthat Derrida’s dimension of grammatology is
the practical extension of deconstruction into degosition. Deconstruction applied to
composition was at once reductive and reflectiw, spmultaneously explosive and generative,

and utterly astonishing to Ulmer.
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Ulmer writes a respons@pplied Grammatology

Ulmer dissects and analyzes Derrida’s deconstnugbieesented irOf Grammatology
throughout his response to Applied GrammatologyPart | is a close reading of Derrida¥
Grammatology He begins by discussing the three levels of camaoation according to
Derrida—picto-ideo-phonographic, or images, pumgl discourse. Ulmer explores Derrida’s
nondiscursive levels as alternate modes of composind even thought applicable to academic
work, or rather, play (xi). What is clearly intaimg to Ulmer is that Derrida sustains his
wordplay and extends it in epistemology that isctional, but even more importantly, it is
invention. Writing in Grammatology is not confinéal printed papers, books and articles, but
rather it is multi-channeled performance includimgleo, and film as well. Derrida’s
deconstructed writing is now similar to scripting that writing pedagogy is beyond this one

aspect of the entire electronic apparatus, to delultidiscipline and inter-media (xiii).

Another aspedDf Grammatologyf interest to Ulmer was that Derrida claims in Qiea
One that Deconstruction was imported and rathen timluencing philosophy and human
sciences, it took place in language and literatieqgartments, mainly through Literary Criticism.
Ulmer plans to discuss the application of Derridh&ories not in terms of deconstruction, but in
terms of grammatology. He defines it as a newemnafdwriting whose practice could bring the
language and literature disciplines into a morepaasive relationship with the era of
communication technology in which we are living. p Uo the time Derrida wroteOf
Grammatologymost writing about composition pedagogies weréhess. Derrida, however, is
interested in the origin, the idea and phenomenbnwvriting. Ulmer writes of his own

conclusion of three phases of writing about writidg) the history; 2.) the theory of writing
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(Derrida is one example of this); and 3.) Applioatiof theory in practice. Ulmer proposes his

own attempt at this iApplied Grammatology

Derrida begin®©f Grammatologyy crediting Modernists such as Ezra Pound aduugat
for graphic poetics that helped understand theifsignce of signs in articulating ideas in
communication. Pound demonstrates the limits oiclmgrammatical structure of the Western
model in his support of Ernst Fenollosa’s “The @&si@ Written Character as a Medium for
Poetry” (7). Derrida wants to move writing awagrfr being a subordinate act to thinking and
knowing. Writing is foundationally epistemic. Wng is its own knowledge making tool, not an
extension to one’s thinking. Writing is no longarbordinated to speech or thought. Ulmer
writes that inOf Grammatology;Derrida has begun to practice a mode of writingjcln is no
longer a function as a representation of speeckhich the hierarchy of thought, speech, and
writing is collapsed” (7). Written language evavend changes constantly, but the linearization
of language (phoneticized and standardized) wa®ldeed exclusively in Western thought.
Everything non-linear, such as pictographic imagess suppressed. But during the twentieth
century, Derrida notes revolutions in philosophgiesce and literature are marking the end of
linear model. The world no longer communicatesfyubased on think, speak to write models.
There is a resurgence of a graphic element withtidimlensional facets in the composition
classrooms and this alone exclaims to the world weawill not become mute and void as a

discipline because we refuse to evolve (9). Ndrwe become static and steeped in theory.

According to Derrida, grammatology is a sciencesdasn the Deconstruction of Science
as we know it, or knew it to be. Derrida points thdt this process began already historically
with psychoanalysis. Derrida contends that it beza burgeoning field of scientific interest

based upon Freud’s autobiographical work alone/ciRmnalysis articulated into grammatology
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as the literary critic reads a Freudian “slip of thngue” as an author’s “slip of the pen.” (12)
This brings up a radicalization of a thought orcéra(12). Grammatology is concerned with
enframing. Enframing is not a form of technologut the production and relaying of
information by whatever means...this is the concefnGoammatology, which makes it
pedagogy and not a system of knowledge (15). hdaers that rather than creating knowledge,
writing explores and reinterprets knowledge arowsd He writes: “The philosopher, and
especially the teacher of applied grammatology, tearn like poets and revolutionary
scientists to explore the frivolities of chance8)2 He continues by stating that the poetic force
of metaphor is often the trace of this rejectedratitive (29). De-composition demonstrates a
symbiotic relationship between “form” and “contersd the praxis articulates the enframing
technologies through which knowledge comes intadgpédaySouth Atlantic Revieid0). Some
critics have suggested that Ulmer offers so mudhenway of signification and scripting that he
moves us toward replacing phonocentric discourgle thie electronic video (111). Others have
claimed that Ulmer does not argue that we neeattoduce new writing pedagogy, rather, he
assumes it. And to do this, Ulmer moves with dstmction, examining its applications and
consequences in literature and writing, takingsibagiven, all the while other compositionists at

that time were still grappling with it, trying t@me to grips with it.

Ulmer continues his close reading here to desddibeonstruction to Derrida as much
like “catachresis which is the imposition of a sigma sense not yet having a proper sign in the
language” (33). Deconstruction is a form of catasls, but one that must be distinguished from
the traditional use of this device...but this as eela&ion, unveiling, bringing to light, truth”
(33). Deconstruction uses catachresis openly toy daought not forward to the origins, but

“elsewhere” (33), which of course is invention.véntion involves a reassignment of the senses,
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and Derrida is interested in what he calls the gawoization of our sensorium required by
technology. He conceptualizes the chemical and acbnsenses as to how they relate in
communicating ideas in the electronics age. (3&)e reversal of phoneticization—the reduction
of the phonetic in favor of the ideographic elemant writing—which is the goal of

grammatology, takes as its model the principleetius writing (a mix of phonetics plus images)

(37).

Beginning chapter four ofApplied Grammatology Ulmer outlines his ideas for
application of Derrida’s theories and themes innf@ratology in his invention pedagogy. In the
deconstruction of writing and books, Derrida repri#s the double —valued writing he is

proposing, according to Ulmer. It puts speech kacis relation to the written piece. Ulmer

writes:

The importance of Derrida’s example for an applgadmmatology is that it provides a
model for articulating in one presentation bothbatrand nonverbal materials—the kind
of Writing needed for classroom performance andafadio-visual presentation in film
and video...in a way not dominated ....by sight andrihga As we shall see, audio-
visual productions may be written within the enfraghof a sensorium reorganized to

reflect the contact qualities of the chemical senge8)

We look to wall inscriptions of the Egyptians—higlgphics—are representations that are
tripartite and much more intricate than those phorgescriptions of scenes. The intertextuality
within the images/representations creates a texdtifiing off course of the tale’s narrative

because it opens up the tale to other settingstamies (102).
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In Part Il of Applied GrammatologyUlmer begins to move from the conceptual
engagement of the deconstruction theory in comipositoward a pragmatic significance in
pedagogical application. Ulmer is specific: “Myrpase in this chapter is to open the question
of the nature of the educational presentation (fhla@ner of the transmission of ideas) adequate
to a poststructuralist epistemology and to air savhéhe rhetorical and polemical notions
relevant to pedagogy of general writing” (157). mdk admits that while Derrida’s works are
among the most esoteric and difficult of our tine, actually calls for a popularization of

knowledge (160).

Ulmer becomes more philosophical as he draws umarh, who teaches of the love of
knowledge, couched in the specific terms of desiréhe desire for knowledge is profoundly
motivating, yet Lacan presents it in a way intendetljust to tell about this passion but to instill
it, stimulate it, in the audience. All pedagogy dakas its goal the fostering of the love of
knowledge, if not of wisdom, but psychoanalysipiivileged in this respect since it is nothing
less than knowledge of love, such as love and kedgé come together in a powerful way

writes Ulmer (199.)

Ulmer claims that the organizing principle Applied Grammatologynay be simply
stated—hieroglyphics. It emblemizes Derrida’s depization (realignment of writing with
visual arts). Derrida states that the history dafimg can be viewed through psychoanalysis as a
science that approaches language and mind in tefrhgroglyphics (the dream as rebus). To
simplify, Ulmer insists that writing instructiondludes non-discursive and imagistic dimensions
of thought and communication (265). The lessaihas academic, specialized discourse is open

to translation in the popular, mass media. In Ulshweords:
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In post-pedagogy, as was outlined in chapter sigpad scene is preferable to a long
discourse. My purpose is to argue that we ouesetaight consider composing texts in
the manner of Derrida, lecturing in the manner atan, giving de-monstrations in the
manner of Beuys. In short, | have proposed mourdipgdagogical discourse that takes

into account the functioning of the double insaapt (266)

Derrida texts already reflect an internalizatiortlod electronic media. But his is not a book of
technological determinism such as Marshall McLuHaurt, rather represents a deliberate choice
to accept the new paradigm. If Plato marks the ttom a civilization based on orality (speech)
to one based on alphabetic writing, Derrida marlssnalar shift from alphabetic writing in its
print stage to filmic writing (303). Derrida’s omnegotiation of the transition between the print
and electronics eras has principally concernedkigwe of the alliance of Book and Voice. Some
of our major structures of print are being subwkr@d displaced in the electronic paradigm.
Applied Grammatologyhen is concerned not with current reader-respamskcultural studies
subjectivism and “opening of oriented possibilitibst with constructing connections among the

systems in relation to all fields of all possibdg (311).

Derrida’s deconstruction has profoundly influeneed only critical theory in literature
studies, but composition pedagogy as well, andishégpparent in Ulmer’s theory on inventing a
new media form for the Digital Age. | read severssays illuminating the academic discussion

brought about by Derrida’s deconstruction theorit eslated to composition pedagogy.

Brooke Rollins writes that many misunderstand Ri¥s deconstruction to be a negative
theory that sets out to “dismantle the beliefs pedwld most dear” (12). Rollins states that to

believe this is to pass judgments, which is nadlatvhat Derrida encourages. Derrida wants
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intellects to reduce then invert concepts and m&tideas in order to see them in a new light.
This produces creative thinking and generative aeses, such as new forms of writing.
Scholars in the 1980s, such as Paul DeMan andli& Miller took literary deconstruction to the

extreme of nothingness, or nihilism, so that alirfdational beliefs of traditional institutions

were radically challenged. Along with Geoffrey Haen, they were interested in deconstruction
for political activism and for promoting culturauslies (13). However, several compositionists,
such as Ulmer, Atkins, Johnson, and Crowley sawomcuction as a way to “invigorate

rhetorical theory and writing instruction” (14). rdwley in particular believed that

deconstruction could benefit composition studied #re teaching of writing by deconstructing
present and traditional theories and looking atimgiinstruction from a new vantage point, in
order to expose strengths and weaknesses (16).insAtknd Johnson argued that the
deconstruction was useful in calling attention ke t‘practical problems that haunted the
teaching of writing, and this awareness was sigaifi because it could create a situation
conducive to positive pedagogical change” (19). lliRo and her colleagues were concerned
about the relevancy of the composition pedagogtheftime, in that it appeared stagnant and

unresponsive in a rapidly changing technologicailevo

In the early 1990s, Ulmer took this a step furttweincorporating deconstruction into his
own idea of the necessity of new media forms. Idedudeconstruction the way Derrida
intended, at least as Rollins believes he did. riberdid not want absolute refutation in
deconstruction, as so many have proclaimed for then political purposes. Rather, Derrida
believed in reworking and redefining within the ibélsystem and structure to generate new
ideas. Derrida “characterized his project as fomelatally tied to the tradition it works both

within and against. There he clarified that detatsion was not a simple refutation, and upon
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closer scrutiny one sees that there’s another wéying with this memory and transforming it
and thinking it” (23). Ulmer sets out to redefirrethink, and recreate writing forms and in
deconstructing what we know as writing pedagogygémeerates a new theory— yet endeavors

to do what Derrida suggests, and that is to wotkiwiand against tradition, simultaneously.

Ulmer’s Invention publications afté&pplied Grammatology

The next year, 1985, Greg Ulmer builds upon his ehodl Invention in his “Textshop for
Post(e)pedagogy” iVriting and Reading Differentlgdited by Atkins and Johnson, in which he
describes his theoretical link with Romanticisme #iscusses the idea of deconstruction being
the center in a pedagogy that idealizes teachirig Wwahin and against cultural and educational
expectations. Ulmer clarifies this undertakinghaétn explanation that not only has Derrida’s
deconstruction influenced his pedagogy, but sal@asavant-garde movement in the Arts and the
development of film and television. The two lattegvolutions have combined with
deconstruction, according to Ulmer, to cause himh tie@ academy to rethink pedagogy in the
Humanities. He echoes Berlin by saying the goalmting pedagogy is to work within societal
expectations and constraints while working outsigenm at the same time. How then, does one
operate within and against social constructs senelbusly? After establishing his vision for a
new setting for his humanities classroom, the Mbner goes on to relate how Derrida’s
deconstruction initiated this idea that one carstwnd challenge social codes to the limit, all the

while working within them to make a point.

Several scholars, including Susan Miller have dalfer a hybrid theory, one that
integrates and negotiates several conflicting tleeanto one conclusive one. Ulmer does this

with great effect in the 1989 publication Béletheory: Grammatology in the Age of Vigenhe
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continues to discuss his interpretation of Dergddéconstruction. In breaking down writing as
we currently understand it to be, Ulmer projectsré&aching positive, highly creative outcomes.
He believes we should utilize more “play” in wriginespecially serious, critical, academic
writing. This would lend a more all-encompassiagponse from the reader, one that stimulates
him intellectually, but also physically through sery, phenomenological appeal as well. In
Ulmer's words from “One Video Theory,” writing tha academic and theoretical develops
through collections of thoughts and associationsckvseem random, but the sequence is not.
He writes that “each item of the set will be ddsed in an order created not by a goal...but by
associations, which is to say that the final ppfeiof classification is not argumentative or
expository, but poetic” (253). The influence ofu8eeau’s natural state of man is apparent here
in Ulmer’s view of the effective multimodal, mulijyered and dimensional argument. The
persuasive feature is crafted artistically, passiely and poetically through associations of

symbols in language.

This reworking of writing genres would lead to leiag and knowledge-making of a new
and exciting kind. Ulmer suggests we take Deraté&vhat Ulmer understood to be) his word
concerning the possibility, even desirability, tleapting to move ‘beyond’ Western logic, and
thus ‘beyond’ deconstruction as then practicedp iatrealm of ‘grammatology’ that would
borrow innovative, experimental techniques fromatike writing for use in criticism” (36).
This is exactly what Ulmer would have us do thounglw media forms as well. In the mid-
1980s, Greg Ulmer proposes his own model of wripegagogy known as Invention and in it,
he sets out to do this as he redefines, rethima recreates writing forms and in deconstructing

what we know as pedagogy, he generates an entieghtheory—"“electracy.”
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Ulmer continues to develop his invention model amdpecifically address the process of
working “within and against tradition” in the bui@@ng postmodern tradition. The stylistic and
rhetorical shifts in the arts of the modern perfoain “representational realism” to disjointed
images and associations of postmodernism have haehduring impact on how we see our
world (38). In addition to this, the film and teision industries have become the “dominant
mode of communication” through images that evokessgy, phenomenological response in us
(38). Now add technology and the electronic agthése other, earlier movements and we find
ourselves speculating on what it all means to ub lesw we teach writing now and into the
future. These developments in communication halered those of us who teach some aspect
of it to a new age in composition education, as &Hmvould say, where the learner is
“participant” rather than “consumer” (46). Ulmdaiens that teaching composition first of all
must “stimulate the love of learning” which can behieved by establishing a “writerly”
classroom where students experiment with writingcimlike students approach learning in a
science class. Ulmer puts it this way: “a fundatakdimension of post(e)pedagogy is precisely
what might be termed a humanities ‘laboratory’ @ned with providing a visual track to
supplement the verbal dialogue of teaching” (4HMe goes on to say that this can be done with
hands-on manipulatives, visual stimuli, musicaérhides, and by inverting and reimaging new
definitions of words in wordplay (47). We learrgcarding to Ulmer, through invention, not

verification, and this humanities laboratory sétglents on a path to discovery.

How then, does one operate within and against lsooisstructs simultaneously? After
establishing his vision for a new setting for hisrtanities classroom, the lab, Ulmer goes on to
relate how Derrida himself initiated this idea tbae can twist and challenge social codes to the

limit, all the while working within them to makepmint. Ulmer relates how Derrida did this in a
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lecture address in which he “performed” the lecture dramatic terms, rather than just
disseminated information and ideas. Derrida datie lecture by saying only the title of it. He
repeated it several times, and in the silence fitildwed, the students and attendees became
uncomfortable and started to speculate the mearfifgs words. By confusing the audience,
Derrida effectively performed deconstruction of lon lecture. The expectations of what a
lecture should be, and how it should be deliveveste challenged, and the unconventional and
strange became real, if only for those few momebtstrida used deconstruction for the purpose
of making his audience think and reconsider/recanshew meaning for old ideas. He wanted
his deconstruction performance to have a generafieet. Eventually, he continued the lecture
in the typical linear, logo centric way the studehad expected. A teacher must, at some point,
explain himself, according to Ulmer (40). This thdemonstrates how one can work from within

at the same time one works against the culturditiomal belief system.

It is in moments of uncertainty, such as those @hbuabout during Derrida’s
unconventional lecture, that real discovery, aratrimg, begins. It is what deconstructionists
such as Derrida termed “the undecidable” and wilaahec to be known as the “uncertainty
principle” that describes those moments when lagiabandoned and productive, generative
invention takes over. It is renewal of thought vehevork/play and serious/frivolous are inverted
one in place of the other, including in academiting. Textshophen is not work, but rather it
is “pleasure of the text, in order to shake lodse powers” of the hypnotic inventory of
information we are subjected to in the electromgje §60). Ulmer ends the essay with a call for
each individual to play, to imagine, to privateigabver his own understanding, and yet all the
while appreciate the collective institutionalizeshding of the Canon. It is quite a Romantic

notion indeed to think the student can textshopows way, bypassing the teacher/specialist
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really, to create, invent and generate ideas, s private experience of discovery is the

foundation to all learning (62).

Ulmer's Romanticism as developed in “Electracy”

| return to the influence of Rousseau on Ulmer, ¢inad student. As | researched
Rousseau and how he relates to Derrida (Ulmer Baidbecame interested in Derrida after
writing his dissertation in which he discusses Reas’s formalism), | discovered that the
romantic aspect of Rousseau would agree with Ubnttisting of the individual to discover
through means other than logos, ethos, pathos, whata text, or how to go about writing one.
Derrida deconstructed much of what Rousseau wimiataa binary between speech and writing
with speech being the most natural, and therefibie,most trusted communication. Derrida
through Ulmer’s interpretations says that writisghe most original form of communication and
IS not just a supplement to speech. Writing is “tréginary” human language, according to

Derrida, and Ulmer continues to play with and depehis idea in his subsequent publications.

Writing has been subjugated to natural speech frenearliest times, says Rousseau, and
while Derrida concludes that writing is the natumalginal form of communication. Ulmer takes
his own course by describing a writing pedagoglis“Textshop” essays that returns writing to
a reconnection to the passions of our first gekttwanmunications (Rousseau) and allowing
them to resurface in new, fresh and fascinatingfo(Derrida) and these forms are part of a new

language invented by Ulmer called electracy.

| have followed Ulmer's development in compositiggedagogy from Applied
Grammatologyto his 1985 “Textshop for Post(e)Pedagogy” throtigéd 1987 publication of

“Textshop for Psychoanalysis: On De-Programmingsimgan Platonists” all of which lay the
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philosophical and theoretical foundation upon whieh Invention pedagogy builds. He returns
often to the ideas he advances regarding the sfad#gsire to write through his imaginative,
evocative, phenomenological and surreal responsd a&xperiences the world that surrounds
him. He claims there is a need to write from a néwesh, innovative perspective, and this
perspective is one in which the old analyticaleéin logical, scientific approach to writing, and
all understanding, is now called into question. héTneed for textshop emerges out of the
difficulty students have understanding our objettstudy (language, literature and arts)
exclusively by means of analytical modes of thigkiend writing borrowed from the social
sciences,” (Ulmer, “Textshop for Pychoanalysis” /56 other words, it is time to throw off the
shackles of ancient rhetorical logical construntéavor of a magical, mystical, pleasurable look
at text. And while we do so, we use our imaginaiéo mimick the text, by recreating and
generating our own. Again, the writer is not a eoner, but rather a producer in the humanities

lab of a Textshop.

| agree with Ulmer’s concern that there is no ddbbt current Composition students are
not fond of, nor are they always successful, in ¢barse as it is instructed now. It is an
uninspired extension of what they have always knewiting to be, since their earliest school
days to their most recent ones. It does not addies larger cultural, global, and ideological
concerns brought on by the electronic media. dhrseembarrassingly outdated, and it does not
capture the students’ imaginations or create asyrelen their part to want to write. Invention
pedagogy that Ulmer proposes is founded on Elegtrabich is not an electronic literacy. It is,
in his words, “something else” that builds practice communicating for a new apparatus.
Rather than appealing only to the analytical mindncompasses the phenomenological affect of

the entire body. In other words, learning and kimgmspring from the most organic part of our
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being, our intuition, and this is where Ulmer enemes students write from. It challenges the
students to think in terms of this, however, fagyttare completely entrenched in the literacy of
validation through the scientific methodologies.Imidr creates composition instruction that

presses them to focus on electracy, which is inventreative and discovery-oriented.

So how does Ulmer go from Derrida’s theory of detouction to his own theory of
revolutionary change in reinventing writing insttioo pedagogy? In his prefaceHl@uretics:
the Logic of Inventiorf1994), he argues that deconstructing the writirgc@ss as we know it
opens up production possibilities. We need to icemswriting to be an invention process as
“learning is much closer to invention than to vieafion” (xii). In the crossing of discourses,
such as writing that includes rhetorical, poetitg graphic images all at once, in Derrida’s word
“picto-ideo-phonographic,” we are deconstructingatvive know to be writing, and inventing a
new discourse at the same time. This writing Imigding up, and it is creative and generative.
Writing invention works just as the avant-gardeistst create new art forms: we use
deconstruction as a springboard to opportunityemerimentation. We break down and reduce
writing to its most fundamental part, word defiaits, and by recognizing the ultimate non-
meaning or un-meaning of each word, we can stairnpmse meaning in new and fresh ways.
We invent new meaning with new forms. Ulmer alsrdsses how there is a universality in the
patterns or rhythms in writing. These are agaimay of exploding meaning possibilities and
understanding ideas in a matrix or pattern modeerahan arriving at one simplified answer or
response (xiv). Ulmer takes Derrida’s theory oked discourses and writing invention to a new
dimension inHeuretics He encourages his students to be “experimeatajwards” and to write

original poetics.
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Ulmer portends that we, as a society, are totjeah the brink of, on the cusp of,
sweeping historical movement in how we perceivedenstand and gain knowledge, and it is
through intuitive behavior, rather than applicatadireason and logic. To date, writing teachers
have been governed by the laws of linear, logicgiment based on empirical, quantified data.
Arguments have been researched and organized ifixébe five-paragraph format with the
persuasive solution proposed or reiterated at tite €This, according to Ulmer, has been the
way we have considered rhetoric and have taugimae the earliest days of Greek philosophers.
His proposed new way of writing is based on a nelectronic theoria” leuretics20). This
electronic theoria is the merging of the theoryetonstruction with a new technology, and the

outcome is hypermedia text or invention.

