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CONCEPT 1
Writing Is a Social and Rhetorical Activity

1.0
WRITING IS A SOCIAL AND RHETORICAL ACTIVITY
Kevin Roozen

It is common for us to talk about writing in terms of the particular text
we are working on. Consider, for example, how often writers describe
what they are doing by saying “I am writing an email” or “I'm writing a
report” or “I'm writing a note.” These shorthand descriptions tend to col-
lapse the activity of writing into the act of single writer inscribing a text.
In doing so, they obscure two foundational and closely related notions of
writing: writers are engaged in the work of making meaning for particu-
lar audiences and purposes, and writers are always connected to other
people.

Writers are always doing the rhetorical work of addressing the needs
and interests of a particular audience, even if unconsciously. The tech-
nical writers at a pharmaceutical company work to provide consumers
of medications with information they need about dosages and potential
side effects. The father writing a few comments on a birthday card to his
daughter crafts statements intended to communicate his love for her.
Sometimes, the audience for an act of writing might be the writer him-
self. A young man jotting in his diary, for example, might be document-
ing life events in order to better understand his feelings about them. A
child scribbling a phrase on the palm of her hand might do so as a way of
reminding herself to feed the family pets, clean her room, or finish her
homework. Writing, then, is always an attempt to address the needs of an
audience.

In working to accomplish their purposes and address an audience’s
needs, writers draw upon many other people. No matter how isolated a
writer may seem as she sits at her computer, types on the touchpad of her
smartphone, or makes notes on a legal pad, she is always drawing upon
the ideas and experiences of countless others. The technical writers at a
pharmaceutical company draw collaboratively upon the ideas of others
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they work with as they read their colleagues’ earlier versions of the infor-
mation that will appear on the label. They also connect themselves 1o
others as they engage with the laws about their products written by legis-
latures and the decisions of lawsuits associated with medications that have
been settled or may be pending. The father crafting birthday wishes to
his daughter might recall and consciously or unconsciously restate com-
ments that his own parents included on the birthday cards he received
as a child. As I work to craft this explanation of writing as a social and
rhetorical activity, 1 am implicitly and explicitly responding to and being
influenced by the many people involved in this project, those with whom
[ have shared earlier drafts, and even those whose scholarship I have read
over the past thirteen years.

Writing puts the writer in contact with