Electronic theoria demands a new digital hybridarabf composition that encompasses
visual arrangement, new media forms, and writingt thlur the lines between traditional
composition and design, performance, and exhihitidimer reckons this progressive change to
the kind of change that took place with Greek @ulthers centuries ago.  They invented a
language that conveyed mathematical, rationalcldgivays of ordering life, and it followed a
linear path and was clearly delineated with a b&igoy middle, and end. This informed thinking
and rhetoric for centuries, and now, with the adwdrihe internet and digital rhetoric, it is time
to shift our ways of connecting one with anothdt.is time to invent new ways of knowing and
communicating as we transition from a culture ahfptiteracy to one that is saturated with
electronic media and images. Researching and emxglopportunities for change in the practice
of writing has profound cultural implications, most notablg gedagogical implementation of it.
While exciting and invigorating, it should be appcbed in the same manner “our masters”

cultivated the print literacy, according to Ulmarthe Preface tbleuretics.
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What Ulmer proposes is writing in a dream/discoveige, with emotion and memory-
evoked association of images that create a pattemulti-dimensional matrix so to speak, and
that opens up possibilities for answers or soldjdiut does not arrive at “the solution.” As he
writes in Heuretics,“For writers of the new dialogue, the task will tee build, in place of a
single argument, a structure of possibilities” (34) Ulmer engages his own “anticipatory
consciousness” as he considers the implicationsxpfoding the composition in the newest
electronic technology: “With this equipment it isgsible to ‘write’ in multimedia, combining in

one composition all the resources of pictures, woatd sound” (17).

Tracing the intellectual movement and theoretidalelopment in Ulmer from his
Heuretics(1994) to hidnternet Invention2003), | can see that he progresses from expborat
toward application of theory in his writing insttion. In Heuretics he lays the philosophical
and theoretical foundation upon which his later t§bgp approach to teaching writing builds.
He returns often to the ideas he advanceHienreticsregarding the student’s desire to write
through his imaginative, evocative, phenomenoldgical surreal responses as he experiences
the world that surrounds him. He claims that stisiéeel an urgent need to write from a new,
fresh, innovative perspective, and this perspedsvene in which the old analytical, linear,
logical, scientific approach to writing, and allderstanding, is now called into question. This
pressing need to write in order to connect on #epdst levels with others is what Ulmer refers
to as “desire.” This desire to connect and fortatr@nships in their community is what drives
students to first discover themselves through theiting, then use their knowledge to reach
others. Once the student has found identity aumtth in her own writing experiences with play

and drifting, she cannot possibly keep it to hérs&he will have an innate desire to enter the
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community and to help others to know and understarg as well as themselves, all through

new, exciting and innovative writing assignmentshsas those prescribed by Ulmer.

Ulmer introduces “Mystory” as writing pedagogy

The concepts behind the Mystory writing promgterapt to pull from this inner depth
of the student, as he begins the process of expgesisis in writing. | found the Mystory
exercises to be intriguing and provocative in thatructors are encouraged to think of writing as
a way of getting the student to know, and tell, stay of self. The student learns about himself,
his personal identity, his coming of age, his higtand imagines his future, and establishes a
sense of agency as he does the Mystory writinggasgnts. The idea is to have the student
learning about himself at the same time he isngllbout himself through the discourses of
Mystory. | would like to return ténternet Inventiorto begin my discussion of Mystory, which |
believe is the most creative and productive appboaof Ulmer’s highly theoretical pedagogy of
composition instruction. It was only after | wodkehrough it myself that | could appreciate the

application of theory in a new light.

Mystory involves a series of writing assignmentatthequire the student to write in
hypertext, which is the incorporation of multimedmbth the writing assignments. It is
sometimes called electronic journaling because purposefully very personal in nature, but it
the best way for the instructor to teach writingttrequires new ways of thinking about, and of
telling, “my story.” It involves what Ulmer calla hyper-rhetoric that is about exploration and
discovery, and that includes many forms of new @édlitelling what has been learned through
the writing process. Ulmer develops Mystory tlglodhe student’s establishment and building

of a “widesite” which is a sort of blog, then regpong to assignments on these five



65

“discourses”: Career, Family, Entertainment, Comityirand what he calls Emblems. Ulmer
“proposes to use the internet as an invention basikg the database and search capability of
digital networking” to introduce multimedia into ehwriting procesqInternet Inventionl8).
Everything that follows the establishment of thelegite “contributes to the process of making
the widesite, including not only direct assignmenggercises, and instructions, but also
theoretical and historical rationales for the pcojend examples of work by artists and authors

relevant to it” (nternet Inventiori9).

As | studied Greg Ulmer’s theory of writing insttion of Invention, | was fascinated by
the theory, but the execution of it, especiallghe “Textshop” series seems lackluster and even
vapid in some respects. The Mystory assignméotisever, were anything but lacking. In fact,
as | read over the concepts behind the assignmidotsnd it to be intriguing and provocative in
that it suggests that instructors think of writixg a way of getting the student to know, and tell,
the story of self. The student learns about him$edf personal identity, his coming of age, his
history and future, and establishes a sense ofcggenhe does the Mystory writing assignments.
The idea is to have the student learning aboutdiinas the same time he is telling about himself
through the discourses of Mystory. | believe Mygtas the most creative and productive
application of Ulmer’s highly theoretical pedagagfycomposition instruction. It was only after

| worked through it myself that | could apprecitite application of theory in a new light.

Mystory involves a series of writing assignmentatthequire the student to write in
hypertext, which is the incorporation of multimedmbth the writing assignments. It is
sometimes called electronic journaling because purposefully very personal in nature, but it
the best way for the instructor to teach writingttrequires new ways of thinking about, and of

telling, “mystory.” It involves what Ulmer calls layper-rhetoric that is about exploration and
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discovery, and that includes many forms of new médlitelling what has been learned through
the writing process. Ulmer develops Mystory tlglodhe student’s establishment and building
of a “widesite” which is a sort of blog, then respog to the assignments on these “discourses”:
Career, Family, Entertainment, Community, and wieatalls Emblems. Ulmer “proposes to
use the internet as an invention bank, using thtabdse and search capability of digital
networking” to introduce multimedia into the wrigirprocess (18). Everything that follows the
establishment of the widesite “contributes to thecpss of making the widesite, including not
only direct assignments, exercises, and instrustibnt also theoretical and historical rationales

for the project and examples of work by artists anthors relevant to it” (19).

In 2002, Ulmer published what he considered thdepertextbook for teaching his
Invention model writing pedagogy, simply titl@@xtbook: Writing through Literaturés | read
this textbook, | realized that it was a completeaestruction of what the title actually suggests
the content to be. In the introduction Textbook the authors relish the notion that all the
literary masterpieces on display in most writingtseneed to be taken off the pedestal from
which they are examined, analyzed, and critiquethfafar for all their literary greatness. These
authors appeal to us to reduce the gap betweerningeahd writing, and by doing so,
acknowledge that in all writing there exists arhiéness, or art to it. Students who endeavor at
writing are better served by the literary masterpse as impetus into their own creative
imaginings, as they respond to the literature. Tpéiysical beings, their intellects, and their
imaginations are lit on fire by these great woekd it is in their responses to it that true wgtin
begins. These authors do not request simple asatysthe text through manipulation and
application of literary terms and devices that Gscommon in our classrooms. Rather, the

authors of Textbookwant the students to be completely engaged in thek,wto immerse
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themselves wholly in the work, so that they canadoa their own “creative imaginations and
analytical skills to turn them from passive constsnmto active producers of critical and
creative texts” (preface v). They organizxtbookaround four main writing categories, which
are narratives, characters, metaphors, and crgiqgudhese seem arbitrary and disjointed,;
however, they came together and made sense asl khremugh the text. It is one of the few
classroom textbooks, by the way, that | have esad through like a novel. It is instructive and

compelling at the same time.

The first writing lessons revolve around narratiwehich include short story and
anecdote. The anecdote gives meaning to the etlatt®appen, while the short story requires
interpretation of episodes and adventures. Thkoasitreveal ordinariness in the literary texts
they use as examples or inspiration to creativithiey demonstrate the ordinary continuities of
literary texts that are true in all writing. Sostead of elevating the awesome skill and technique
of the example passage, these authors point outaitmenon usage of language in the text, and
by doing so, illustrate that all of us are capabiewriting through our own experience and
language. An excellent application of this is fdun the writing assignment #2 on p 21 of
Textbook After reading a sophisticated rendering of anotherld quite foreign to us, students
are asked to re-imagine the story as being toltheynost common of all the characters. “Retell
the story as a personal narrative recounted bgéheant. Imagine him in his club, telling this
tale to a small circle of intimate friends. Youhave to develop his character and motivation a
bit to do this, but try to keep your additions iaritmony with the integrity of Kate Chopin’s
story” (21). In other words, the students are néwng this world of the literary text with their

own interaction with it, with their own version, their own language, with their plot twists and
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other imaginative features. They can go on to th@édhypertext for which Ulmer is famous.

Add a graphic, background music and you have prediueal, true narrative.

In a second category, characters, the writinggassénts are centered on what the
authors call “character contests” and these areniogs and visually stimulating.  The
assignments include such creatively demanding idsasiking the characters from a story and
writing a 60 second commercial with them in it. smme way the commercial must convey the
innermost traits and thoughts of the charactergaid the students are encouraged to complete

their work with hypertext that includes animatignaphics, pictures, and music.

While those first two categories are typical imssroom discussions of literature and
writing, the third one, metaphor, is quite unusaahow they manipulate it through literary text
and writing from it. The authors ofextbookdefine metaphor as the organizing principle in
categories and reference in language. Metaphos husxnow what to expect in our literature, as
well as in life experiences. What is so fascir@tabout this text is that the authors reveal
metaphor that is exactly the opposite of what buth mean, and this is called surrealistic
metaphor. It stretches of our imaginations, dsligrupts our habitual sense of reality so as to
allow us glimpses of a deeper reality” (83), andhbws us what is opposite or runs counter to
what we expect. This makes us think more deepliyaaatively, and the student writers open

themselves up to all kinds of possibilities andepailities.

The last category is about analyzing interpretatiof texts, and doing this through
understanding archetypes in our language and eultudere, the authors effectively use a
cultural definition of something and place it ididferent time and place, and by doing so, they

jar us into a more imaginative appreciation oftiad. After the students read “Up in Michigan”
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by Hemingway, they are asked to consider the aaifotihe story in today’s terms. But how
does our imposing today’s values on yesterday'’sesa@hange them? The students rewrite the
dated story from the perspective of today. Thegtmeasearch to know how it was outside the
story, and demonstrate how our cultures have eddiveeveal a completely different character
and/or story elements. The students do this lydting themselves in the middle of the story”

and then by examining the elements of the storg,their respective responses to it.

Ulmer urges the students to employ hypertext inaakignments, and this means
connecting the different media of text. For ins@ntbe image is linked to the story is linked to
the graphic is linked to the words on the page sman. This is pure Ulmer as he describes
hypertext that “breaks up the linear structures’nafrative and drama. There is no singular
sequence to hypertext, rather it opens up into @ixnar a web of words, images, sounds and
pictures all at once. There is no doubt this edect invitation to explore “Mystory” and as |

turn the page, there it is in the chapter titlext§@and Research: The Mystory.

The elements of Mystory as assigned inltiternet Inventiortext were fascinating and
provocative in that they really stretched, disrdpt@nd challenged my perceptions of myself and
my community. | really enjoyed working through tineand the more | delved inside my own
mind, the more | surfaced with, and the more | tadrite. And | really did write. | haven’t
written this deeply and profoundly in many yearsd] decause of this, | am mesmerized by, and
ultimately a believer in, this writing inventionAfter reading back over my own responses to
Ulmer's assignments, | turn to thEextbookversion of the Mystory sequence of writing
assignments to see how it compares with Ulmergimal. It is interesting to note that, while the
assignments were intriguing and exciting to mey tivere not very well executed over all in

either book. A person who was not analytical abauting would have great difficulty
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understanding what is exactly that Ulmer is askiig students to do. Once again, | find the
theoretical discussion of his invention pedagogyveoy appealing and persuasive, but the

application of it as demonstrated in both textbadaks surprisingly flat.

The theory aspect of invention is much better [ad in the Mystory unit inTextbook
than anywhere else in all my studies of UImer'skvoiHe is as clear and concise as he can be in
this explanation of the theory behind the inventiaiting assignments. He describes writing as
a way to discover our voice, which is “defined @mms of agency” (240). According to Ulmer,
we use art, works of literature, music—all the edes of hypertext —to understand ourselves,
and to help others understand us as well. Ourttiigeis a social construct of our surrounding
communities. But this is simply a starting placenasrealize the patterns in our lives once we
write in a discovery mode and come to understamcoun true nature. These patterns produce
an epiphany for us at some point, as he points“@te critical effect is achieved by composing
a mystory in which one juxtaposes the productsefdifferent discourses in one composition.
The repetitions or correspondences that emergehé ibtertext among one’s different
experiences produce a eureka effect—the epiphanfact the goal of mystory is an experience

whose highest achievement has been called enligiatein(246).

Of course, | love this theory of writing that inves self-examination, discovery,
memory, and personal expression, experimentatidin the different discourses and hypertext,
all of which leads to epiphany. How wonderful Hst as the main objective of writing
assignments for our students? They are presentadopportunity to discover themselves and
utilize cool hypertext in relating what they haeaidned, and now know, to us. Again, the theory
Ulmer presents is fascinating and appeals to nits abre; however, the execution of it in both

Internet Inventiorand Textbookis lacking. | do believe that my interpretatiomsl applications
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of the Ulmer theory of writing invention are muclora suitable and inspiring to composition

students. | will demonstrate examples of this imgter Four.

While | appreciate the deeply personal discovery expression in the “bringing forth”
of writing invention, | also acknowledge the sotdaltural elements it addresses as well. Greg
Ulmer believes that we are at the point in ourrditg history as a people to usher in
revolutionary changes in how we communicate outiegmne with another. He states that it is
not only exciting, but it is inevitable that we neotoward the hypertext writing that incorporates
all media forms. This is going against the traaiéil logical, linear analysis in their approach to
writing. It must now be replaced with an orgamituitive response that springs forth from their
deeply affected body and emotion. This requigsqgnal investment in the writing process, but
it has societal impact as well. | will here dence any connection of Ulmer’s theory of a

productive “witness and testify” voice to PetebBW’s writing as self-discovery. | think it is
important to distinguish Ulmer from his predecessanom he admired, but did not intend to
follow or mimic in any way lfiternet Inventionl). Ulmer believes writing ultimately serves a
higher purpose than individual exploration or tHeurhan question” as he calls internet
Invention4). This is referring to the human endeavor odliing meaning in his existence, and in
that of those around him, in literary terms knovmthae Other. This is what has changed in
Digital Age, according to Ulmer. The question afnfanity remains the same, but it is our
response to it, our grappling with it, our explaipiof it, that has evolved. This question was,
during the time of the old masters, answered inctipanalytical, logical, rhetorical form. We
have evolved to recognize a pluralistic matrix oggibilities, with many plausible answers and

solutions to issues. Linear, one-dimensional agges to topics are on the way out, as multi-

faceted, inclusive patterns of responses are cereiddnore seriously.
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Ulmer's pedagogy of writing instruction involveget integration of humanity with
technology as we are poised to usher in sweepiggds in society through writing and
discourse. Ulmer suggests that we open up thisokhguestion of our humanity again, based
on the needs of the global community to understamel another. This requires a new way of
thinking that is not so heavily weighted with Weastdogic, but that also allows for mystical,
surreal, and otherworldly expression. In additiorthis new approach in thinking, Ulmer states
that we must also incorporate digital elements tde.claims that writing today must include not
only text, but pictures, music, graphic images, amko too. This revolutionizes not only

writing, but also the community in which it is penfned. Ulmer explains:

General education writing courses...teach methodsuking the language to learn
specialized knowledge; practices of rhetoric angiclorequired for citizenship in a
democratic society; models of self-knowledge fainy the examined life. We may
assume that these needs continugléctracy but that they will be articulated differently.
The “mystory” genre featured in this book, for exdey assumes an inversion of the
literate hierarchy: the first communication of alectrate person is reflexive, self-
directed. The kind of “belonging together” expaded in electronic culture will not be
the same as what was fostered by the novel and joumnalism... The invention

concerns how the new technologies might affectwarking conditions and teaching
practices... The history of literacy shows that waynexpect profound changes in the
language apparatus of our civilization... the onedan the world is human intelligence
(creativity), and we should consider this momentaagime for invention. Ifiternet

Invention5)
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As communities in society, move toward the new nebdbgies changing the “language
apparatus” of our culture, compositionists mustpheVolve writing instruction accordingly.
Students, then become participants in communith&xge as they invent the future of writing at
the same time. With Ulmer's innovative and exgtitanguage and writing experiments,
students do just this. They open up the idea ofraanity and communication by writing their
responses to the exercises in the Ulmer text. Withnew definition of exploring and reflecting
at the same time as one writes, the student diss@/@arrative that reveals deeper dimension
than ever experienced before. As he shares himdélfthe community, he becomes integrated
in and integral to it. As he recognizes and undeds the other students for their humanness, a
bond is forged, and through writing, connected peap communities can become strong,

powerful engines of social revolution.

In writing, a student produces art, and is leagrand discovering at the same time. Itis
through deconstruction theory that we have comentierstand the value and beauty in common
writing of our students, as “the language of detroietion re-aestheticizes writing as the play of
signification and produces efforts to create a tigb®f composition” (Worsham 402). With
this deconstruction of the universal along with thaelding up and validation of the individual
learner, there is a need for a new approach tongriheory, as well as instruction. This is where
Worsham joins the two, theory and practice, togethed to me, explains Ulmer and Vitanza
much better than they did so themselves. Composdiudies is at this time in flux between the
“intellectuals in literary and cultural studies \ehit increasingly finds it necessary to respond to
the demands of the information society and a nefinitien of universal literacy may make

writing instruction, as we currently conceive ihsolete”(405).
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The key to growing and developing composition tlggben is that it must be informed
by questions about discourse, societal codes, simiy and agency that propel us toward
rhetorical discovery. Intellectual curiosity angrguit of understanding more deeply are what set
us in motion to write. It must come from withihjg bringing forth or attending, in order for us
to want to create, produce, to write. With thismes a sense of worth and value as a human,
and it all comes back full circle for me here agdlize that this is exactly where | began with
Ulmer. This writing that speaks to the very esseasfgeersonhood of the writer is what | believe
can be generated through the writing of inventioand in my version of Ulmer's Mystory,
which will be fully discussed in Chapter Four as oourse design. First, however, in Chapter
Three | will detail how contemporary compositiosisare taking Ulmer’'s post-pedagogy
approach to writing as developed in this chaptel @sing it in their writing instruction in the
classroom. These scholars and practitioners ofposition that are of most interest to me are
those who are exploring the connection between iema writing and agency, such as Ulmer

clearly makes in his Invention writing model.
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CHAPTER THREE: RELEVANCE OF ULMER'S THEORY OF CURRE NT
COMPOSITION STUDIES

In Chapter Two, | argued that Greg Ulmer’s publmatof Applied Grammatologhad a
pronounced influence on the entire field of ComposiStudies in the 1980s. In this chapter, |
will discuss how the theory and pedagogy he dewslap the 1980s continues to impact the
field of composition through contemporary writinghslars. There are other voices in current
composition discourse calling for Ulmer’s writingviention “post-pedagogy” to be delivered
through college writing pedagogy, and my intentoigliscuss how this is happening in current
practices in college composition classes. | kélfjin by discussing two scholars, one who was a
contemporary of Ulmer’s in the 1980s and 1990s, thedother who came a decade later, but
both wrote from the same theoretical standpointceaming invention in composition. While
Victor Vitanza discussed invention theory startinghe 1980s, Ulmer focused his attention to
its practice, and Lynn Worsham mirrored Ulmer i lrevention theory and proposed praxis,
with her emphasis again being on the practice. e Liimer, she crafted pedagogy into
imaginative, but practical applications of inventitheory. After the discussion of these two
who identify with the deconstruction-based inventitbeory of Ulmer’s, | will move forward in
my argument that many writing instructors are ptibgrg to Ulmer's ideas of opening up
possibilities in the writing classroom. | have gped them this way: those who focus on
visuality, those who add features of technologgséhbuilding websites/widesites, those working
with digital rhetoric within new media, and | coref# the chapter with those using a design
process in writing composition. While | name sevgrominent writing scholars here, I am

certain there are many more who are putting iresssioom practice Ulmer’s invention model.
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Ulmer’s Invention theory in the writings of two ¢edgues:

Like Ulmer, Vitanza is also a deconstructionist lexipg innovation and disruption in
writing instruction who was writing in the 1980¢n fact, Vitanza’s work often elucidates the
theoretical components behind Ulmer's various wgti exercises, and discusses more
comprehensive social application of the inventiaiiting model than even Ulmer provides. |
begin with Vitanza because, as | mentioned in npsThapter Two, | am interested in those
scholars who connect emotion in writing to subjetti Vitanza theorizes deeply into this realm
of attaching agency to writing. In a short, buemsely written essay, “Three Countertheses; Or,
a Critical In(ter)vention into Composition Theoriesid Pedagogies,” Vitanza suggests that
invention theory, or informed post-structuralisedhny, is the future of writing instruction. It
fascinates him that, while invention writing elgithe innermost privately-held musings of the
individual student in the tradition of Expressiaonissuch writing is actually communal, for as
the writer acknowledges self, he or she in turrogezes and engages others at the same time.
When we write, says Vitanza, we disrupt and “brieadigh” the social constraints surrounding
us, and it is in this process (vital part of invenj that we realize our own humanity and
recognize it in the Other. Invention writing Isath social acknowledgement of subjectivity,

and to interaction/engagement with other humanity.

Because language is the root of all learning, alsd serves as catalyst to resistance,
Vitanza dwells on the teaching of it in writingth® key to personal subjectivity/agency, and this
may lead to political interest or involvement. atelian philosophy speaks to teaching
language to students as “formulaic control so ttiety can solve rhetorical problems”
(“Countertheses”141). For centuries we have betlethat we can understand and explain all

things in a reasonable, rational, cerebral way, #md has been critical in the Western
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establishment and maintenance of social bonds metyo (“Three Countertheses” 142).
Historically, we have insisted that the student imearn to write, so that he may gain access to
knowledge and the exchange of ideas in our cultukes Vitanza delineates the history of
composition and rhetoric in this essay, he refesrBerlin’s belief that writing punctures the
capitalistic/economical function of society andleges it with a socialistic rationalism. Berlin
argues that the more one could manipulate langtageigh writing, the more liberated he
became, and Vitanza agrees that writing inventddresses manipulation of language, but in a

different function.

Vitanza continues to present his compositinstruction, which he calls post-
pedagogy, by placing it firmly within the Derrideoatel of deconstruction. But rather than being
a “breakdown” of things as we know them, Vitanzassé as a “breaking through” what we
know toward a new understanding. He tries to détrize knowledge, which again is based on
language, by the breaking through of common languagterns with disruptions, abstractions,
and subversive tactics. We are enslaved by theonssbilities and universality of legitimate
language, so let us drift, game, explore as weevanitr way to discovery. Lyotard is one of the
psychology-based philosophers to which Vitanzarsetdten, and while Ulmer does not name
him specifically, he actually applies Lyotard’s fftging forth” in his writing assignments.
Vitanza explains the theory of invention here sdi,vamd yet it is Ulmer who attempts to put it
into practice in his surrealistic, edgy and imagwewriting assignments, mainly in Mystory.
This unintentional, but historical interplay betwetbese two emphasizes an unlinking of writing

from epistemology, or the gathering of legitimat®Wledge, and instead linking it to art.

Writing should be counterintuitive, undisan@d, conflicting, exploratory, creative and

most of all, productive, according to Vitanza. g8 exactly what is stressed in Ulmer’s writing
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pedagogy as detailed in his bookkguretics, Internet InventiorandTextbook Vitanza says it
this way: when we teach students writing, what vantis “not a discipline or metadiscipline,
but a nondiscipline” that uses strategies that @dattempt to be discontinuous, random, and
filled with fragmented thoughts and digressions.wduld be a matter of contrary language
games” (“Three Countertheses” 165). Writing irsthiay is untamed and wild, and therefore
cannot be contained and “mercantilized” like itims our legitimate, established knowledge
dictated by the society around us (“Three Counésgs” 141). And here, as though shooting off
in tangent from Ulmer, Vitanza states that writil)gan individual path to discovery that
ultimately leads to social bonding through the exding of ideas with one another in a
particular discourse or society. “It is a gameddpersion, diaspora” (“Three Countertheses”
163) and as the dispersed individual writes, higjleage becomes “discourse strategies as art,
which attempt to keep knowledge from being realiasdsystem, as categories, as generic, as
techne, as political linking...” (“Three Counterthes463). The goal of writing is not to enter
into the culture of codified, scientific, unifyirend rational language of society, but it is instead
to produce from personal memory, experience, aragjination. Vitanza claims that invention in

writing leads to an individual’s reflexive acknowtgment of self, and all that follows.

It is the future of writing that intrigues Vitanzéut he wrote his boolNegation,
Subjectivity, and the History of Rhetqria order to make his proclamation about the witof
writing instruction, within historical perspectivéAnd his projection is that we may not be able
to teach another human being how to write. He,sayfact, that perhaps it is time to put the
Aristotelian, linear notion of correct/incorrectitimg aside (this is one of very few historical
references to composition training) and acceptdmlace a more organic, natural approach to

writing production.  We unlink, disunify, and ptig1 our teaching from knowledge and link it
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instead to art. We therefore are left with an Ulgpogy that cannot be of any political
consequence or a force for social reform, but ratie must relish and revel the drifting, the
scattering, the gaming of the language, the writtend, as art. This is anything but traditional
instruction; in fact, it is described by Vitanzastway: “My approach, therefore, throughout will
not be a traditional disciplinary approach, norlitibe an attempt that is informed by a grand
narrative metadisciplinary approach. Instead, mgragch will be a borrowing of Althussur’s
wild/savage practice...” that is at once “negatiomidadesire Nlegation319). By this, he
explains that in negation, we dismiss what we harae to know as truth, and the vacuum that
is created is quickly filled with new, fresh, baltkas of inclusion. The negation of principles,
followed by the wildly free and random thoughtstthee transcribed to the page in the written
words produces ideas that are inclusive and alb@mpassing, not right or wrong and

exclusionary.

This yielding to the “writing from within” cannotthen, be taught at the university.
Vitanza describes the Lyotardian notion of the ding forth from somewhere deep within
oneself, and the attending from somewhere outstfe Shis is the desire, this calling up or
bringing forth from within or from without, and must be present in order for the student to
write. This affects all of the student’s life, acding to Vitanza, for as he writes with disjointed
unrestrained abandon, he follows his thoughts ankeadoes this and writes them down, he is
breaking through the constraints of society arfabisowing toward new promise and hope. This
sense of self is the ultimate in agency/subjegtitar the student/writer and at the same time
builds new consensus and political solidarity viita Other in the society\Negation60). While
his theory is quite ambitious here, | find it igiing, but impotent as a political force. | think

back to Berlin’s belief that writing in coherenggical, and rational form leads the student to
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connect with others in society in addressing pmlitiinjustice and ushering in social reform.
This is just the opposite of Vitanza who has higtexs break down and deconstruct societal
norms and expectations through unrestrained disgoaad invention, in order to rethink,

reconsider, and then rebuild societal practicestmblusive of all.

Un-pedagogy and Postpedagogy defined by Vitanza

While Vitanza, more so than Ulmer, claims to réag theory within the historical
movement of composition studies, he does clahft tnvention theory is the future of writing,
but that it does not naturally flow out of its lustal precedent. Rather it flies back into theefa
of all composition studies as the ultimate dismptiand negation of it, notably in the
UNteaching and postpedagogy approach to writingtariza argues that post-structuralism has
produced post-modern writers and artists who aunuerstood because they break rules and
flout tradition in their imaginative renderings.hdy are espousing new traditions and new ideas
with different rules. At the very least these sigiexpand our minds in contemplating meaning,
and in this, they find purpose. They are heretadiold a mirror up to society or our world, but
instead to break the mirror and construct entiredyv ways of seeing things. This is best
accomplished, according to Vitanza, through theesinained pressing the boundaries,
discovery-style writing that he calls invention, ialihdoes not attempt to validate what we know
around us, but to use imagination to ponder whatlerét already recognize or know. Teaching
this kind of invention is called postpedagogy beeait is not conventional, easily explained or

understood, nor can it be measured, critiqued,acamtilized to be consumed.

In this pedagogy, learning never ends, for theneot a single correct answer, but as we

learn, we encounter a complex web or matrix of ipagges. Vitanza calls traditional pedagogy
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a passive, conventional bowing to the dominant grivua culture to appease them and their
codified systems. “Postpedagogy’ is an anti-pedggbat assails all cultural systems in favor
of the personal, internalized, yet expressive am@twve bringing forth of ideas and thoughts
(Negation 37). As powerful as this is, its practice stanas groduce confusion and

disillusionment that accompanies a lack of strieciarteaching. While the potential to teach to
write with such independence and recklessnesscisirey the reality is likely one of frustration

due to lack of standards and coherence. Is it pbles® bridge this impassioned invention theory
to pedagogy? Ulmer and Vitanza were obviouslyficed by, and simultaneously influencing,
each other as they wrote of invention theory amattice, and Ulmer’'s Mystory is one attempt
to apply invention theory to classroom praxis. ill Wlemonstrate that other contemporary

composition professors are exercising instructiothis invention model.

Power in Theory when Applied in Practice

One such composition scholar is Lynn Worsham, wffers a reasonable, thoughtful
approach to writing invention pedagogy. She cldinas pedagogy discerns what “shall count as
appropriate knowledge, instructions that expresd safeguard the material and symbolic
interests of the field, or the interests in the dw@ant group or groups that the power to set the
terms of debate and discussion” (“Rhetoric of Tge801). She continues to say that “we need
a greater focus on the disciplinary discourse ahposition studies, on the discourse that
disciplines writing, on the discourse that writbe discipline” (391). However, she says, the
leading scholars of the day “oppose a unifying, ohamt discourse” because composition studies
“operates in an open, inclusive, non-hierarchiaat radically democratic way” (391). And so it
becomes clear to me as | read through Worshamésyeésat the power in a field is discovered in

its pedagogy or theory, for it brings with it lagibcy as it defines the boundaries of study. The
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struggle in English departments throughout thestdrny has been between theory and practice,
and especially in composition, for it is throughitimg that a student discovers and gains so
much, and on the other hand, if he doesn’t learwrite, he loses everything. “The politics of
the English departments” is actually a most protbuone for it is the “struggle of
underrepresented peoples for political and sociihachisement” (Worsham 394). Therefore,
the power in composition studies exists within tii®ory and pedagogy, but there is also a

momentous responsibility discovered in it as well.

In invention writing, a student produces art, atearning and discovering at the same
time. It is through deconstruction theory that heve come to understand the value and beauty
in the common writing of our students, as “the lage of deconstruction re-aestheticizes
writing as the play of signification and producdfoms to create a ‘poetic’ of composition”
(Worsham 402). With this deconstruction of thevarsal along with the building up and
validation of the individual learner, there is a&ddor a new approach to writing theory, as well
as instruction. This is where Worsham joins the,ttheory and practice, together, and to me,
describes the symbiotic, yet tenuous relationshfomposition studies is at this time in flux
between the “intellectuals in literary and cultustlidies while it increasingly finds it necessary
to respond to the demands of the information sp@ed a new definition of universal literacy
may make writing instruction, as we currently caneet, obsolete” (405). The key to growing
and developing composition theory then is thatustrbe informed by questions about discourse,
societal codes, inclusion, and agency that progetoward rhetorical discovery. Intellectual
curiosity and pursuit of understanding more deeply what set us in motion to write. It must
come from within, this bringing forth or attending,order for us to want to create, produce, to

write. With this, comes a sense of worth and vasi@ human, and it all comes back full circle
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for me here as | realize that this is exactly wHdyegan with Ulmer. This writing that speaks to
the very essence of personhood of the writer istwha be generated through the writing of

invention found in Ulmer’s Mystory.

According to Worsham, intellectual work should brepelled by rhetoric of discovery
more often than rhetoric of demonstration, evemgjothe pressure in this most postmodern age
is to offer answers that are more or less easisgmable. But the questions consume us much
more than the answers, and these questions, ifateyheoretical questions, are always in the
best sense rhetorical. That is to say, they aestquns that both do and do not have answers, and
answers actually resist their status as such (40¥prsham continues to relate the value of
theory is not in the answers any theory can be ntadaffer; “my interest has always been
located in the questions a theory poses and ifirttits trailing every question” (405). This
curiosity in theory development mirrors the disagvaethod of writing instruction rooted in the

invention model of Ulmer’'s composition pedagogy.

Because the very nature of personal expressionmmunication has been transforming
and evolving since Ulmer first publishégpplied Grammatologyn 1984, most students today
expect to incorporate digital elements in writinfhe newly developed student expectation of
writing in a digital format has prompted contempgraompositionists to reconsider the writing
process and create pedagogy to enhance it. Glregrlsuggested such a pedagogical shift
thirty years ago, and his influence and relevarreeapparent in a number of today’s leading
practicing compositionists. Technological progrés the impetus to sweeping change in our
way of thinking, learning, constructing and comnuaing knowledge, and advancing ideas in
society, according to Ulmer. This is a momentoud anwieldy shift in theory as well as

pedagogy, and compositionists struggle to work withe fractured community resulting from
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the “theory wars” of the 1980s and 90s (Fulkers8h)6 Many adherents to the Ulmer invention

model are presently constructing writing pedagdgy interpret, apply and extend it.

Invention in Multimodal form as Imagined by Ulmer

Ulmer’s Mystory assignments require the studenwtite in hypertext. It is sometimes
called electronic journaling because it is purpolgfvery personal in nature, but it the best way
for the instructor to teach writing that requireswnways of thinking about, and of telling,
“Mystory.” It involves what Ulmer calls a hyperetoric that is about exploration and
discovery, and that includes many forms of new médlitelling what has been learned through
the writing process. The student writes in tradidioprint first, then once he has learned about
himself, he creates hypertext. Ulmer believeshm students’ profoundly personal desire to
write through the imaginative, evocative, phenonhggioal and surreal responses as they
experience the world that surrounds them, as | imeed in Chapter Two. This desire to write
incorporates the need to write from an originalspective, and one that disrupts in the least, or
dispenses with entirely, the previous linear, lagidormulaic approach to writing. This
represents a liberation of sorts to the studewstyrding to Ulmer, as they have been fettered by
the social expectations and constraints on thepéeddorms of written expression. Again, to
put in Ulmer’'s own words: “The need for textshapezges out of the difficulty students have
understanding our object of study (language, liteea and arts) exclusively by means of
analytical modes of thinking and writing borrowadrh the social sciences,” (“Textshop for
Pychoanalysis” 756). Ulmer's Mystory exercisesuieg] much of students in the way of
throwing off the shackles of ancient rhetoricalitad constructs of writing in favor of a magical,

mystical, pleasurable look at text as they recraategenerate their own.
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According to the authors, Peter Brunette and Damidls in “Images Off: Ulmer’'s
Teletheory”Ulmer describes his pedagogy as being based in hddsees as a fundamental
paradigm shift in the way that knowledge is corgwd” (37). He characterizes “electronic
cognition” or “teletheory” as an alternative to @ngal modes of inquiry Ulmer calls “analytic-
referential” (37). Learning, according to Ulmegnees from image, stories and memory not
from the historical critical reasoning. The authappreciate Ulmer’s hybrid of creative with
critical to arrive at a third meaning. But thesghars claim this is just the beginning of what
seems nebulous, ambiguous direction in inventitkmer insists that all is new and fresh, but
yet it is so unclear that they must wait for chariget clarity will prevail through instruction in
the various “textshops” or classrooms, as multi-adagriting through technology replaces the

traditional essay.

The key to the development of the Internet anddigial realm is that it is all about
communication, which is of itself an endeavor odeniable importance to the humanities.
Advances in technology have penetrated the composilassroom as personal interface and
self-expression have exploded on venues of theneteand it keeps growing through new
social media such as Facebook, Twitter and InstagiPeeople are expressing themselves in ways
not even imagined just a few years ago. Infornmaigoavailable instantly as is the immediately
communicated response to it. We see events uonfoldre TV or streamed on the Internet, and
we can communicate within minutes to anyone intetes our Tweets, or Facebook updates, or
emails, or text messages. Whether we like it dr apare prepared to embrace it or not, the
Academy must apprehend and gain an understandingesé technological changes that are

transforming society and the very way we commueieathin it.
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Ulmer agrees that deconstructing the writing precaswe know it opens up production
possibilities. Compositionists now consider wigtito be an invention process as “learning in
much closer to invention than to verificatioiduretics xi). He says that in the crossing of
discourses, such as writing that includes rhetbrigaetic, and graphic images all at once, in
Derrida’s word “picto-ideo-phonographic,” we arecdastructing what we know to be writing,
and inventing a new discourse at the same timerfet Invention90). This writing is a
building up, and it is creative and generative.ithMy invention works just as avant-garde artists
create new art forms. Writing vanguards use dg&icoction as an opportunity to experiment
with the craft as art, and in developing new foramsl hybrids using traditional forms, writing
and textuality are exploded. Ulmer takes Dersdidieory of mixed discourses and writing
invention to a new dimension iHeuretics He encourages his students of composition to be

experimental vanguards and write original poetics.

Visuality as a Serious Component in Meaning-Making

It is the digital, electronic media that serve mpeétus to sweeping change in our way of
thinking, learning, constructing and communicatkmpwledge, and advancing ideas in society.
This is a momentous and unwieldy shift actuallyd anmpositionists struggle, just as everyone
else in the Academy to make sense of it, and toenitakork for their field of study. Ulmer’'s
highly intellectualized response to technologichlances was forward thinking and progressive
in the 1980s, and he has created a following afori@an adherents. It is fair to say that Jeff
Rice, formerly of Wayne State University, is proemt among them. In his intriguing bodkye
Rhetoric of Coql Rice extends Ulmer’s theories in several wayd #ra applicable to the
composition classroom of today. He begins his battk a succinct explanation of Ulmer’s

writing invention model and proceeds to interptahihis own particular way, and it is a clear,
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precise and more practical grasp of the sometiroftg &nd fanciful, however original, ideas

expounded by Ulmer.

In his book,The Rhetoric of Copleff Rice proposes that composition as a studti, av
Capital C, can be seen as emerging in the earl9’§96pecifically 1963. At that time, writers
and purveyors of the teaching of writing were atrassroads between cool and status quo or
traditional, and when we embraced the Aristotetiadel for rhetoric as the key component to
composition study and persuasive writing, we last‘cool.” Cool was what was emerging and
evolving through the rebellious, radical artiststloé 50’s and early 60’s such as Jack Kerouac
and William S. Burroughs. This cool, combined witie intriguing, thrilling, limitless
possibilities in technology, could have launchechposition studies into a new realm. Instead,
the academy chose the safe “Grand Narrative” fettithe until now, and it is just the right time,
according to Jeff Rice, that we recover the coatomposition studies again. Jeff Rice writes
that “Our task today is to reimagine our statussjuo ‘reconceptualize’ writing so that it
includes, among other things, the notion of codB®). He argues that digitized expressions
create new definitions of textuality, and which glidohave become the focus of composition

years ago.

Rice draws heavily upon Ulmer for ways to definis imovement from traditional to cool
in rhetorical practice. He takes the Ulmer model axtends it out by detailing how pop culture
influences texts, and composition pedagogy musidile in adjusting to this influence. The very
definition of cool depends upon interpretation addarn pop culture, and he begins the core of
the book by describing how composition needs to imipop culture in its application of

visuality, pattern-making, openness, and assodiagtation of ideas. This invention in our way
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of thinking is liberating and refreshing and itdseus of the constraints of the printed word. It

opens up space in which we can play and imaginegate new forms of expression.

Rice links this notion of “cool” with the hypertefound in new media, and that can be
captured in composition studies to great effeCiool is innovative, interactive, participatory and
in its expression is found limitless, exciting pbdgies of links, associations and relationships
that creates layers of meaning, not just one themmoint. Cool is non-linear. The way Rice
describes this new way of thinking is clearer amatarprecise than Ulmer’s writings. He uses
the word juxtaposition to illustrate how cool rhetoworks. When writings are juxtaposed
against other writings, patterns appear that gémetiaought and begin to construct new
knowledge. As we consider how we interact withrib&y media on the internet and comprehend
it by making connections that create networks olughts. It is the discovery unfolding as we
synthesize, interconnect and weave our way throingh multi-modal presentations of the
internet that helps us learn and gain knowledgeexperience. Hypertext is a cool media that
juxtaposes print with visual, sound, video, andge® and the very essence of it is a rejection of
linear, logical, and sequential thinking. Hypg&ttéunctions effectively through associations,
links and patterns to open up a dynamic, fluid wayhinking. Cool writing can be morphed
because it doesn’'t have to fit into a traditionhktorical structure of topic sentences in
paragraphs with theses. Cool writing maneuversnaers, overlaps, composes but does not
narrate, for it creates associations through @umat images of hypertext. In his last chaptef, Jef
Rice focuses on the imagery of hypertext. Whilenposition has always included visuals of
some sort, it is only now, because of digitizatitekking visuality seriously as a necessary
component of communication. Rice puts it this wdyespite a long tradition of rhetorical and

visual production, composition studies has onlyengly taken seriously the role visuality plays
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in meaning making and, in particular, electronitture” (133). It is part of the multiplicity, non-

linearity of cool writing.

It is the strong, vibrant connections with digitalltures that makes writing today so
exciting and robust, and of course cool accordinBite. He is vehemently opposed to reducing
technology to simply tools as even the most welanieg compositionists are often guilty of
doing. While some Digital Humanists take exceptiorthe perceived antagonistic inference,
Jeff Rice defends his bold stance. Technologyotsangadget or tool, but rather represents the
mixing of mediums that, like cool rhetoric, is atce communicating, appropriating, visualizing,
and structuring knowledge. The cool writer alreahglerstands how to manipulate the digital
media to improve his ability to communicate, butsitup to the compositionists to lead their
students in this direction. With the structuresviiting altered dramatically and opened wide by
technology, we must jump in and re-imagine our @las writers and teachers of writing that is
inclusive, creative, interactive, and associataseg it ultimately produces a sense of discovery

and awe.

This opportunity to open up composition has praekiiriting instruction forward to the
many composition scholars who are implementing Wknenvention model through a
multimodal hypertext approach to writing in theauese instruction. Diana George, professor of
Rhetoric and Writing at Virginia Tech speaks of thgortance of the visual component in texts
in her essay, “From Analysis to Design: Visual Conmngation in the Teaching of Writing.” She
states that all writings a form of visual function, in fact, compositi@visual literacy. While she is

not interested in arguing for visual communicatiencomposition, she is after a clearer understgrafin
what can happen when visual is very consciouslygdibinto the composition classroom as a form of

communication worth both examining and producing)(1 The instructor’'s job is to foster taste and
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critical judgment of visual literary experience, that learning to see well helps the students wviad.
Simply tying in images in the midst of print text mot enough anymore. We compositionists need to

rethink visual images to note that they designrtimevn text. Easing studenisito the world of
design...websites, electronic text, and graphicstersere opportunity for visual representation
in composition. She cites Wysocki as she “chaksntgachers to rethink their notion of what
composition means—beyond the word and inclusiveéhef visual’ (27). New configuration

between word/visual relationships will one day le@adomposition being redefined as design.

Another one, Mary Hocks, writes in her essay “Ustirding Visual Rhetoric in Digital
Writing Environments” that scholarship in compasitihas moved toward interactive digital
texts that blend visual with words.  Analyzingerdctive digital media can help students
develop rhetorical abilities and become more réflecauthors (632). Both Hocks and Diana
George started including visuality in writing proie for their students, but what organically
grew out of this was design process theory thabrparates more technological features than
simply visuality with print media. | will develothis more in a later section of this chapter. |
will conclude the section on these three who artedéor using visuality in their composition
classes by suggesting that this was just the begjnof their experimentation with writing

instruction.

Moving toward Adding Features of Technology

All three naturally began adding textuality to theomposition exercises, such as video
clips, music, graphics and othémgitally interactive features of technology. Ahet scholar,
Byron Hawk, writing in “Toward a Post-Techne Commiy-Or, Inventing Pedagogies for
Professional Writing” and “Toward a Rhetoric of Netk (Media) Culture: Notes on Polarities

and Potentiality” recognizes that invention joihe human and the technical together in complex
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ecologies. While Hawk is focused on techne in mtiv@, he does make the point that human
subjectivity in the digital age operates in a campbkystem. This “post-techne” perspective
moves toward techniques for ‘“integrating humanshwitchnological and institutional
environments—with the goal of invention” (373). elimvention here involves not imposing the
human will on the machine, nor intervene througé thachine, “but about dwelling with/in
technology with/in a culture that is intimatelyentwined with technology in multiple, complex
ways” (377) The cognitive interaction between tman and machine is characterized as
requiring “distribution of decision making acrosscamplex interrelationship of technology,
humans, and nature” (377) Agency is not basedubonamy and mastery (of the machine) but
rather on relationality with it (377). Technologpables abstract ideas to meet concrete modes
of communication, but they are related in creativeention—complex and fluid ways that
transgress boundaries. Technology can make puu$esituatedness transferable as they can
be adapted and opened up in invention. Ideas @amremade or re-articulated through

technology.

Hawk explains how invention begins with an expwtee then a pattern, then new
schema. Through the digital interaction of inventiwriting, students become not only
consumers, but producers of theory too, as theigate/electronic culture to tell their own story.
Electronic invention is not static; it is in constanotion as students move through networks. In
A Counter History of CompositiprHawk discusses the fact that student writing nah be
judged as simply good and effective because terdsnat strictly the product of a dialectic
between writer and audience. Because of technplagg through technology, the world has
become a much more fractured, and perhaps polag#ace. The desires of the writer are not

enough to penetrate, or make accessible, the axgdieeeds, therefore there is a disconnect in
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print that may only be bridged through other tedbgical tools or devices in communication.
Hawk goes on to claim that the writer actually fesamore about herself and her environment by
“immersion” into a multimodal method of persuasid®6). In other words, the writer gains
greater understanding of her own rhetorical preséas multivalent, existing from moment to
moment, in connection with other bodies and teabgfies” (166). Invention is the creation of
the multilayered, multimodal expression communiddig one student to the others, and where
the teacher becomes part of the process, ratherctitac/judge of just one component of it—the
student’s print text. Writing with features of kemlogy is complex with multiple interpretations
of meaning, yet highly appealing and rewardinghe students in the composition classes of

Byron Hawk.

Geoffrey Sirc mentions both Jeff Rice and Byron Kamd their writing practices in his
essay titled “Box-Logic” published inNriting New Media: Theory and Applications for
Expanding the Teaching of CompositiorAuthored collaboratively with others, the book
considers practices in composition pedagogy toutlthe technologies introduced in new
media forms. The other three authors, Anne Framggsocki, Cynthia Selfe, and Johndan
Johnson-Eilola, exhort teachers to first considehhology’s effects on society as a whole, and
then to specifically contextualize it within thengposition classroom. Wysocki calls upon
writing instructors to help students learn thattiwg in print form is embedded within many
media forms. Students who can manipulate the wopdint are empowered through the use of
technologies available to them. The students “oughbe producing texts using a wide and
alertly chosen range of materials” at their dispalseough technology (22). She suggests that
writing products are no longer cerebral, abstractights of immaterial means, but rather should

be tangible, material fully multi-modal expressiaisrt, and craft.
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Writing communication that includes several fornmigextuality is not only transforming
composition pedagogy, but invigorating it as welBecause of technology, and through
technology, writing production is, in the opiniohtbese scholars, elevated to a more artistically
expressed craft, from immateriality of abstractagléo images, videos, and music as material
text. Geoffrey Sirc’s essay takes this notion @ftenial production to a more radical extreme.
He argues for a complete re-evaluation of writihgttincorporates a wide variety of textual
possibilities. He perceives the writer as the latbr’ who becomes a “passionate re-fashioner
of an idiosyncratic, metonymic world” and who muséke sense of the chaos of his personal
memories and experiences (117). The writer cdléam the various texts of life, such as
music, art, photos, books, and must in turn expheswn human response to it in the same
vein, through multi-modal, digitized texts. Ithere that he compliments other “re-habilitated”
compositionists who are doing bold work in theiitimg classrooms. He cites Byron Hawk’s
“Spring Break Assignment” which is a photographgsay assignment that includes images
alongside the text. In an interesting sidebar hByeon Hawk credits Ulmer’'sleureticsfor his
progressive pedagogy as he writes, “Ulmer’s udeeofistics sets out to make ‘students become
producers as well as consumers of theory’ (xiiils Heuretic becomes a method for inventing
new methods through the loss of the subject inmaptex system of discourse and the world”
(“Toward a Rhetoric,” 833). Inventing new writingethods is the challenge facing all the

Ulmer adherents, including Byron Hawk and Jeff Rice

Experimenting in Websites/Widesites

Byron Hawk follows Ulmer’'s invention model, espdljawith the focus on play in
writing, and has developed his own version of Ulsétystory which he calls “Bystory.” The

student produces writing that is playful, generaurg] creative and he formats it into a hypertext
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widesite that includes every form of communicatisom words to pictures, music and videos.
“The widesite is not so much a traditional narratbut the mapping of a temporal search, often
centered on the creation, exploration, and solutioconflicts or problems,” Hawk writes on the
“Bystory” website. He continues, “This process, fdimer, is part of the traditional concept of
education: students come to the university withuieies of their home culture and have them
challenged by new ideas. This challenge aliendies tfrom their previous values, generating a
sense of longing or homesickness. The typical iddaliberal education is that the school
provides the stage for developing a new unifiedaddbeliefs and ideals—a new disciplinary
home to serve as the basis for solving problemsiefimrning the home culture to stability. The
problem Ulmer is confronting is the fact that inntemporary digital culture, cultural and
disciplinary homes are not that stable and unitaayid the resulting student writing is

experimental, highly creative and often playful duciful (Hawk “Bystory”).

Byron Hawk’s bookA Counter History of Composition: Toward Methodaésg of

Complexity 2007) builds upon Ulmer’s invention model towartalism, which Hawk crafts as

a complex synthesis of intuition, imagination, skiisy and phenomenological response. Hawk
writes that composition studies in the 1990s foduse critical pedagogies that were based
mainly on Berlin’'s designation of rhetoric througtaditional, expressive and transactional
theory. What emerged from them, according to Hamé&s competing desires between those of
the teacher and the student. The traditional &adbsired a “universal, conscious subject, a
citizen rhetor and an embodied student whose desirerges from a particular context and
cannot be predicted (216). This did not necessadgree with the student’s desire of self-

expression and discovery as a way to knowing. ds whe students who first introduced
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technology into the classroom and Hawk contendsttieae were few composition scholars at

the time, other than Ulmer, who anticipated how thiould transform the rhetorical landscape.

As technology immersed into composition classrooihdprced us to examine our
“complex situatedness within the world, languagehhology, and institutions” (158). This is
now a post-structuralist environment, which posisidhe body as a single part in a complex
system. No longer was the voice of one human stitije center of expression as technological
enframing, such as webbing, networks and the matame to explain relational systems around
us and including us. The human and technology ¥areing complex ecologies that could not
be dismissed, but rather, as Ulmer suggested tars ygarlier they could work in tangent in
productive expression. Hawk, like Ulmer, returnsAristotle and views his rhetorical theory
through the lens of Ulmer’'s invention model. Logsgedefined in Ulmer's model as a logic
that is fluid, recursive and adaptive as networkskwogether within complex systems. Ethos is
no dependent upon the character of just one, biitpleuselves in complex relations, and finally
pathos, which originally focused on the audiensenaw the affect and bodily responses in an
entire culture. Hawk is following the words of Udmwho said that, like the Masters in their
time, we must re-invent language and communicaisnwe progress technologically and

humanly.

All of us together make up the human agent, reasghthrough writing. Hawk proposes
that we leave all the knowledge-making theoriesrimehnd re-discover rhetoric and writing as a
vehicle for becoming agents. He states that hend# to disentangle vitalism from romanticism
and expressivism and in turn demonstrate vitalisnati once “oppositional, investigative and
complex” (5). Hawk claims that we must enhance menception of teaching writing to include

how the student interfaces with the complexitiesemhnologies, and how the student's own
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agency can be developed through writing within ¢hiexhnologies (192). This is performed in
relation to vitalism being a crucial part of inviemt, whether rhetorical or creative. A follower
of the Ulmer model of invention, Hawk refers to gireation and how invention is forged from
the writer's mingling in the physical, material weraround him, with the intuitive, emotive

inner world of his mind and body.

Multimodal Forms in Digital Rhetoric

Douglas Eyman, a contemporary compositionist, ter@sted in developing theory in
digital rhetoric as he explains in Chapter ThreehisfDigital Rhetoric: Theory, Method, and
Practice published digitally in 2012. As he was attemptiogdo so, he recognized that the
digital rhetoric field as one that “engages muéiiheories and methods rather than as a singular
theory framework” (66). Eyman discovers a threawag digital composition theorists linking
it back to the Platonic sophists’ belief in the @frthetoric as “acknowledging an epistemological
status that demands in discourse a flexible proskesdering or arranging” (68). Some say this
describes the multi-dimensional, multimodal, andmyamages of visual rhetoric. “Recovering
the Sophists for digital rhetoric can take placthatlevel of the image, the action, in the process

or on the much grander scale of reforming rhetitsself (68).

Eyman goes on to focus his study of digital theory the Canons of Classical
Aristotelian Rhetoric (invention, arrangement, spydelivery and memory). He notes the canon
as an organizing principle in rhetoric, yet he edathat while it anchors the digital practices
today, it also proves porous as invention oftenrlaps into arrangement and style in digital
works. Eyman quotes Collin Brooke as saying “carsarshelp us understand new media, which

add to our understanding of the canons as they énaslged with contemporary technologies” as
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he works to re-imagine or reframe canons for ushiwia digital rhetoric context. Invention, to
Brooke, takes on a new element in digital formhia social/individual interaction of new media.
There is an immediacy of interpretation of the @ilgexperimentation that requires a negotiation
on the part of the reader/viewer that itself iseéintton. Eyman points to Greg Ulmer’s heuretics
as he describes his own instruction in compositiois “the use of theory to invent forms” and
hermeneutics, which “uses theory to interpret exgstvorks” that helps him to create his own
theory of digital writing best practices (72). Wmprovides a textbook to introduce the
movement from traditional forms of literacy to “eleacy,” an emerging apparatus that demands
new media for expression. He calls these new igexcin writing “emer-agency” which is a
kind of collaborative consulting practice for dajly produced investigations, and Ulmer is
optimistic that it will serve as foundational tonaw internet language. Arguments made in
internet invention will be arranged in digital formith hypertext, visual, video, auditory and
graphic components to it, and Ulmer has been aepionn promoting this new digital

communication form.

This discussion of writing theory put into practibeings to mind Chapter Five of
Douglas Eyman’'®Digital Rhetoric: Theory, Method, Practioghere he examines the writing
instruction in digital rhetoric courses. In thihapter, he describes how Susan Arroyo
incorporates social-networking in her DigiRhet gmiand the final project includes a required
digital product such as video, audio, web-basedame way. The author himself uses his
DigiRhet course to teach students to use rhetodesices in persuasion through the websites
they build. Eyman’s composition pedagogy inclutdeshing his digital composition students to
know codes and html so they are capable of cregingonal websites. One can easily detect a

clear shifting away from the written print text takd a multi-modal, even completely visual,
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medium in rhetorical expression. At this pointt naly are the writing instructors blurring the
lines between traditional composition and desigrfggmance and exhibition as suggested by
Ulmer, but they are actually shifting completelyagnfrom print text toward other digital media
forms. Eyman states that Ulmer’s theory callstfas shift away from print as he quotes Collin
Brooke: “Ulmer explicitly states that EmerAgencyaipractice for invention” and that Ulmer is
“optimistic about the possibility of the EmerAgenty facilitate the formation of digital

rhetoric” (72).

Taking this “invention-as-discovery” model and rieedting it into digital rhetoric even
further is Collin Brooke. He claims it is a cadlinvent and produce new digital forms in writing
exercises, and it can be traced to Ulmer's MystoBpllin Brooke notes that one of the most
invigorating aspects of digital media is that itimgeractive on many layers. Bloggers, for
instance, react and interact with a wide varietyknbwledge and in doing so, create novel
arguments and often provoke broader spheres ofcpabjagement, therefore this process can
be described now as not only individual discovdmyt also in terms of a social awakening or
discovery. Brooke confirms Byron Hawk’s instalyilih the objects of our world, and the social,
digitally-expressed compositions speak to this.odBe’s claim is that the immediacy of the
digital rhetoric is instrumental in effectively baing arguments as these layers keep adding one
to the other for a more complete understandingusfveorld. He goes on to say that it is the
rhetoricians’ responsibilities to push this newtimg/composing strategy of multimodal digital
elements as part of the new language Ulmer namésttfacy.” This is a component of
hypertext as it requires an interactive rebuildaigspace from the viewer. Standardized print
creates a certain spatial relationship with theleeabut hypertext “presents us with a different

relationship between discourse and space, andes do by reintroducing the visual into the
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verbal” (“Making Room” 259). What is created is amciting variety of virtual worlds in
dynamic movement and flux that the reader becomesersed in intellectually, emotionally and

physically.

Collin Brooke's interest in the spatial orientatiohhypertext refers back to Aristotle’s
canon, like Eyman, but looks specifically at arramgnt rather than invention as part of the new
rhetoric. He also incorporates deconstruction thes he discusses the disorientation inherent
in hypertext. Print media relies on the usefuhktiehships of coherent, stylistic and logical
rhetoric. “Print situates words from the sound ivdoward the world of visual space, but print
locks words into position in this space” (5). Spas necessary to understand our everyday
experience with language. However, hypertext edggothis with the use of the image. Spatial
orientation in hypertext is disrupted with the aduction of the image. Images are not
standardized codes and metaphors, so as they bepameof the multimodal language
experience they demand a new reading, a new respoe® things learned and understood in a
new way. Using images, graphics, and other viguali writing is a necessary component to

forming and building new language for the technglage.

Taken together, Rice, Brooke, Hawk, and Eyman ssea specific strand in the theory
and practice of composition pedagogy. This isifgant in that it demonstrates how Ulmer’s
approach to writing pedagogy is not only sustainbd{ serves as a catalyst to highly
intellectualized, incredibly progressive and exagtimultimodal writing instruction in today’s

college classroom.
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Radical Digital Rhetoric as Invention

There are others as well who prescribe to Ulmensemtion pedagogy in composition
instruction, including the earlier mentioned cofjaa of Ulmer’s is Victor Vitanza, who in his
more recent works takes the invention theory in @amnradical direction that is called a
“whatever-based invention strategy for rhetoric”icR “Hip Hop” 458). This strategy is
discussed by Jeff Rice in his essay “The 1963 Hap-HMachine: Hip-Hop Pedagogy as
Composition” as forming one of the foundationahpiples of his own version of the whatever-
centered pedagogy. In his own created versiorf, Refe asks students to redefine their
relationships to the traditional writing genresglsas research papers by “allowing chance and
randomness” a dominant role in generating suchngrig58). By borrowing from the language
of hip-hop, the students invent writing that mimibe cuts, breaks, mixes, and playbacks of the
music (459). The fragmented sections of writingvrfollow a whatever logic; in other words,
the words elicit and evoke emotional and phenonugichl responses just as does the hip-hop
music. It is these provoked, almost primal respsngshat produce meaning and create
knowledge for the students, according to Jeff Rigbis “extreme way of challenging
institutionalized discourse: cutting up texts, spes, slogans...and pasting them back together
in provocative ways” was a strategy used by Willi@8mBurroughs in his writing around 1963

(465).

It is a strategy of invention that interests Jefte, not only due to its potential for
creating exciting, explosive writing, but also fitve power it gives students in confronting the
established, traditional genres. Knowledge isdfemed and gained through innovation and
discovery, and often, as in the case of whatevéragr through challenging, confronting and

assailing traditional forms as we recognize therhis new pedagogy pushes writers to engage
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with language in deconstructing, dismantling ansjagning the usual linear flow of thoughts,
while cutting and pasting a new discourse. Ultehgt within this new written discourse,
students are empowered, and this mirrors the pdeesd by the new musical invention of the
hip-hop artists. While Jeff Rice continues to faste and intellectually stimulate
compositionists with his provocative, and some wady radical, theoretical strategies that are
direct descendants of Ulmer invention, it is the@uyt into practice that interests me. The
“whatever” theory of composition pedagogy as creédtg Vitanza and continued by Rice has yet

to be proven in the classroom.

At this point, composition pedagogy and instruti@we at a crossroads, once again just as
it faced in 1963 when it was legitimized with a itajpC. According to Jeff Rice, at that precise
time the academics in composition took the wrorrg toy not embracing cool rhetoric. Now
facing great interpretive challenges, many compmsgts do not want to completely discard
print text in order to re-invent the meaning of ttetity. Printed text has historically been
viewed as a gateway for students to enter into pghblic discourse. While these digital
assignments are artistic and exciting extensiortexatiality as we have understood it to be, can
we still consider the productions that spring frdmem written compositions? Are we ready to
diminish the stand alone written product to obgg@ri Is there no longer value in writing in

simple print form?

Writing within a Dynamic Multimodal New Media

Anne Wysocki inWriting New Media(2004), like Jeff Rice, creates new phrases to
describe her version of invention pedagogy. Slys saat this new way of writing, in multi-

modal texts, may come to be known as “post-prietditure” rather than simply new media. She
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insists that we think clearly abotlte history of media invention, not just digitalghetorically,
this also puts composers, and conversely, compasiteachers in a position of great
responsibility. Only by nurturing self-reflexivitgt the site of production can one grapple with
new media. Wysocki basically argues here that pintmarkedly non-aware of its own
materiality, and thus its use and prospects areumiscribed and limited as opposed to the
potentialities (145) Woysocki invests in the expmnt in materiality that is new media, even if
it is print, or what we might call post-print lisgure. Many theorists of "multimodality” make a
claim to new media's importance due its abilityot@rlap to many different writing occasions.
Undoubtedly this true, but Anne Wysocki's model gltleés while also infusing historical and
materialist scholarship more broadly. Wysocki imdfecial to scholars and pedagogues alike.
And since that is the intersection which a gooccgetage of this class finds itself, she makes
available new kinds of self-consciousness in wgitthat can make us better thinkers and

knowledge-gatherers as teachers.

Jody Shipka, in her essay “A Multimodal Task-Bagaamework for Composing,”
demonstrates how she applies invention pedagogpgiirwriting class that generates not only a
freshness and excitement, but also has been stomoduce more significant and imaginative
forms of expression. She describes how the stadeete tasked with creating a complex
multimodal rhetorical event. Before this, the nolon the class was a linear, argumentative,
thesis-driven research paper. She describes jacpria which two students used their rich
imaginations to create multimodal expression, amwdas well received and enjoyed by all. She
has learned to conceptualize production, deliverg seception in the composition class. “A
multimodal task-based framework not only requirasdents work hard, but related to this,

differently, and it does so by foregrounding themptex processes associated with goal
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formation and attainment” (290).  She providesidsaurriculum ideas and activities for

multimodal approach to writing in her book.

Another scholar, Joddy Murray, an English profedsmm TCU is also interested in the
use of image in writing, and how our brains pereeilkem as he explains in his bohllon-
Discursive Rhetoric Establishing a broader, more inclusive definitidhamguage is necessarily
the first step in elevating the discussion of dffmed image in composition, and Murray makes
an impressive and provocative case for this in @raPne by reaching back to the historical
roots of the philosophy of language. By imposirgnKs general principles of the philosophy of
knowledge, morality and art, onto language, Murexyends the definition of language to a
process of thought. In language, we find our syismibwat stand for concepts, which serve as the
foundation of knowledge and in turn, from which #dinking is derived, from the intuitively
creative to the critically logical. Here Murrayajas Ernst Cassirer, a heo-Kantian, as including
as language the perceptions that lie “beneathhttesiiold of meaning” and concludes that he is
referring to the Non-discursive text, or any eletsesf communication other than the ordered,
grammatical, codified and linear discursive, wnttéext (18). Images and symbols that
communicate recognizable meaning not only fall wittanguage, but actually represent the
agency that affects all human experience for “syimbton...is the starting point of all

intellection...and it is the stream of symbols thangtitutes a human mind” (24).

Continuing with the historical perspectivdurray moves from Kant to Vygotsky who
insisted that language is a dynamic system of megamn which the intellect and the affect are
united and integrated, and it is language thaslunk socially to the world around us. If then, we
perceive an image with social connotations, it pates our intellect and the affect is created,

and all is performed within our consciousness. réfoge, it is in our consciousness that we find
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symbolization. The image enters our intellect d@hd affect from it emerges through our
consciousness, and this informs our pure undernstgnaf our experiences, which feeds the
imagination, and develops our intellect (54). Myrmakes his final appeal to establishing a
new approach to language by claiming that it ishie consciousness that we find the affective
domain. It is the affective response to an imdgg stimulates creative production. And what
Murray calls for is a “model of composing that ingorates non-discursive textual production as
a primary generative force in writing” (55). | Wdiscuss Murray again in my final chapter as |

review emotion and affect in writing pedagogy. -

We know why we must help students write. It is th&egration of humanity with
technology we must contend with most effectivelycneating personal and public discourse.
This requires a new way of thinking, one that is smheavily weighted with Western logic, but
that also allows for mystical, surreal, and othetdlg expression as well. In addition to this
new approach in thinking, Ulmer states that we nalsb incorporate digital elements too. He
claims that writing today must include not only ttelsut pictures, music, graphic images, and
video too. This revolutionizes not only writingyttalso the community in which it is performed.

Ulmer explains this as our moment of Invention.

So as we communities of discourse move toward éwve technologies that are changing
the “language apparatus” of our culture, we mugp leolve writing instruction accordingly.
Students then become participants in community @&xgé as they invent the future of writing at
the same time. With Ulmer’s innovative and exgtitanguage and writing experiments,
students do just this. They open up the idea ofraanity and communication by writing their
responses to the exercises in the Ulmer text. Withnew definition of exploring and reflecting

at the same time as one writes, the student diss@vearrative that reveals deeper dimension to
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himself than ever experienced before. This isedalhe “Mystory” and it is the key, the

foundational component to Ulmer’s Internet inventigriting.

Laurie E. Gries writes of the emerging trend in position to attend to “visuality as the
‘pictorial turn™ (437). In her essay “Emerging Mwds of Visual Rhetorics” (JAC 2009) she
notes that the accepted current model of textuabd to study visual culture is not sufficient to
address the complexities of expression today. Wihaier describes as being new, productive
and creative in electracy is actually advancing meedia that changes the way we come to
think, come to know, and make meaning. This epistegical approach to writing in multi-
modal means is what differentiates electracy froedia literacy. The electracy pedagogy model
“encourages invention and production of new disseurtheory and new media to address
problems and enhance personal and collective vityaf#37). Here, Gries argues that current
methodological tension stems from not only whagsstio study, but how to go about studying
them. What are we looking for? She continuesadlabrding to Collin Brooke’singua Fracta
we are attempting to read visual artifacts as textd that these “readings” are being done
through social constructivism’s lens. Collin Brookegues that even though the text has
transformed to visual, we are still explaining old methods” such as social constructivism and

we still demonstrate its heavy influence.

Collin Brooke, like Ulmer, believes the digital agdhallenges us to employ new
perspectives in analysis, critique, and inquirnaddressing visual texts. Ulmer’s electracy, with
its emphasis on the new, can be productive in iogatesponse that can account for the
complexity within visual rhetoric. This 2009 essagims that it is time for rhetoricians to learn
to employ electracy, not only in creating multi-nrabdext, but as a methodology to explain,

demystify and decode visual rhetoric as well. &e&icidates further as she states that because
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Ulmer’s electracy calls upon “new way to think withages so that we might begin to produce
new versions of reality with visual communicatio@#40). In other words, Ulmer’s electracy
allows for inventive and productive expression gdypertext and images, and in return offers
new versions of interpretation and understandingtbér visual texts.  Electracy challenges
rhetoricians to sharpen and reinvent their apprdachhe pictorial turn” both as creators and
responders to text. Ulmer’'s invention model op@issup to generate new conversations
surrounding visual communication. Like Plato wascéd to confront writing as new apparatus,
argues Gries, we are forced to confront this nesmfof hypertext, multi-modal, with emphasis

on visual presentation, that Ulmer has describednany years, as electracy.

Design Process in Pedagogy based upon Invention

| now return to Mary Hocks, who welcomes a new foommultimodal expression
defined as writing design, and | strongly suggestehhat this is linked to Ulmer’s invention
model discussed iApplied Grammatology Invention is elemental to composition as design
multimodal digital enterprises. Hocks describedtimadal composition design that requires
writers creatively employing the technologies ofltmedia that use spatial, visual, aural, and
gestural to make meaning (644). This all-encompgssommunication device is powerful in
that it reaches others intellectually, emotionallgs well as in visual, auditory and
phenomenological terms. How can communication beenpersuasive than this? She believes
that the political and social impact of literacyagtice made possible by technology through
design theory is profound, as students are desigokrknowledge and agents for change.
Students are engaged and excited about composwlgthais producing knowledge, when it
includes research and personal perspective threiggtal and other interactive media (645).

Mary Hocks believes that design offers a balanggmtaach to rhetoric that fashions the future
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of writing. My argument here is that this is psety what Ulmer envisioned and projected in

his invention pedagogy years earlier.

In 1989, writing scholar Charles Kostelnick linkether fields of problem-solving—
design—with a new evolution in the writing paradig2®67). In “Process Paradigms in Design
and Composition” Kostelnick claims design procelssoties have provided new pedagogy
utilizing invention as an act of discovery and aundie analysis. Primary tenets of design process
theory include writers who actually design solusowhile being imaginative and writing
creatively. Writing and designing are relatedhattthey are cyclic and dynamic, not linear, but
more importantly, both rely on audience analysisth® purpose and appreciation of the text.
Design theory is not linear, but rather a complegpy construction that is rationally-based, yet
integrated with intuition and emotion. It is, aodiog to Kostelnick, invention that serves to
bridge and integrate the rational and intuitivéha design process. He concludes his essay with
the introduction of “wicked” problems, and definb®se as issues that are not easily solved as
we grapple with design and composition. Writingdly and practice require a necessary

conceptual bridge, which is precisely where inn@mttomes into play.

Picking up on the “wicked” problems involved in timg while studying design process,
Richard Marback points out that the question ofnagewas not made clear by Berlin in his
historical look at composition studies, but thadittmove composition studies from considering
the writing process only to critiquing it. In “Endming Wicked Problems: the Turn to Design in
Composition Studies” (2009), Marback states thathis historical look, Berlin missed
consideration of design. Diana George expressidetirlier in her 2002 publication “From
Analysis to Design” where she discusses Berlinngithe compositionists at that time with him

into cultural studies and critical theory, whenytlteuld have moved toward design thinking as a
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process paradigm. While Berlin shifted towardwal studies, Kostelnick began publishing on
design process in composition, and by the early02040 was recognized as a movement in
writing theory. In 2009 Richard Marback acknovwged design process in writing and as he
focuses on “wicked” problems, he proposes a fuilen to design in writing, for it cannot

possibly be reduced to one design paradigm. Tieis angle, or fuller turn in Marback’s words,

in design theory is renewed interest in the respemess of the audience, and | would point out
here that this returns to the sensory and phendognoesponses Ulmer brought up in 1984.
Marback writes, “It is especially wicked becausenposing in digital media, composing in print

and image together, evokes problems of responsgefieat are interpretative as well as
affective” (400). While wicked problems are fiftgichnical ones, they become much more
varied and complex in considering audience respoN$guality impacts our sensory perceptions

in ways that words do not, and cannot.

Here Marback goes deeper into the affective resp@spect to design...the designer is
first a responder to the artifacts and experiertbes he processes before he designs. The
audience response to visual design goes beyoncbtirgtive appeals or social constructs of the
print text, and cannot be completely noted, meakuoe stated in words or objects as it is
sensory and affective, and this makes it wickedof.MMarback suggests that we embrace the
wickedness of design in composition by keeping d¢hcal discussions and explanations in
perspective. “Embracing the wicked problem of gesis to embrace the problem of
responsiveness” (416). Marback claims that destgnge our enthusiasm for theories and in
doing this, compositionists can “not only articeldiexible paradigms for composing with word
and image in digital media, they can also encougagater sensitivity to artifacts we manipulate

to make ourselves who we are with each other” (418iis interplay and interaction between the
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first responder or the writer and the audience ardpr is complex and presents “wicked”
problems. This echoes what Ulmer theorized in 1984ch is that writing is naturally,
organically brought forth from the deep recessethefwriter's mind and body, and his concern
was that this would create the same visceral, emalj and phenomenological response from
the audience. Even though neither Kostelnick arldck directly cite Ulmer, | would argue
that his influence can be felt here. There is @nah progression representing a trajectory of
thought and theory in composition studies startgdUtimer in Applied Grammatologythat
culminates in design. | recognize strands of Ulsnmventioin design process, and perhaps it
can even be viewed as a model of what he was 8esgrin his writing projection called
electracy. | contend that the future of college position is in the development of design
process, and much of the progress in this techrealyg advanced, multimodal writing form is

owed to the vision Greg Ulmer laid out before ug %84.
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CHAPTER FOUR: MY COMPOSITION YEAR ONE COURSE DESIGN IN
INVENTION

In Chapter Three, | demonstrated how contemposahplars have created classroom
pedagogy that incorporates core elements of Ulmerising invention theory, specifically
formatted through digital, multimedia productions$ find that | too have been highly influenced
by Ulmer’'s ideas about writing, and knew that | \Wbincorporate his theory into my own
teaching practice in some way. | have wanted tdesagn the Composition | course for the
career college since my first quarter teachingret. ol believed that this particular approach to
writing would be appealing and productive to mydstots because of its extremely personal,
introspective discovery of self, that, in revealifigresults in sharing and participating in
community. In this chapter | will present my owrucge design that is largely based on Ulmer’s
Mystory. | use this as the foundation to my coutseat | project it out further as | infuse
associations with the Arts into my writing exeraisas | will explain more fully later. Because
my course design correlates with Greg Ulmer's Mgstd am compelled to first describe in
detail the Mystory writing experience for referenc&Jimer claims writing isinventio that
focuses on a writing process that draws from thiéevis personal, very creative responses to
Ulmer’s thought-provoking exercises. In order floe student to write, he must follow Ulmer’s
unique prompts that elicit brief, fleeting momerds captured memory, stirring emotion,
extracted thoughts, and often juxtaposing associatand uncanny relationships. These are then

brought forth through pictures, drawings, printexit video, and music.

According to Ulmer’s writing theory, invention isquuctive and provocative, and is the
opposite of deconstruction, so how does he move Perrida’s theory of deconstruction to his
own theory of revolutionary change in reinventingtivg instruction pedagogy? | explained in

Chapter Two that in his preface kteuretics: the Logic of Inventiofi994), Ulmer argues that
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deconstructing the writing process as we know é@ngpup production possibilities. We need to
consider writing to be an invention process asrigm is much closer to invention than to
verification” (xii). In the crossing of discouisesuch as writing that includes rhetorical, pgetic
and graphic images all at once, in Derrida’s wonpictb-ideo-phonographic,” we are
deconstructing what we know to be writing, and imugy a new discourse at the same time.
This writing is a building up, and it is creativedagenerative. Writing invention works just as
the avant-garde artists create new art forms: e deconstruction as a springboard to
opportunity and experimentation. We break down gettlice writing to its most fundamental
part, symbols and word definitions, and by recomggjzhe ultimate non-meaning or un-meaning
of each word, we can start to impose meaning in aegvfresh ways. We invent new meaning
with new forms, and Ulmer addresses the univeysaiitthe patterns or rhythms in writing.
These are again a way of exploding meaning pogsbiland understanding ideas in a matrix or
pattern mode rather than arriving at one simplifeetswer or response (xiv). Ulmer takes
Derrida’s theory of mixed discourses and writingantion to a new dimension keuretics. He

encourages his students to be “experimental vadgliand to write original poetics.

Ulmer’s electronic theoria demands a new digitgbridization of composition that
encompasses visual arrangement, new media fornagswaiting that blur the lines between
traditional composition and design, performancel @xhibition. It is now time to shift our ways
of connecting one with another. It is time toenv new ways of knowing and communicating
as we transition from a culture of print litera@y dne that is situated in electronic media and
images. Researching and exploring opportunitiescfange in the practice of writingas

profound cultural implications, most notably thelpgogical implementation of it.
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What Ulmer proposes is writing in a dream/discovege, with emotion and memory-
evoked association of images that create a pattemulti-dimensional matrix so to speak, and
that opens up possibilities for answers or solgidiut does not arrive at “the solution.” Ulmer
tasks the student writer with building, in placeao$ingle argument, a structure of possibilities
(34). Ulmer engages his own “anticipatory conssiass” as he considers the implications of
exploding the composition in the newest electrat@chnology: “With this equipment it is
possible to ‘write’ in multimedia, combining in or@®mposition all the resources of pictures,

words, and sound” (17).

Tracing the intellectual movement and theoretidalelopment in Ulmer from his
Heuretics(1994) to hisinternet Invention2003), | can see that he progresses from expborat
toward application of theory in his writing insttian. In Heuretics,he lays the philosophical
and theoretical foundation upon which his latextshopapproach to teaching writing builds.
He returns often to the ideas he advanceHienreticsregarding the student’s desire to write
through his imaginative, evocative, phenomenoldgical surreal responses as he experiences
the world that surrounds him. He claims that stisiéeel an urgent need to write from a new,
fresh, innovative perspective, and this perspedsvene in which the old analytical, linear,
logical, scientific approach to writing, and allderstanding, is now called into question. This
pressing need to write in order to connect on #epdst levels with others is what Ulmer refers

to as desire.

Ulmer’s Mystory theory and practice

It is digital hypertext that Ulmer believes camrveeas conduit for this “desire for

something else” that builds new practices of comgating that encompasses the entire body.
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Ulmer argues that learning and knowing spring fritv@ most organic part of our being, our
intuition, and coupling that with our desire to aonmicate is where writing should begin. The
concepts behind the Mystory writing prompts attertmppull from this inner depth out of the

student and into the writing process. As a graalsaident, | encountered Ulmer for the first
time in ENG 7007 taught by Jim Brown as we workiesbtigh Mystory exercises in class. |

found the Mystory exercises to be intriguing anchstating as | reached deep into myself, with
strange abandon, and was astonished at what mypgvrévealed. | learned about my personal
identity, coming of age, a sense of personal hystord a yearning for an imagined future.

Through the exercises | felt in awe, in a way, gfown agency.

I will refer to the details of Mystory here so tHacan more readily demonstrate the
connection to Ulmer in my course design. Mystomyoives a series of writing assignments that
require the student to write in hypertext, whichthe incorporation of multimedia with the
writing assignments. It is sometimes called etattr journaling because it is purposefully
deeply personal in nature, but it the best waytherinstructor to teach writing that requires new
ways of thinking about, and of telling, “my storyFrom my perspective as a student writer, it is
an engaging, enchanting and extraordinarily powerfethod of getting students to know and
tell their stories. It involves what Ulmer callshgper-rhetoric that is about exploration and
discovery, and that includes many forms of new médlitelling what has been learned through
the writing process. The focal point of Mystogvolves around the student’s creation of a
“widesite” which is a sort of blog, and it is dewpéd in response to assignments on Ulmer’s
particular discourses: Career, Family, Entertairn€ommunity, and what he calls Emblems.
Ulmer “proposes to use the internet as an invenbank, using the database and search

capability of digital networking” to introduce mirtedia into the writing procesdnfernet
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Invention 18). Everything that follows the establishmenttioé widesite “contributes to the
process of making the widesite, including not omiyect assignments, exercises, and
instructions, but also theoretical and historiegianales for the project and examples of work by

artists and authors relevant to ithternet Inventiori9).

Ulmer makes it clear that form and style are natrgsortant as invention, which allowed
me to completely indulge my imagination to be a&satiwe as | have ever been, and so | began to
make my own widesite. It can be found on Wordpresd the writing includes images, poetry
excerpts, and music lyrics and even video to erdéme written words. | am quite proud of it,
and taken by it at times when | reflect upon itapdl wonder “where did that come from deep
within me?” Just as Ulmer suggests in Mystorys ibrganized around the four main informing

elements in a person’s life:

Career

What images and ideas go along with my career iglielmand composition education? | am
asked to look up words in my career and reseamh liistorical meaning in the field. 1 am only
supposed to “insist that the documentation consistletails, particulars (both textual and
graphic) accessible to the writer's senses andimaéign. It should not be homogenized into an
abstract explanation, for reasons that will becatear eventually” Ifiternet Invention23). |

found ideas and images that held some sort of @bieneto my career and added them, not

being overly concerned about whether the detailghgf the connection existed in my mind.
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Family

“Make a webpage documenting a scene that sticksun memory from the childhood years of
your family life” (Internet InventiorB6). There is a list of instructions providedrendetailing
how to go into a photo that is locked away in mymoey, and not only recall it, but to express it
is such a way that it places me in “mystory” of faynily, whose existence does not depend
upon me. This assignment is particularly not ieséed in drama or idea as much as mood and
atmosphere, and this writing should focus on theseelements rather than any activity or event

surrounding those being photographed.

Entertainment

This is an exceptionally intriguing unit to me &gaquires the hypertext both ways, coming in
from research via music, graphics, and videos,amd something produced by me as writer to
demonstrate my themes. In other words, | am albteediscover and apply existing music,
video clips, or art that reveal my uniquely perdassociation with some singular event in my
life. |include these media features, then prodeleetronic journaling that is true to myself, but

that is embellished by incorporating these intoawy form of narrative.

History

This is a community discourse, as Ulmer encouragesto consider a community historical

event that in some way haunts or continues to affee. This is a collective history, not a

personal one, as in Family and Entertainment, aaodnveys the power of the community values
and pressures on my life. “The goal of this agsignt is to notice how the community in which

one was raised focalizes the story of its founding existence’liternet Inventiori91). We do

not exist in a vacuum and this particular sectibthe Mystory sequence attempts to reconcile
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the writer's personal experience as it is enguligthin a community, social or collective

experience.

Personal journal in Mystory

One of the most impressive things | have ever dame writer is to create my own
internet widesite, based on the exercises of Mystol found it to be as intellectually
invigorating and all-encompassing as Ulmer suggidts be. These elements of Mystory as
assigned in thdnternet Inventiontext were fascinating and refreshing in that theglly
stretched, disrupted, and challenged my perceptdmayself and my community. | actually
enjoyed working through them, and the more | delwsitie my own mind, the more | surfaced
with, and the more | had to write. And | really dvrite. | haven’'t written this deeply and
profoundly in many years, and because of this, haasmerized by, and ultimately a believer in,

Ulmer’'s pedagogy for invention. http://ruthwidesite.wordpress.com/




117

Heiio world!
ruthwidesite | Edit November 2010 (1)

Weicome to WordPress.com. This is your first post. Edit or deiete it and start P,
LAITEGURIES
blogaing!

Uneateqorized (1)

I
)

Al ArL

Community
Lyric Evaiuation
e

Famiiy

Obtuse Meaning

After reading back over my own responses to Ulmassignments, | turned to t
Textbookversion of the Mystory sequence of writing assigntedo see how it compared w
Ulmer’s original formulation. The theory aspect iofention is much better laid out in t
Mystory unit in Ulmer’'sTextboolthan anywhere else in his work. He is asr and concise as
he can be in this explanation of the theory behimel invention writing assignments. |
describes writing as a way to discover voice, whigh'defined in terms of agency” (240
According to Ulmer, we use art, works of literatuneusc—all the elements of hypert—to
understand ourselves, and to help others understaad well. Our identity is a social constr
of our surrounding communities. But this is simplgtarting place as we realize the patterr

our lives once we writén a discovery mode and come to understand ourriatere. Thes
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patterns produce an epiphany for the writer at spwiat: “The critical effect is achieved by
composing a Mystory in which one juxtaposes thedpets of the different discourses in one
composition. The repetitions or correspondenced &merge in the intertext among one’s
different experiences produce a eureka effect—ghghany. In fact the goal of Mystory is an

experience whose highest achievement has been eallightenmentTextbook246).

Because | intended to write my own Compositiorolirse design, and since the theory
Ulmer presents is fascinating and appeals to nits abre, | planned to make it the basis of my
course. However, because | found Ulmer's executibnt in both Internet Inventionand
Textbooklacking in ways, | turned to other scholars aseVeloped my own version of the
Mystory writing experience. Both Byron Hawk’s dission of his “Bystory” in his essay
“Toward a Post-Techne-Or, Inventing Pedagogies Poofessional Writing” and Maxine
Greene’s work with writing and the Arts Wariations on a Blue Guitahave helped me build

upon Ulmer’'s Mystory writing experience to makeny own.

To explain this further, | can say that | complgtagree with this quote from Byron
Hawk: “Writing is a complex art, as it incorporatphenomenological, rational, emotional,
habitual and unconscious elements into its ‘brigdorth’ and ‘making,” according to his essay
on “Toward a Post-Techne-Or, Inventing PedagogoesProfessional Writing” (373). As he
discusses the historical evolution of the defimtmf techne, he points toward a post-humanist
view of it, one that is not grounded in human daation over technology. Rather, he elaborates
on a post-humanist theory that reveals a writingasion pairing the human writer with/in the
nonhuman technology. It is a fascinating approtciiechne, and one in which | am most
interested for it aligns itself beautifully withehComposition theory proposed by Greg Ulmer

that is invention. Hawk mimics Ulmer’s inventiom ihis own essay as he writes, “the
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assumption of autonomy, presence, and control emadhe ambient, unconscious, habitual
elements of invention that emerge out of the compistems that human bodies inhabit” (373).
Hawk places the writer as one engulfed in a welmairix representing the complex integrated,
relational system of beings. This network of bodied objects also contains the writing product.
Writing is not linear or easily defined as a crdéirived from humans imposing their will on

words. It is portrayed by Hawk instead as a “...tflduand action in the complexity of

distributed cognitive environments...that requires thstribution of decision making across a
complex interrelationship of technology, humans aature” (377). Humans and the machine

are one system, as one dwells with and in the other

| am proposing that we look at this post-humarhisbty of techne as a basis to the Ulmer
pedagogy of composition instruction that he catlgention. Both clearly disregard any linear
approach to writing instruction and focus insteadttte complex, fluid, dynamic spontaneity of
the writer immersed in technology, or dwelling viftht. This instruction emphasizes open-
endedness, situation and purpose which transcémb@ahdaries of the usual product. It revels
in what Heidegger calls the challenging or bringfogh. It is in the making, or the act and

craft of creating that is key, not the end prochrdy. It isinventio,as Ulmer puts it.

While Composition studies have been evolving fargeit faces its greatest challenge to
date, and that is to teach Composition that isvegle After recognizing the historical context of
Composition instruction and purpose, and creatiedagogy that is developing along with
technological advances in writing, Hawk's Bystorjes to elicit “self” from student writer
through the machine, the computer. He describegpproach as a post-humanist strategy of the
human dwelling within the technology. In other weman dwells in the machine (379). Hawke

argues that the student is situated in, and isgdatie matrix, the integrated, complex web-like



120

relationships that form all around. It is the lgring forth into the matrix that matters, and tlsis i
the key to composition instruction today. | agneth Byron Hawk on this point and, like him, |

utilize technology to great effect in re-workingmutr's Mystory.

I have taken assignments to develop hypertexthwhdefine as “communication that
incorporates all forms of media, and is creatimeentive and highly imaginative.” The students
write in a discovery mode, with great creative hise, and as they write, they generate new
forms, visions, and memories that open themselpet® mew ways of thinking and creating. It
is an exciting adventure into writing, and it icamplished through this exploratory atmosphere
of a lab, “a humanities lab,” in Ulmer’s words. tBuimer also insists upon working within and
against our cultural expectations. Rather thargssiing a radical break from the traditional
Comp | curriculum, | instead offer a re-imagininftbe present one that encourages students
toward new media as they approach writing. Withheawt of study, | introduce an exercise that
either contrasts with the particular study of biey in the course, or opens it up to the many
possibilities revealed in the digital realm. Thiglst shift to new media within the established,
highly prescriptive curriculum | am obligated tollfov has allowed the students their own

“bringing forth” from deep within.

While | appreciate the deeply personal discoveny expression in the “bringing forth”
of writing invention, | also acknowledge the sofgaltural elements it addresses as well.
Gregory Ulmer believes that we are at the poinbun literary history as a people to usher in
revolutionary changes in how we communicate ouetcmne with another. He states that it is
not only exciting, but it is inevitable that we neotoward the hypertext writing that incorporates
all media forms. This is going against the tradi#il logical, linear analysis in their approach to

writing. It must now be replaced with an orgamntyitive response that springs forth from their
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deeply affected body and emotion. This requigsgnal investment in the writing process, but
it has societal impact as well. Ulmer believeging ultimately serves a higher purpose than
individual exploration or the “human question” as talls it (nternet Invention4). This is
referring to the human endeavor of finding meanimgis existence, and in that of those around
him, in literary terms known as the Other. Thisvisat has changed in Digital Age, according to
Ulmer. The question of humanity remains the sdoog,it is our response to it, our grappling
with it, our explaining of it, that has evolved.hi¥ question was, during the time of the old
masters, answered in typical, analytical, logidagtorical form. We have evolved to recognize
a pluralistic matrix of possibilities, with manyapisible answers and solutions to issues. Linear,
one-dimensional approaches to topics are on theongyas multi-faceted, inclusive patterns of

responses are considered more seriously.

My Course Design

1. Course Description

Comp | is the first of a two course basic writirgdk required for all students
pursuing an Associate’s Degree. Comp | is the rhasic writing course as it introduces
the students to several writing styles, developnard organizational approaches to
writing essays. It gives them the opportunity tgrove their composition skills, starting
with shorter composition exercises, but culminatinth a Final Research Project. Comp
| covers basic research skills, and it is follovlgdComp I, which focuses on Argument
and Persuasion, and continues to build and polishstudent’s rhetorical and writing
skills. The course is very practical at timeswaswork on business communications

such as resumes, but there is also great opportémitthe instructor to make each
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writing exercise as personal, creative, and exgias possible while students learn to

demonstrate the appropriate skills in the objestive

2. Institutional Context

As a private, for-profit career college, ITT Teotwli Institute is an educational
institution that does not require the standardrigdr entrance. We award Associate’s
Degrees in mainly high tech fields, such as Nursigplth Sciences, Computer Drafting
and Design, Information Technology, Networking, emmet Security, Electronic
Engineering, Systems Project Management, and SkdtWevelopment/Programming.
ITT has Bachelor's Degree programs in Electroningifeering, Computer Networking
Systems, and Project Management. We have 137 c@s@cross the nation; however
the campuses are quite small, with a high schaobgphere, and the largest enrollments,
such as my campus in Troy, Ml of 1200 students stliecontained within one enclosed
building. The student population is quite diveoseeach campus, but most ITT students
are nontraditional in that they hold jobs, have ifee®, and are not recent high school
graduates. Many have not enjoyed academic sugt#ssir previous school experience,
and they come to ITT with a great deal of appreioenand anxiety. We, as a national
institution, have goals to keep the students ertjage to do everything we can to help
them reach their goals. It is at once a dynamigrenment that is student-centered and
student-driven in pursuing and awarding academitieaement, and also a warm,
nurturing, caring atmosphere that keeps the stgtenncerns and needs in mind. As
faculty, staff, and academic administrators, werasklthe whole person in each student,
and find ways to encourage them, like no other schohave been involved with.

Because of this unique approach of establishinga@est-centered, student-focused, very
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caring environment, ITT has reached students wheratse would have given up on
their education and their future. Graduation @eied a touching, inspiring and moving
event as story after story of hard work, dedicatmecond chances and fresh starts are
told, and hugs and tears abound.

The students are often lacking in solid, foundalagrammar and writing skills,
and as Comp instructors, our work is definitely aut for us in making writing relevant
to their career and life goals. Because ITT idomatide, it is very particular about
having objectives in each class that are covereas4o keep the uniformity and integrity
of the degree earned, no matter what campus. fomereghe Comp I curriculum is very
prescriptive in that it has the syllabus prepared the “suggested” instructor activities
detailed for each class meeting in the Coursewdilee categories and weight of each
course are laid out before the course begins, lamdnstructor may not deviate from it.
The instructors are to bring their own fresh, praedstyle of facilitating learning to each
lesson, and can add to the curriculum in some wa@yxe the curriculum is relatively
new, and | am overseeing the program on my canmiarted to look into each course.
The students were not having much success in ttesposition courses. Some dropped
them, were unable to complete them, or they fdiitek and failed. | evaluated the Comp
| syllabus and found it severely lacking in deptteativity, or relevance. | wanted to
streamline it and elevate it at the same time liradsome of the fascinating exercises
and ideas put forth by rhetoricians and scholdravie come to admire through my PhD

study, namely Gregory Ulmer.
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3. Theoretical Rationale

Working through two Gregory Ulmer textbleureticsand Internet Invention has
completely opened my mind to inventive ways of aoly writing and communicating,
but in the very essence of thinking and knowindmér prophesies that we, as a society,
are tottering at the brink of, on the cusp of, gueg historical movement in how we
perceive, understand and gain knowledge, andliraaigh intuitive behavior, rather than
application of reason and logic. Those of us waweehdedicated our lives to the teaching
of rhetoric have been governed by the laws of lindagical argument based on
empirical, quantified data gathered around us. s&éh@&guments were researched and
organized in the fixed five-paragraph format witte tpersuasive solution proposed or
reiterated at the end. This, according to Ulmass heen the way we have considered
rhetoric and have taught it since the earliest adySreek philosophers. He challenges
us to rethink rhetoric in the digital age and tagider emerging changes in how we read,
write, communicate and connect with others. Thimaeds a new digital hybridization of
composition that encompasses visual arrangement, media forms, and writing that

blur the lines between traditional composition dedign, performance, and exhibition.

Ulmer reckons this progressive change to the kinchange that took place with
Greek philosophers centuries ago. He says thgtitivented a language that conveyed
mathematical, rational, logical ways of orderinfg liand it followed a linear path and
was clearly delineated with a beginning, middled amd. This informed thinking and
rhetoric for centuries, and now, with the adventha internet and digital rhetoric, it is
time to shift our ways of connecting one with amosthUImer’s motto is “not to follow in

the footsteps of the masters, but to seek what sbhaght.” It is our time to invent new
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ways of knowing and communicating as we transifrom a culture of print literacy to
one that is saturated with electronic media andgesa Researching and exploring
opportunities for change in the practice and appibn of electracy has profound cultural
implications, most notably the pedagogical impletagan of it. While exciting and
invigorating, it should be approached in the sanaamer “our masters” cultivated the

print literacy.

There is no doubt that the current ITT Composistudents are not fond of, nor
are they always successful, in the course as imsgucted now. It is an uninspired
extension of what they have always known writindpé& since their earliest school days
to their most recent ones. They are ready to addiee larger, more complex issues of
their global communities and ideological concernsulght on by the electronic media.
The students are excited and poised to createy Adne discovered a desire on their part
to want to write. My main objective with my Comjitaan Course Design is to integrate
what Ulmer refers to as “electracy” into the cunfion. Electracy ishot an electronic
literacy. Itis, in his words, “something elseattbuilds practices of communicating for a
new apparatus. Rather than appealing only to tiadytical mind, it encompasses the
affect of the entire body. In other words, leaghend knowing spring from the most
organic part of our being, our intuition, and tilgswvhat | want to encourage students to
write from. It will be a challenge to get the stk to think in terms of this however, for
they are completely entrenched in the literacy afidation through the scientific
methodologies. My course aims to press them tas@mn electracy, which is inventive,

creative and discovery-oriented.
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The key to this kind of writing is a journeydelf through the arts, and this is proposed
by not only Ulmer, but also another educationalotarthl admire, Maxine Greene. Both
believe in the renewal of the natural way of knayyiand in tapping the individual human
potential, through immersion in the arts. The a#sre as catalyst to invention and intuitive
thinking for us and our students as they open upnands to entire new perspectives and
possibilities. The Arts suggest patterns and mliditous responses to our experiences,
which translate to our learning. And how does #ffect pedagogy of writing? Indeed it
begins with the individual, but has far-reachingistal and even global consequence, for as
Ulmer claims, it can produce a “civilizational Hdtain right-brain integration” with
universal application. In other words, this exphgdof our thinking about teaching writing
through electracy and the arts, can ultimatelyes#owetter the world around us. Through an
encounter with the arts, we are shocked into setiiisgworld in a new light, or as Maxine
Greene says, “We experience a sense of surprisetiofes, an acute sense that things may
look otherwise, feel otherwise, BE otherwise thae lave assumed—and suddenly the
world seems new, with possibilities to be explor@#fue Guitar116). According to Maxine
Greene, composition pedagogy should come from dosdphy of education that is
“interested in openings, in unexplored possib#ditiaot in the predictable or quantifiable...
an initiation into new ways of seeing, hearing lifeg moving. It signifies nurturing with a
special kind of reflectiveness and expressivergessaching out for meanings, a learning to

learn” (7).

Integrating the Arts in composition is the casalfpor exploring, reaching, dreaming and
imagining, and this is where knowledge begins. \ledge about self and surroundings is

gained through interaction/engagement with art &rsuch as drama, music, paintings, print



127

media, graphics and video. “Enhanced awarenegg)teaed understanding, enlightenment”
discovered through the arts is a “new mode ofdigt according to Greene (37) and the
student writer’s creative response to it, in tushactually contributing new layers to it.
Composition pedagogy should center on the pursuitmeaning, and through the Arts,
combined with creativity and imagination, we aredimked to come awake and find new
visions, new ways of living in the fragile humannas (Greene 207). Ulmer refers to this
shocking awareness of things as we never understmrd to be as a “eureka experience”
and he uses juxtapositions of ideas, art formsliferexperiences, to launch intuition in

mystory and guide it through its retelling.

The rationale of this course is prompted byrteed to integrate aesthetic study into the
teaching of composition, as discussed in the woifkMaxine Greene. Composition, or
writing, is indeed an art form of its own; howevigaching the art of composing can be more
inspiring, invigorating, and efficient by coupling with various artistic forms, such as
literature, music, dance, film, paintings and plgodphs. The course takes as its primary
focus the imaginative process in students, anddeavors to support learning and awareness
about themselves, others, and the world around.thBynexpanding their imaginations, the
students will see and understand things as nevereyeand this connection will be made in

their writing.

The course will emphasize writing that is generaaéidr being immersed in some art
form and it will progress upon a wide scope of cosipon from free writing simple
personal narratives to creating intense, complexraents presented through/with various
digital means. All will be done within a contexéltvered through some art form. For

example, at the beginning of the course, the stsdeitl listen to a classical music selection,
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imagine an action sequence that goes with it, hed write a print essay exhibiting the same
passion, eloquence and beauty put forth in the enudihis intersects Maxine Greene’s
pedagogy with Greg Ulmer’'s as the students ent&utih her renowned exercises in the
Arts, which in turn bring forth highly imagined dligl production in the diverse “languages”
of hypertext as suggested by Ulmer. ThroughoutCtbmposition course, the students will be
exposed to selections of literature, scenes frdmsfi art exhibits, photographs, and even
dance performances from meaningful moments in theldw All writing/electronic

journaling/digital production will be in responsedesthetic study and class discussion.

The study of aesthetics requires a personal invodre, a relationship, with the works of
art. Itis this deep connection with the art fdimat allows the students to explore, think, feel,
and imagine life in ways they never have beforeccdkding to Maxine Greene, this
connection leads to extraction of ldeas and ulihyatreates meaning in their lives. As
students interact with, and are immersed in, varent forms, they are inspired to create, and
then to write. But at the very same time, they swelved in something even more
profound. They are learning through the study ofmdnities about themselves, others, their

communities, and their world.

Re-imagining Composition instruction

| have wanted to inject this way of teaching conipms before, and | have found he
perfect vehicle, the Comp | course, to introducanidl to critique it as well. | have to work
within the constrictions of the Comp | Coursewarevided by ITT, so that makes this much
more labor-intense. | cannot just select an assggn from the catalogue of ideas presented

by Ulmer and build the unit around them as he dbes,instead, | must find ways to
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incorporate these into appropriate and effectiveasiof the curriculum already created. |
have to manipulate the Ulmer materials into thereewas it is written to the greatest effect,
as imperfect as it may seem. | am not able tooekgpthe course, but | have to rethink it from
within the guidelines. As we invent, we re-imagarel reconfigure, and we construct, rather
than destroy and collapse that which surroundswsh as curriculum and teaching guides.
Rather than suggesting a radical break from the Cbmp | curriculum, | instead offer a

reconfiguring of the present one that encouragesesits toward electracy as they approach
writing. With each unit of study, | introduce aneegise in Electracy that either contrasts
with the particular study of literacy in the Coursee, or opens it up to the many

possibilities revealed in the digital realm. Thiglst shift to electracy within the established,

highly prescriptive ITT curriculum, may in fact,qmipitate a discussion of the broadstrokes

of the argument and serve to usher in inventiothofight, practice and pedagogy.

Here are assignments that | have created as | emd@ateach from the Ulmer model of
invention writing pedagogy. As you can see, | iekstudents to respond on a personal, but
associative, not narrative perspective, and to eypkveral digital formats in the final
product. | am asking for the personal, organic poétic that will have even the most
reluctant writer excited. The elemental units aategories of Ulmer are the basis, but you
will see that | transform them to be more relatabédevant and effective for my student
writers. | initiate the writing exercises withkasy students to reimagine a photo from their
childhood they have seen many times, but that istiltery meaningful to them on many

levels.
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Family

Consider a photo that documents a scene that sticksur memory from the childhood
years of your family life. As an example, | shamg personal story about a picture from my
childhood that was a touching moment with my twatesis. My older sister was sitting on
the sofa and | was sitting on the back of the sigfat behind her. My younger sister was on
her lap. We were physically intertwined and weareliag at the camera. My little fingers
were playing with my older sister’s hair, as my ggar sister sat on her lap and was cuddly
and leaning into her. | will never forget that phdor it captured the pure, family love we
shared, and the childlike, innocent but pronouraddatation | had for my older sister. Here
| provide a list of instructions detailing how g into a photo that is locked away in
memory, and not only recall it, but to expressisuch a way that it places me in “mystory”
of my family, whose existence does not depend upen | reveal to the students how my
particular picture continues to haunt me to thig,dar my adored older sister left us ten
years ago. We don’t know why. That precious manoaptured in a photo locked in my
memory was a glorious, but fleeting one, and o ih heart-wrenching to me to this day.
But it tells about me and my displaced sister ifamily that loves desperately but fails
miserably to show it at times, after that momentveay. | could describe the mood of that
photo and how that moment of memory has affectedamyly and my life and continues to
do this even now. Like Mystory, this assignmenparticularly not interested in narrative as
much as mood and atmosphere, and this writing ghimglus on these elements rather than

any activity or event surrounding those being pgadphed.
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Entertainment

| ask the students to think of someone or somethinghe media today that is
representative of them in some way. It is a pugpdly vague assignment, but one that they
readily relate to. They are quick to find lyriesusic, video or celebrities that relate to them.
It is incorporating these representations intortlogn words, text, images or other media
forms that stretches their imaginations. They cagate graphics and short video, such as
Animoto to illustrate their own Entertainment. Thlefinition of entertainment can be
reinterpreted and reimagined in this assignmdntother words, the student may find music,
video clips, or art that represent her idea of kait@ment of the meaning of it to her life. |
ask the student to associate activities and cultgtaroundings leading up to the
entertainment event, and the student can detarhetex or network of relations in his mind,

emotions, and physical response to it.

Writing with Music

Students are asked to let their imaginations gtheg listen to the music Pachelbel's

Canon in D Major. After one listen, the classp& for discussion:

e What kind of mood is set by this music? How doesxjppand, flow, or move through the
piece? How can this same tone and movement bessqarén writing?

e What kinds of pictures come to mind as you listéd#i@w can you use descriptive details
to illustrate these in your writing?

e What actions do you imagine happening as you listethe music? How can these be
incorporated into writing and be consistent witk tbne established, and the movement

of the music?
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Cool Exercise: Rename Yourself

Think of all the rappers, entertainers, actors, apdrts figures who have renamed
themselves to write themselves into our cultufeyot had to rename yourself and create an
alter-ego, what would you call yourself and why®uYan choose a cultural figure to follow,
such as Malcolm X, or you can use three words, sgcBrand Master Flash to describe and
define yourself. This is to situate yourself witla specific culture, so you may want to add
images, music, or photos to complete the renamaimiton. Renaming yourself involves
all of you, from birth, childhood, into young adubiod and now. You can create the imagery
and text, or draw the graphics from online.

Cool You

In traditional writing assignments, we learned tionic others and try to write like them.
In Invention, we are distinguishing ourselves tlglowur hypertext communication. Jeff
Rice claims that being part of Detroit is cool, dreldescribes what makes “the D” so cool.
He states that its “coolness, supposedly embodidgtd how mythic past of music (Motown,
early 1970s rock and roll, and techno)” is now lo@ tise again as young people are moving
back in and transforming the city to its originabtness (49). It is the social landscape, the
bistros, the food, the arts, the clubs, the parid racreation, the sports images, the music,
and of course, the cars that can make a city céfilat makes you cool? You have a history,
beliefs, actions, objects of desire, accomplishsyeahd dreams. How can you best tell
about you through digital enterprise that incorpesaprint text as well as other forms of

communication and artistic endeavor?
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Accessing the Mystory experience in my course ahesig

| do believe that my interpretations and appliaatioof the Ulmer theory of writing
invention are more suitable and inspiring to undmitgate composition students. In addition
to the discovery exercises | just described, | taoted these abbreviated versions of the
Mystory exercises for my Comp | students and theyewmeceived with excitement and
responses beyond my own high expectations. Thesassignments of what Ulmer calls

“electracy” but | have labeled them “new media eis&s”:

****New Media exercise: Picto-ideo-phonographidlitey of you. Create a short video that
tells something about you. This can be done wittupes, written words that you explain,
moving images, and complete with musical backgroulidou need help with this, there is
an exciting Website calledinimotothat can help you build this video representatibgau.
Be creative, inventive, and have fun while experntmgy with multimedia. This is an
excellent way to begin to consider compositionamts of integrating and merging several
features of electronic technology. We are reimggind expanding the idea of writing to
include resources such as pictures, video, andararsil as we do this, we build on the
concept of language as collage/montage of sevigetrenic formats.

Student Response: The students clearly enjoystei@rcise, and some were so adept at
adding video and music to their written expressithrag they ended up helping others. The
students looked deeply inside themselves to discemmething profound. This was the key
to this exercise and they were pushed to go betylmmgdhallow, simplistic, juvenile response
to personal, emotional and difficult things thewmgpled with about who they were. Some
used the medium in a humorous way, yet others thseglatform to reach and persuade the

audience to understand their perspective on sonwi@mal or political level. One student
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touched all of us to tears with her picto-ideo-pbgmnaphic presentation of “Mother” and it
seemed to be about her dear mother who was decdasgeitl revealed that she had indeed
become “mother” to her younger siblings, her fatlhed even her aunts in some ways. It was
so painful to watch/listen/read of her own despaing lost in the new role she had to take
on. It was an exceptional class time, and onedtet us in, together, as human beings.
This exercise can be technically exciting for thgitdlly accomplished students, and
there are many of those in classes today. Whataa more impressive about this exercise
is how it draws out the very essence of the hunmangp through the textuality of digital

communication. This juxtaposition is not lost e students either.

****New Media exercise: Image: Find an electror@quivalent that does for image what a
paragraph does for a concept. Find an image thahielectronic alternative to a word
definition, and see how that image opens up seymssibilities for understanding. This
contrasts with the written paragraph, yet how coygdd use both in hybrid form to best
effect? There are several examples to provide bech as politically-charged images of
Muslim women in veils, victims of war-torn counsiesickly children in impoverished
surroundings, and so on. The images conjure ugsidad feelings that can be written out in
print text, even as thoughts are random and sedyniligjointed, fragmented, contradictory
or confused. The image is a provocative forceqreaky and culturally.

Student response: We have all known that images @otlres can reveal the
unthinkable. There are few more engaging waysréoise the attentions and passions of
students than through pictures. | displayed aupecbf young women fully veiled in burga

and the response was intense. | did not allow emation, but rather insisted that students
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write back to me regarding their feelings. The asgioned essays, that included pictures,
graphics, and videos, were all over the spectrurapafion from young women defending
the practice, which surprised me, to more tradé@iamider men writing of the women’s need
for liberation. What a great exercise! They afijpended from a personal level, but each was
well-founded in reason, philosophical comment, ampathy and was so much more

persuasive than the traditional researched pogamer.

****New Media exercise: Symbol:Google Mapping your life is a fascinating experiemt
self-discovery. Using digital Google Maps, draling from the places that are significant to
your life and see what appears in the sketch yow deawn when you connect the lines from
place to place to place. What kind of symbol sated from this exercise? Imagine what it
represents, and how it is a symbol in your lifeeld®e the symbolism and explore even more
through other digital formats. An example heralddoe that the connection of places may
look like a boat or a shoe or puzzle piece. Afeéhcould be symbols and lead to self-
discovery in a writer’s life.

Student response: This was a difficult task for mstgdents. | had to really pump the
students with ideas on this one as it is not easgtcuct a picture from the Google Maps, let
alone a symbol. After some imaginative play anarisiy of ideas tumbled about the class,
the students were ready to once again reveal ahemtlife experiences. This was something
that the students were excited to share as the I&ddgps part of the project created a
timeline from which to describe the major moves aweénts in their lives. The symbols
flowed out from these map lines, and with some im&g/e, poetic license, the

representation to the student was understood.
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****New Media exercise: Drama:You will describe a scene from a memory that sticks
your mind from your childhood. You were born a@wder in your family’s story so tell this
memory from the wide angle of a stage and the mesniifeyour family are the actors. You
are just one of them, and your perspective andtdimiew should keep this in mind. This
is a creative way of writing narration through aiged scene in a drama. Images can
become the “backdrop” to the stage in the famigngc

Student Response: Most students loved this scemiegvassignment. After writing the
scene from their family’s life, they embellishednith photos, props, videos and music. The
scenes were sometimes typical and mundane, bubeostudent’s memory, they were
momentous. Others scenes were dramatically play¢dvith great flair and fervor, and
were re-telling some life-changing moments the etisl experienced. The students were not
sure what brought that particular scene to mind vty first started, but were able to
explain why later, and in doing so, created emotigarmixed in memory. This is digital
writing performance at its best.
****New Media exercise: Lyric Evaluation.What if you were asked to write lyrics and
music that would coincide with, and illustrate yaesearch project? How would you go
about this? Try to do this. If you can think of@ng and lyrics that already exist that go
with your project, submit them. What does the mwss$yle explicitly say about the words of
the lyrics, and how do they support and enhance ngmearch project?

Student response: It is obvious that this wouldeappo most students, however, this was
more difficult than it seems, for it is not neceggaabout the students, but rather it coincides

with the students’ major writing projects. ThissmMateresting as it forced some students to



137

listen to forms of music they were not familiar kyitelate it to their project, then write about
the relationship in detail. This is more analytiemd evaluative than the other digital

exercises, and most students appreciated beingaadjto musical discovery in this way.

| found that these exercises provided typical tsseven when presented to classrooms
that are as diverse from one another as can banethg The student body in career colleges
is different from the traditional college in theesgand background of the students, the life
experiences brought into the class are wide-rangiregacademic abilities run the spectrum
as many have been out of high school for many y@as some never expected they would
end up in college. These are reasons that makaaone enamored of the power of Ulmer’s
pedagogy. These reluctant students, who are ecena@@gers, and sometimes not because
they wanted to be, can be reached through thisngrgedagogy. The institutions of higher
learning should take note as these students of, mine never believed they had anything to
say, are speaking, writing, performing and presgntheir lives through digital, multimedia
means. Their personal story is revealed throughni@ogical formats, and it is exciting and
invigorating to them, and it is profoundly satisfgito them to be heard, and valued for their
new writing skills.

As you can see from my writing exercises, | amdng the practice of student writing in
college Composition that intends to write in thellage/montage” model of hypertext, or in the
form of Ulmer’s Electracy. Ulmer develops thisadmore completely in his essay “The Object
of Post Criticism” published in 1983. Stating thhe literary criticism of the Post Modern
culture mirrored the devices of the modernist ad &@s representations that it was critiquing,

Ulmer goes on to say that the “principal deviceetalover by the critics and theorists is the
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compositional pair collage/montage” (83). The ®&lmuc collage/montage of images, texts,
music and video are capable of creating dynamiad flfleeting, yet continuously operational
environments. These environments or creative mtimhs are active, non-fixed and certainly
have no sense of permanence or closure. Thesbeatdtimate creative projects as they can be
revisited and re-written, and ones that succegsiiatlorporate the many different “languages” of
electronic texts (83). According to Ulmer, colaig a transfer of materials from one context or
“language” to another, while montage is the “disgetion” of these transfers through the new
electronic settings (84).

The interactive, digital environments created tigiowhe Mystory-based assignments |
detailed are examples of this expanded notion wdiestt writing and of literary text itself.
Ulmer’s claim in his “The Object of Post Criticisnessay is that the categories of literature and
criticism will ultimately be conflated, and thatetie will be only writers. He states that the
critical meaning of a text becomes the represemtatif the writer of that text, and a new
“flowering” of the rhetoric of literature (86). TEhwriting product, now an interactive, multi-
dimensional and multimodal digital text, is entetbcbugh a cyber-interface that conjoins the
physical space with virtual space. This new spadext, and it is at once virtual, but palpable,
functional and poetically designed and constru¢8&). This is what Ulmer callisventio,and
that Maxine Greene describes as imaginative cuiyioand ingenuity. | believe these
composition exercises open up and expand the plisssbof communication across discourse
modalities and demonstrate a merging of theory @eahgogy. Guided by a Maxine Greene-
inspired aesthetic approach couched within a Glegetistyle electronic text negotiated through
hypermedia effects, this pedagogy provides an faaterof creativity that is situated between

imagination and reason. These composition assigtsrencourage aesthetic reflection of the
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personal, the beautiful and even the sublime in haoelates to self-discovery and its effective

communication.

A Student’s Story

As a writing instructor at the college level, Iviekafound Mystory assignments to be
highly effective in the bringing forth, the evokirgf intense, deeply personal responses in
students that leads to writing in expressive, arpemtal textuality. These assignments that
elicit excited participation in the most reticentiter also serve as springboard to a writer who
seeks voice and wants to relate and share on ayrdflevel with others. | will never forget my
student, Kelly Greene, who came to my compositi@ssas one who had not written much
before, an emergent writer. He was a displaceol\watker who lost his job “on the line” during
the Recession of 2008. It was the only life hevknleut he decided to go to college and be re-
trained in the field of Electronics. Kelly wasimidated and overwhelmed when asked to write,
for he had never been exposed to writing from sudeeply personal perspective. However, it
was a thrill to me to see how quickly he developsda writer, and | could tell that he was
beginning to feel he had important things to skig wanted to contribute to the conversation of
his community. He could not imagine writing asehicle to community discourse, yet he had
much to tell about relationships, culture and pmdit and he not only gained access to his
community, but he actually became somewhat of dimgablogger through the widesite he
created as assigned in Mystory, and at my urgiklgs writing was bright, clever, funny and
poignant all at once, and his blog on Wordpressiulecan instant hit with the class, and one that

he continues to this day.
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His blog, “hollaifyouhearme” is a fascinating, infioative, brilliantly written, designed
and imaged website now. His life completely reesharound writing today. His blog has a
strong following, and he is a Metro writer doingesnplays among other things. | am so proud
of Kelly’'s Mystory and that his writing gave himaass to his community conversation. Here is
a man whose written words, along with multi-modainis of expression, have propelled him
into the political and social discourse of a commuand city. A man who had no voice and
was once lost in the dark silence of an isolataedtence is now engaged and empowered and
heard all over his beloved Detroit. He has, tgtohis digitized Mystory text, not only gained
access to the dynamic discourse of a once vibnamt,smoldering, city. His widesite, his voice
that sings through the written words and images,amirrors the hopes and dreams of the city
itself. He was once a down on his luck, out of kvautoworker, who has now gained
prominence of a following, and a newly inventedeeay all due to his written words and
multimedia interactions on a widesite prompted frotmer's Mystory. His voice is strong,
thoughtful, proud and impassioned, coming forthrfrthe depths of his heart and soul, and it is
truly a beautiful and cool thing.

http://hollaifyouhearme.wordpress.com
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. Summertime in Detroft is aiways a good time. The Riverwaik is aiive with peopie enjoying beautifui days by the Detroit !

! cloud hovering overhead.

Mystory, bringing forth, the interplay and Agel

As | was thinking about this student and his exgee in personal writing that was li
none other he had ever encountered, | became ogknet at all his writing had come to me
to him. Not only did he discover/uncover a morefpund sense of selbut he also found plac
within his community. He was in the midst of, ding around, and speaking to his commui
simultaneously, and he was himself, now an actiealyaged member of it. | thought about f
this twofold effect of discovering self vhin a vibrant community was clarified as | read ha&
Greene. Through the Arts and writing through i§ arn about the human condition, and
empathy toward others. We strive to build a besecial order, and see possibility in

community andits dwellers. Because we learn to recognize uneotional ideas an
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approaches, we can understand the visionary, ard te appreciate timelessness and beauty,
and ultimately, we are, at once awakened to ourdmityland our community. Writers in my

composition course acknowledge their agency astoitdae community.

While pondering this further, | started to realid@t | have been confused about the
meaning behind the word agency. | have alwayslatha personhood or human-ness to it as |
struggled to internalize the definition of self/gadi. But | think this has caused me to miss the
nuance of the argument, the rhetoric, around tka f agency. | have come to see it as the
actual process of communication with language eratihan an aspect of the man. | view it as a
projection out, rather than an inner essence of.mamow recognize it as, not just the
articulation of one, but rather the interactione timterplay of two or many regarding the
projection, or communication. Agency lies in tmgerplay, and | find it thrilling that as an
instructor, | engage in agency with my studenteaoh class. | invite them to join the dialogue
in class, to enter the conversation, and thus becdratorical agents. | also know that some
crave agency more than others. This student ludssd earlier hails from the roughest
neighborhood in Detroit, and he wants to write,sfeak, of his experiences. Through my
Course Design, | helped him set up a blog, andirsisblog was titled “Enter the Negro.” It was
jarring indeed, but as | read it, | realized thatvanted to enter the conversation, the stage, and
perform as the man he identified himself as. Heed agency, and he was only satisfied when
he received numerous responses, which tells me Hhizsatperformance or his exercise in

expressive discourse was validated once he gobmesg to it.

This reminded me of the Diane Davis essay “AddressiAlterity: Rhetoric,
Hermeneutics, and the Nonapproprative Relation” rehghe writes of the “saying” or the

student writer's work as the performative aspedhefaddress (199). She writes of rhetoric as
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being an exchange between subject and the Othér clva initiate learning and open
communication. In her words, the address “is bibth exposedness of the other and the
obligation to respond” (194), and as we are cditetespond, we find new meaning and learn as
a result of this encounter. This is a rhetorid tlsanot trying to “solicit the yes” or persuade
others to agree, but rather, it persuades otheihink, learn, but mostly to respond. The
obligation to respond involves acknowledgementhef agency of the writer, as well as of self.
And this, according to Davis, appeals to the ethitgerative in the address in the study of
rhetoric. Agency, then, is something that occiwsva encounter, address and respond one to

another, and not exactly something that is a cbamatic of us.

This is where | am with my own thoughts on ageranyd this is where Chapter Four
ends, and Chapter Five begins. It is the most ladting aspect of this exercise into
composition pedagogy, and that is in leading studeiters into first finding self in composing,
then into revealing self to their community throutghdiscourse developed in multimodal, digital
hypertext. | detailed how | develop this in my owmting course in Chapter Four, and will
return to theory from this practice as | explore tea of the power behind claiming agency

through writing in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER FIVE: AGENCY, EMOTION, AND BRINGING FORTH N EW WORLDS

While Chapter Four ends with a discussion of rhedbragency as brought forth through
my writing course design, it continues to be thbject of constant review, thought and inquiry
to me. 1 find that | am seeking validation of mgngposition course design, and | see it
revolving around the question of agency. The a@isgelevant to the students as they come to
recognize agency through their very personal, Figithotive writing as brought forth in the
Mystory-like assignments. Some students have totldrme that they have never felt so alive as
when they were engaged in these writing exercisébey reached into themselves to find
thoughts, feelings, and passions that were uniqgtgys, and the act of communicating these
recovered emotions in hypertext format connectedhtto others in ways unimaginable to them.
The act of expression took on profound meanindhéon, as they were now agents reaching out

to others in empathy.

| first wondered at the idea of agency as a yoowitege English major pursuing my
B.A. During that era of cognition and the ratibonantroller that defined the critical pedagogy
of English classes at the time, | happened uponpoofessor who actually encouraged us to
experience emotion and passion as we reveled imypased literature. Even as a young student,
| was able to recognize that this was a higherllem®tion than my early internalized, religion-
based sense of selfhood, for the emotion drawn frenthrough literature and the arts centered
on empathy, coming forth from a human connectioearsciousness reaching outward toward
others. This professor taught me how to marvehatpower of language in creating a human
communion across time, historical period, sociass| gender, race, and ethnicity. This
language of literature is what | have come to kraswexpressive discourse, and it is the creative

act of making language that connects humans orteamivther. Emotion became the connector
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bridging me with others, whether it is characters inovel, or my neighbor. It was empathy, and
it was more crucial and critical to my claiming amaderstanding agency than any internalized

emotion | had experienced.

The idea that emotion and empathy define us a®nbal agents became even more
apparent to me as | entered into graduate studyythdasses, where | was introduced to the
Other. | grasped that my agency was interrelaad,actually had interdependent relationships
with the others around me. They had to be a stbjetheir own right, as far as | knew, or it
negated my subjectivity, or agency. Early in mmadyate studies, | read James Kinneavy's
“Expressive Discourse,” so | could now organize axgress my thoughts and beliefs on this
more succinctly. | agree with his theory thatsitniot what we think that makes us agents, but
rather it is what | say. “l am what | say” andisis through language that | am made an agent as
| relate to the Other. Kinneavy builds a solidrspasive case for this social connectivity, or
intersubjectivity, as being the foundation of agentSince it is by language that man finds both
his self and his thoughts, and since self is ematlp grounded, it follows that all discourse is
emotionally grounded. The reason for this is thannuses language to achieve the projects
which he values, and the desire the project hasnawtional component...and it is projected in

the utterance...” (Kinneavy 381).

It follows then that the utterance is the mosalyimost elemental, most intimate of all
communications for it emits the essence of onety being. It reveals the project, the purpose,
the desire of the subject and it is by its veryuratan emotive, in my mind, nearly guttural, from
the core, a pouring out. But to Kinneavy, therestrhe a recipient to this calling out, the cry or
utterance of the self and that of course, is thHee©t In this light, the Other is elevated to more

than just an object, but must become a subjectwidb,complete agency of his own. We must
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be of equal measure to bear each other’s desiteseapond to, and reciprocate, the utterance. |
am beginning to take this to heart and make iomg, for as | understand this theory of agency,

it is within this communion in the exchange of laage that agency exists.

It was notable to me when later in my graduateissy | apprehended Cheryl Geisler’s
essay where she responds to a negative readingr afriginal essay on agency as discussed at
the 2003 Alliance of Rhetorical Societies confeeen&he, like Kinneavy, theorizes that agency
comes forth through the exchange between two sishjéicis the act of communication that
defines agency. Two attendees, Christian Lundlaexd) Joshua Gunn, take her to task for
misrepresenting the ARS conference discussion astlwat collapses subjectivity and agency.
Rather, they contend (as they did at the ARS cenf®) that there is no certainty in the
relationship between agent and agency. The writsesa “Ouija” analogy to demonstrate the
absurdity of a humanist agency that is in some g@ytualized and divinely inspired, for this

notion is as scientific as the “mysteries” behihd movement on Ouija board.

Geisler cleverly and adeptly takes their Ouija iBoanalogy and turns in on its heel by
describing the mysterious movement of the planelettagency. The two selves holding the
planchette must drop a measure of rationalizatmal, instead be hospitable to the mystery, to
the power, of the phenomenon of the encounter, gaging, the hail, or simply, the
communication between them. Agency requires opnaad a responsiveness on the part of
each one, and within this interplay between thesrtha planchette mysteriously moves about the
board, two subjects experience an encounter, @xahange. It is a complex and mystical feat,
this interplay or interaction between the two playe In rhetorical terms, the interplay, the
mysterious movement, is the exchange of ideas ¢fréanguage and it is what creates agency.

The interplay then—it becomes simple and clear ®nmow—is the moment of agency. This
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gives credence to the phenomenon that is the eteroand the communion provided through

language.

| have given this a great deal of thought sina tiraduate class and | understand that
Geisler reveals that agency is the connection leiwtbe subjects. There is a continuous
conversation among all mankind and, as teacheranwi the students to engage in it. For
within this conversation, the student finds hisraxyeand knows how to share himself with the
world. It is a compelling idea, and one that etesathe role of instructor, which | can
appreciate. We help the student, the Other, terlito the speech of the community and find his
own voice to add to it. Through finding his ownie® and experiencing an encounter like none
he has known before, he can find his own projeaiesire. All of this in the act of interplay
with others, and it is in this phenomenon of sqdiatellectual and physical exchange that the
power, honor and integrity of language, and mogtartantly the mystery of it, is revealed. And

in that language is agency.

It was during my graduate study that | began dsllectual search for my personal
philosophy of teaching. | have learned pedagogya@lthe way which | have developed and
practiced in my classroom for years now, but | éelimpelled for the first time in my teaching
career to, as Aristotle suggests, articulate to students why | teach and what | try to

accomplish each and every day that | do.

As directed by Ulmer, | looked back to the ancemt rhetoric through Richard
Marback’s graduate seminar course, and found Lwstetvho caught my interest with his
passionate, heated diatribe on love. He taugim fitee perspective that humans need to be in

tune with their natural desires, and that all tking life should generate from common
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experience and what is best for the whole communitigere should be a realistic relationship
between teacher and student and one that is bgsedangaged reflection. It was through a
discussion on the persuasiveness of Lucretius enddtion that to rid ourselves of our passions
is to rid us of our humanity, yet we must somehowband control our desires as we live within

society. And what is it to be fully human, if dpblluted” by our desires?

| was astonished by the chapter about the poeloventhat Lucretius wrote. | believe it
revealed more of the humanity of an ancient thanather thing | have read. He writes of a
love that is insatiable. It is spiritual and soulfbut what is more interesting is that it is so
physical, and sexual. He laments that the desiréhk love object is so intense as to be socially
destructive. Lovers are not of sound mind and warmriven to wild behavior that hurts other
men, women, children and society as a whole. ihithis passage that | noted the body, the
physical manifestations of desire mentioned. Wddsire propels us to behave and act a certain
way, often in ways that are animalistic and unraabée, it was this discussion of how the man
in love physically desires to devour the lover. ctatius says how the lovers gnash teeth, bite,
poke, pinch and physically hurt each other in tltgist for the other’s taste, or touch of skim |
their intense excitement and arousal at the sifjeaoh other, they physically attack one another.
Lucretius criticizes this and calls for a sanctfigvell-governed marriages of mutual respect and
quiet calm. The passionate lover is doomed “whid dbsession for completeness and control”

of the other’s body (Nussbaum 190).

This phenomenological look at man’s connectiorhwiite Other’s body is provocative in
love, and Nussbaum continues the next chapterlitoofathe body upon death. Death is an
assault on the human’s body; not only in its phalstemise, but that it rips the potential away

from man. It is at this point that Nussbaum margigulnerability. Specifically, she states “the
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human value of the human experience is inseparfible the awareness of vulnerability,
transience and mortality” (195). It takes Nussbalhthe way to a discussion on the body in
love and then to death to make the connection ef@gwith body. She discusses the loss of life
as it relates to a person’s subjectivity of ageawy that not only is a life lost, but all that abul
have been but never will be. All the possibilitiésd potentialities are wiped away when a
human dies, therefore “death is bad because itvaEpthe agent who was of the fulfillment of

all his possibilities (205). The body is gone avith it goes the subject and agent; all is lost.

This connection of the body with individuality arajency intrigues me, and | was
fascinated by the focus of this in the last bookhef semester, and the most captivating as far as
challenging me not only intellectually, but to mgry physical coreYulnerability and Human
Rightsby Bryan Turner. There is an astonishing relatigm®f universal human rights with the
body that | had not recognized before, or perhapadlinstinctively understood it to be true, but
this read gave it intellectual and spiritual graviiThe first few pages reminded me of early class
exchanges on what it is to be human, and Turnéeredés what we said then, that it is our
capacity to empathize with the Other that makessas Empathy is an emotion, but its
connotation renders an intellectual awarenesst auses feelings of sympathy. “I am sorry
this is happening to you” comes to mind with empatH believe this is the key to mutual
recognition that we have talked about in class, lamddo know that it is a starting point for most
rhetoric. Empathy involves shared experiencesaih @nd humiliation. It is in our own
suffering, our physical, bodily suffering that wecognize the humanity in others as they endure
pains of the flesh, and of the heart that goes wiih humiliation, degradation, disgust, and

despair.



150

And it is of this that my students write in my ¢se. What more meaningful validation
could there possibly be to reach into self in ortterreach out to others as my students
write/type/create graphics/take photos/capturetyand tunes/ and videotape about themselves
in my course? | cannot imagine a more desirabtepersuasive justification for why we write

in my course.

An astonishing event happened during my graduaties.

A most dramatic personal moment of epiphany ocdutnat informed my graduate study
as much as any reading or class discussion, dmppened at a time when | was intellectually
and emotionally far removed from it. At the timheas completely immersed in being mom to
my son, who was under incredibly heart-wrenchingeds. He was in love, and the object of his
affection and utter devotion, was breaking up vaitin in the wee hours of the night. | heard the
painful phone conversation through the heating wenty bedroom. He was crying all the while
he argued, defended himself, pledged his love amdragain, and then pleaded with her to not
do this to him. As I lay in my bed, | found my owears running off the side of my face for |
felt his terrific pain myself. It was one of th@st agonizing times of my life, and | hurt for my
devastated son in the most profound way. Finallyas all over, and his room, the house, was
suddenly and eerily quiet. He slowly entered mgmoand sobbed, “Mom, she broke up with
me!” We stayed up for quite a while talking, b Wwas inconsolable. | softly suggested he

sleep on it, and then perhaps write it out in eefatver the next few days.

What happened after this is what | found so shatiinlustrative of what | had been
researching, pondering, and concluding about mykwath Ulmer and Vitanza and the theory

behind writing invention. After | had gone to geeny seventeen-year-old son got busy writing
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a letter to his beloved. The words poured outiaf, land only after he finished writing, could he

possibly give up and collapse, emotionally and pafty drained, on his bed.

The following morning, | discovered his letter,dahwas stunned when | read it. The
respectful tone, the steady, thoughtful pace, aedoerfect word choices created an astonishing
lucidity to his thoughts. He built his argumentaihgh a powerful manipulation of language, and
it was beautiful. It was so eloquent, articulatel @xpressive that | could not stop shaking my
head in disbelief, and | found myself wiping thartefrom my eyes. Never had my son written
with such passion, and never so well. While he éi@dyed reading in his English classes, he
was always hesitant when asked to write the dreledry analysis or research paper. In fact,
he adored Holden Caulfield afithe Catcher in the Ryand discussed the book with me several
times, but when it came time to write about it, éssay was stilted, restrained and weak. But
through this letter, he brought forth from the depbf his brokenness and suffering, a most
poignant, profound, and beautifully written texand at this precise moment of my epiphany, |
understood the driving force behind the theory oiting invention proposed by Ulmer and
Vitanza. My son illustrated it through his impas&d letter, and he became my own personal
poster child for the composition theory of writimgention, which is writing that is produced

from a “bringing forth” of deeply felt, emotionakperience.

Writing that involves highly personalized, intelysemotional responses to experience is
productive, generative, and more imaginative thiae Writing produced through traditional
pedagogic practices, according to Greg Ulmer. titithat comes from the emotional depths
within a student is bound to be personal, soutealing, yet seeking at the same time, and in
the end more productive than writing that a studgmbds out from a cerebral, rational,

traditionally rhetorical response to an arbitraryitwwg prompt. The traditional composition
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pedagogy asks the student to move from point AoiatB in clearly linear progression of ideas
that build an argument with the “right” answer feed at the end. This is typified in the
traditional literary analysis assignments that hstupefied my son. Writing invention theorists,
such as Ulmer, believe it is time to push compositistudents toward exploratory,
unconventional, and imaginative, dream/discoveylesivriting that excites and thrills students
as it encourages opening up possibilities in texd aypertext. | was intrigued upon first
learning of this, but | had many objections to tmsthod of composition instruction. However,
after applying several of the Mystory assignmentsnf Ulmer’s Heuretics in my own Comp |
class with great effect, and now combining thishwity son’s experience, | want to continue to
work with this new approach. | am proposing tha twriting invention “(post)pedagogy”
approach to composition instruction is a valid ¢m&t can lead to skilled, yet imaginative and
productive student writing, especially when perfedrthrough the writing prompts in Ulmer’s

Mystory.

This leads me to my student, Kelly Greene, whargtdies this human desire to share
his fears, pains, dreams and his life with thoseaaly in the arena that he is able to enter through
his writing. As | explained in Chapter Four, Kelhad never really written anything of
substance, even though he felt he had a greattaeaintribute to his community. He was a
displaced auto line worker who came to my clagsaasof his job re-training. But as he worked
through my course, he discovered the writer in hi@ proclaims this himself with his first blog
entry, which he titled “Enter the Negro” and hisdesite is symbolic of a newfound and vibrant
participation in his community. While his writifgas permanence, with lingering effects that go
on and on, it is at the same time situated witayets of immediacy. As his words resonate

among others in his community, they elicit respsnisack in writing to him, on his wide site.
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The conversation, the communion, is permanent amtemporary simultaneously. There is a
stunning, striking actually, sense of awe at thergrobehind the Electracy, the digital language
Kelly Greene has created and continues to creatkisocommunity. Through his wide site, he
reaches out to others, and connects with them dtipheulevels through multimodal electronic
means. He is never more alive as when he revéalself on the blog, and his readers share
back with him. | recognize the validity of hisirhanity in the sharing of self through the
written word, pictures, graphics, music and videesincludes in his multimodal widesite. He
has developed his own complex network within atdlgietworked system which is “decentered
and recursive” (Hawk 4). Kelly Greene’s networkagangement points to possible paths of
action to those around him, and within his sitee ¢teates his own language and there is
intertextuality within his blog as well as in themediate responses he receives. He has become
part of the community that he desires to reach, tanchange. Representative of humans and
machines or technology working together, his wide, generated from my course designed
assignments, sets up new possibilities of inventitndemonstrates what Hawk refers to as a
community’s ability to “examine our complex situdibess within the world, language,
technology, and institutions” for we are no longéngle bodies, but rather a part of highly
sophisticated, complex systems (Hawk 3). This mtie® can lead to new models of position

and action in the community, and can serve as inspetgreat change.

| came to understand in my graduate study of ritetbat there is very little persuasion
without emotion, and from that point forward, | be@go research emotion, as the crucial element
to both persuasion and agency. Even though Wedleaght and educational pedagogy
developed what was considered to be Aristotelialefoéhat reason was to dominate over

emotion in knowledge-making, many contemporary koisoare re-examining this premise to
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recognize a symphony of thoughts, emotions andekesiat drive human behavior. Yet, more
notably, lend agency to humans. | read more aftéite’s Rhetorig but this time focusing
Book Il, which centers on virtue of character, atelves into discussion of the passions or
emotions. This experience raised questions ofmbeality of emotions, and how they affect
rhetorical practice. Aristotle claims that a writgator inspires confidence in his character by
exuding “prudence (good sense), virtue (good moharacter), and good will,” and this is
manifested through his emotional character andodisipn (The Basic Works dristotle 1321).

It is only then that he can begin the art of pesgarawith this audience. It is that he deliberates
before acting, and this involves a fluid synthesdiconnections between reason, emotion, and
desire, that validates him, not only as subjectiggbut also as member of the audience
community. This thread between emotion and agesoyhat fascinates me and drives me

forward in developing my own composition pedagogy.

There are several scholars who illustrate and ed@boon the movement between
emotion and agency though writing, and one is &ill@mkins, a scholar of psychological
affect, who in the 1960’s, discusses emotion as amptex response that is both
phenomenological and cognitive. He also claim¢$ thastained curiosity” is a strictly human
response and that this leads to empathy and compgSedgwick 80). Tomkins may have been
influenced by Williams James, who was a philosopheerested in emotion as part of
psychology back in the 1890's. He describes emot@s both physical and intellectual
perception. Our emotions are embodied, which isap we experience a phenomenological
response to some external stimuli, and the intelicdetection of the involuntary bodily
symptoms constitutes the emotion. In other woffdsy is a full-body response initially,

followed by the brain’s recognition of it. Moreaih 100 years ago, James theorized: “A purely
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disembodied human emotion is a non-entity” (SolomOn He goes on to say that emotion can
be elicited from poetry, drama, music, and the, aotsvhich we respond physically first, then our

imagination re-creates the emotions vicariouslysn

| must add at this point that it was my study ofxihe Greene that really made the
imagination as main player in re-creating emotiorus through the arts strike a solid chord in
me. She writes with passion that it is througlagmative participation that we experience the
“pity and terror” of the catharsis brought on thgbuGreek tragedies, or while listening to a Bach
cantata, or as one views a beautiful painting...ateatheing “soothed” by the poet’s word where
we recognize our own expression and depth of ematiorored in it. She goes on to say that at
this moment, “awakened, we may feel ourselves rroteuch with what lies around us—more
embodied, more in the world, less in dread” (Greéaeations65-75). Maxine Greene believes
in the power of the imagination and its abilityaibect our emotions and develop our humanness,
or agency, within a community, that through thesamwe learn to care deeply about and
recognize the humanity in the others as well. Tdnsotion, this passion that defines us and
exposes our most intimately human nature can befoamative as we pour out feelings and

thoughts through the words we write on the blangiepdo ourselves, and even more profoundly

to the world that surrounds us.

Speaking to the role of emotion in developing oumhnity, Martha Nussbaum in
Therapy of Desireclaims that it is emotion in us that “acknowledgéack of self-sufficiency”
and are what lead us toward intimacy with the Qthad thus connection in a community. She
agrees with the psychology and philosophy of Tomkind James in stating that emotion is both
physical and intellectual. In the language usedpbgt-modernists, Nussbaum asserts that

emotions begin with phenomenological “upheaval disduption” to be followed by intellectual
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comprehension of it and its manifestations. Theoten of love can bring on thoughts of
uncertainty, vulnerability and fear, for instan@ong with the strong joy and pleasure that
accompany love. She illustrates that emotionsiredhigher —order thinking skills to navigate
and understand, and are closely tied with beligie says that Aristotle called them “appetites”
for they are engender a reaching out or desiredarething. One can see how this is important
in forming beliefs, as it is a necessary compora@nbuilding empathy in humans, and thus
creating a concern for community. Nussbaum ldigiclaims that emotions are who we are as
humans, for they are certainly “not blind surgesaffect, but intelligent and discriminating
elements of personality closely linked to beliefidaof course, then to agency as well (190).
There is a fascinating cycle created in this thebypu think about it. The community helps to
shape our emotions, desires and thoughts, yet weriexce emotion as one singular self-
contained body. As we reflect on our emotionapoese to something, it propels us back into
the community to do some greater good, accordingussbaum. Emotion, then, should be the
foundation of our educational system as it infolons beliefs, our ethics, and our behavior one

toward the other.

Bryan S. Turner irvulnerability and Human Rightaddresses this very idea when he
claims that we should transform education’s foulwta principles from rational to
sentimental/lemotional. = He states that reasonfaltiothought need to give way to
sentimental/emotional education that produces eémypand sympathy for the suffering of our

fellow humans. There is no community attachmemtout sympathy and sentiment.

More recent journal articles conclude the same,pauhaps on a more immediate and
less global level. The study of emotion has becpar¢ of feminist composition pedagogy as

Laura Micciche explains that emotions take form angl coded as appropriate or inappropriate
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within communities. Emotional response can contabio the knowledge-making and create
change in the community. Emotions lead to “mutigognition between self and the other
means that both actively need one another” (186@)this identity formation between self and
other demonstrates how we are inextricably link&this model also foregrounds the intimate
connection between ethics and emotion, pressin aeal with the significance of caring...”
(180). Shari Stenberg, a feminist scholar, $hgs college students consider rhetoric to reflect
the binary reason/emotion, with reason the desrabtcome, for emotions are often “outlaw”
due to being deemed inappropriate, irrational, wnehg. History has shown us to, in times of
societal upheaval and discord, become absolutigks“reductive binaries and black and white
solutions and therefore to avoid the ambiguity disgdomfort that accompanies genuine inquiry
into emotional investments” (350). It is the teaxch job to reveal the errors in this simplistic
thinking, and show that instead, we can open uprdalectual engagement through examining
emotions as part of highly complex, rhetorical imgt She goes on to tie emotion with belief and
reason, as well as to cognitive interpretation jnigment, and by doing so, elevates the use of

emotion and self-discovery (agency) in writing.

No one explains the connection of emotion to ageasywell as Lynn Worsham in
“Emotion and Pedagogic Violence.” In this artickauch like Nussbaum, she describes how
emotion is linked to thought, judgment and ethas it is lived bodily as well as intellectually,
and finally that emotions take shape, not only gea#ly, but in context of social and culture
terms too. The emotion of shame, for instanceynis of estrangement from the community.
Emotion, then, can and should be used in educdtipedagogy to “ensure the authentic
engagement of the true self against estrangemehtaprovide motivation for taking moral

positions and making ethical investments” (128)is Iprecisely the emotional engagement and
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acting as part of community that creates the stijbggcagency. She continues her theory of
emotion as critical to agency by stating that tiglouhis process of internalizing our own
subjectivity, we will project subjectivity on thetheer. Emotion, to Worsham, is not an
individualized event, but rather it is what propelks as agents to make judgments, establish
beliefs, and assign value to the objects and idé#se surrounding world. Emotion moves from
the individual to the social, as each one of ushmrome a “revolutionary agent who will once
again be able to act and struggle to transformwbid” through our written expressions, our

compositions, and our rhetoric (130).

It is appropriate that | return to Greg Ulmer ag evho recognized the elemental nature
of emotion in agency for the student writer, andovaitruck out, against the tide of the “theory
wars” of Composition/Rhetoric studies in the 19864 created his own theory and praxis that
reaches students and helps them elevate theingvtiti multi-modal electronic communication.
He has influenced countless instructors to opetheip writing class assignments, and | believe |
have developed my writing course to the best ptessifiect among my students. They are not

only writers and communicators; they are rhetoraggnts.

There is a vision of the writing classroom as désgcdr by Joddy Murray as being one that
demonstrates writers working, writing, drawing,tdising and videotaping and connecting in
varying digital formats with their communities. d8e communities are reached first through the
emotional response to the writing prompts, thenragaough their own symbols and images
created to convey these very emotions. This ematisymbolization is universally understood
and must be included in our discourse. In fads through this that the writer learns to value:
“image and the affective domain as critical to thay writers invent and compose text—

especially multimodal texts created with digitable—as a way to achieve consensus, form
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communities, make connections, build knowledge @npgérsuade” (9). This is precisely what |
long to achieve in my writers in my compositionssas. [, along with Joddy Murray, envision a
classroom of writing students who are at once mgitinventing, composing, and designing a
hybrid language product that effectively commuresatvith others. These multimodal texts are
constructed with many types of symbolization, inggend layered meanings, which is called
hypertext and electracy by Ulmer. These compasstiare powerful personal, as well as

communal events, and they can truly bring forthoalav

Reflection on Attending to Ulmer

| can detect a clear shifting away from the writggimt text toward a multi-modal, even
completely visual, medium in rhetorical expressianght in the college classrooms today. Not
only are the writing instructors blurring the linbstween traditional composition and design,
performance and exhibition as suggested by Ulmeir,sbme are actually moving completely
away from print text toward other digital mediarf. Not all writing instructors are pleased
with this, and they do not intend to incorporatgitdi features into their composition courses. |
have theorized earlier in Chapter One as to whyesare not looking to Ulmer’s approach to
writing pedagogy for influence. It is my opinionathithe emphasis on deconstruction makes this
appear to be a theory rooted in past notions taee fiallen out of favor in literary circles. They
adhere to the notion that deconstruction is degeiver unstructured and regressive, and cannot
possibly encourage new ways to write and to comoatei Not only has it fallen out of favor,
but many writing instructors may not see a plaeatfm composing, only in literary analysis. In
addition, as | admitted earlier about myself, timegty also have only negative connotations
about deconstruction and cannot imagine it produorganic, highly imaginative and emotive

creativity in their writing.
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Another reason is that Ulmer expresses his ide#iseioretical, intellectual and scholarly
terms, and even though this is true, he is actupdtter explaining them in theory than the way
he outlines the application in praxis. Reading efsmtheory is a heady, extremely complex and
cerebral undertaking, and some may believe hareletoyput it into practice. Many have found
their own ways to do this in their classrooms. Idwoer, | have come to decide that the most
crucial reason that others have missed out on Wneeaft in writing instruction is that the
products are open-ended, liberating voices that afed soar without the restraint found in the
traditional, grammatical format. This presentsustrating conundrum for instructors who need
and rely on measurement through assessment tadisasurubrics. This is truly it. The type of
expressive self-discovery brought forth throughitdigmeans cannot be measured within the
constraints of our traditional grading system, #md is unsettling and completely distasteful to
some in the profession. But Ulmer's argument, amide as well, is that as times, technology,
and the human experience continue to evolve, sa mvaseducators initiate change in our
teaching approach. | suggest that we considericsibthat measure creativity, design,
interactivity and effect that add points for eadction. These are more positive, exciting,
challenging and rewarding than are the usual ralthat assess and assign demerit points for
errors. Students are not encouraged to writeyfneaen they are marked negatively for errors in
grammar and style. Assessment has historicallyemted problems for writing instruction, and
this approach is no exception; however, | am camidhat the enthusiasm exhibited by the
students toward this new course design will enagaiiastructors to work within it and create

new means of assessment.
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Moving forward; projecting ahead

It is astonishing to realize that while compositipedagogy is undergoing such
tremendous change because of technological advarthes world of written academic
scholarship is itself in the throes of major chamgewell. This is demonstrated in Ulmer’s
website called “Networked” as it attempts to putoipractice what he theorizes about new
digital forms in writing. This website is an expeent and an example of where composition
studies may be headed. The first few pages ofieissite explain and elaborate upon the
theoretical components of Invention, and the redins what | consider digital application of
the theory. Called “Networked: a (networked boakput (networked art), and as the title
suggests, it is a collaborative effort to producdigital text that is open to peer review. The
disparate group of contributors makes up a unigurencunity that spans across the spectrum of
the Academy. It represents an interdisciplinargrapch to creating a “networked book about
networked art.” This community of contributors e@ts of Ulmer, a film professor, an Irish
filmmaker, an entrepreneurial artist, a graduatelesit of media studies, a video remix artist, a
art and media curator, and a graduate student inistory. While the contributors are learned,
erudite and artistic scholars as well as cultunalonaries, the peer reviews are open and
inclusive to anyone who visits the site. What autdul presentation of what | have come to
appreciate so much about digital media—that it areges and demonstrates democratization of

thought and ideas about the humanities.

On the website, Ulmer guides us as we navigateway through the new literacy of
digitization, and he invents words and phrasesetridbe ideas encountered along the way that
are unique to the new media of the digital worlde says that while hermeneutics is defined as

applying theory to existing discourse, there isa nvord,heuretics which means to use theory
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to invent new discourses. We must reconsider @aohvent words and meanings while
evaluating digital humanities. We can no longercpete our world as a linear, logical,
sequential one. Stunning revelations of themes@anings of literacy in the humanities are
displaced with intimations of experiences in diggapression. These experiences are often
confusing, fragmented, multi-linear, non-chronotad illogical, architectural and multimodal.
All the senses are involved in the digital commatian experience, which is calledectracy
another Ulmer word invention. It is also a muchrenparticipatory experience, just as it is
phenomenological. As he writes, “New media netwedrkractices are transitional, hybrid forms
and experiments. The part of the apparatus mostatite within the arts and letters disciplines
is the practices of imaging. Electracy needs tdadaligital imaging what literacy did for the
written word” (4 Introduction). After he has exjlad the theory, he describes what is to follow
as he builds his networked book, a collaboratiogratiuate research and written contributions
that further his project of electracy. He callarnt exploration of networked media that will open
up the academic discussions of the exciting (arm@ssary) pedagogical dimension of using the
apparatus of new media (4). He welcomes peeruwevdeas, comments, case studies, cultural

framings and any participation that will propaghai®theory of electracy.

From here, the website tunnels through to theabolative elements that, while
completely independent ideas, build out the callecbook about digital media and electracy.
Contributions are titled as follows: “Remix ane tRouelles of Media Production,” No End in
Sight: Networked Art as a Participatory Form of r§telling,” “Networked Culture and the
Poetics of Reality,” “Lifetracing: the Traces oN&tworked Life,” “Art in the Age of DataFlow:
Narrative, Authorship, and Indeterminacy” to namstjsome. All of these are multimodal,

cinematic, and multi-linear in some way, and allsiputhe limits of what we consider
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communication modes toward Ulmer’s electracy. €hisra “Propose a Chapter” section in
which ideas and participation are welcome and ighikllowed by a section devoted to Peer
Review and Comments. What appeals to me so mhmi shis website is that Ulmer explores
the pedagogical dimension in the application ofdamposition theory. Now that we are in the
midst of this momentous cultural shift to digitiwat, how can we better serve our students in
preparing them to enter and embrace this new @y&raPrinted text has historically been viewed
as a gateway for students to enter into the pulidicourse. While these digital assignments are
artistic and exciting extensions of textuality as ave understood it to be, can we still consider

the productions that spring from them written cosipons?

| do not have the answer to these questions as pghevoke complex, intellectually
challenging arguments from every angle. In my gedd seminar class “Digital Humanities”
with Dr. Julie Klein students discussed these vesyes, with no simple, singular response.
These are difficult times for college compositiorstructors to navigate to best practice and
pedagogy, but because of the historical aspectyoprject, | recognize this is not new to the
field of rhetoric/composition. My colleagues andla@oorators address these challenges and
some are focusing on immediate writing, such agtéwiin order to be current with technology.
While | understand this to be an early part inlilggger process of learning how to participate in
scholarly writing discourse, | would argue that ogurse design can be more applicable and

effective.

| will explain this by going back to the idea olietrhetorical encounter as presented by
Diane Davis in “Addressing Alterity” and discussatdthe end of Chapter Four. After several
readings of this Davis text, | have discovered ettring that speaks to the absolute essence of

human interaction, and as such is, at the very,laaoncern as | develop pedagogy that includes
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the digitization. Davis writes of the address, Haging and the encounter as rhetorical in that
there is the obligation for a response that is gerd once a writer produces a text. However,
the encounter detailed by Levinas in “The TracéhefOther” is more than this as it includes an

all body, phenomenological dimension to the rhearéexchange.

Levinas begins his essay with a discussion on ifiation as the “I” as the subject
absorbs the Other into his sphere. It is throutdriey or “otherness” that identification comes
to be part of cognition for self (346). The megtithe exchange then, between the self and the
objectified Other discloses, unveils, obscuresigbténs and expresses each one in turn, yet the
self always returns to the “I.” Levinas claims tthiae “I” expels self into the Other in the
encounter, and questions self, and experiencesngtymg of self in his desire toward
consciousness with the object. It is at this exadnt that ethical responsibility comes into play
as self is merged into a selfless “insatiable caaja” for Other (351). There is responsibility
and heartfelt desire toward the Other, but it isfite in the Levinas encounter, which is the

interruptor that disturbs the surroundings thehds only known.

| believe this readily applies to the challengesfaee today in our composition classes,
where thehypertextsserve as interruptors rather than our facesontend, however, that the
phenomenological response described by Levindseiffieice to face encounter, is similar to what
is created in the multimodal, digital rhetoricateanter. While the face is “manifestation of the
first discourse,” (352) and produces phenomenoédgitghly complex emotional responses in
the Other, | argue that the multimodal digital tean evoke very close to the same. Self is
revealed in a much more highly-developed intellectemotional, and physical way through
multimodal means in digital expression than throwggmplistic Twitter/Instagram/Facebook

exchanges. When the student is engaged in wiagngystory and/or design projects, the entire
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process highlights her creativity, her problem-savcapabilities, her idea of beauty and
purpose, and so much more. In these writing exescithe whole body is involved in the
creation of the multimodal text, and the effecaiphenomenological one in the Other. The
writing exercises in my course design based on Usrdystory dig deep into the core of the

student writer, and thus reveal who she is as aahumot just a writer.

Perhaps we have returned to where this projecrhess we are in the midst of a time of
tumultuous change in composition studies, much dikgng the 1980s. Composition studies is
at this time in flux between the intellectuals iterdary and cultural studies while it increasingly
finds it necessary to respond to the demands ahtbemation society. This is forcing us to take
a new look at literacy in writing that may make tmg instruction, as we currently conceive it,
as completely outdated and irrelevant. The keyrtwing and developing composition theory
then is that it must be informed by questions altistourse, societal codes, inclusion, and
agency that propel us toward rhetorical discoverintellectual curiosity and pursuit of
understanding more deeply are what set us in matiomrite. It must come from within, this
bringing forth or attending, in order for us to wam create, produce, to write. With this, comes
a sense of worth and value as a human, and ibailes back full circle for me here as | realize
that this is exactly where | began with Ulmer. Thigting that speaks to the very essence of
personhood of the writer is what | believe can keggated through the writing of invention

found in my version of Ulmer’'s Mystory.
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This dissertation is a historical project that &m¢he development of notable strands of
composition pedagogy first crafted by Gregory Ulnrehis 1984Applied Grammatologyhat
continue to the present day, and groups them tegatthow they are incorporating multimodal
tools in writing instruction that demand innovati@m composition instruction. This will
demonstrate how the work of certain contemporargnmusition scholars can be seen as
creatively re-working the invention model that w@esvised and promoted by Ulmer in 1984.
Through this history of invention in compositioniniér’'s invention model of writing instruction
is clearly seen as both situated within a contermmyoAmerican Romanticism, and influenced
heavily by Derridean deconstruction, and it wilbshthat today’s scholars who are students of
Ulmer’s invention model are creating pedagogy #féctively bring together elements of both

Romanticism and Deconstruction.
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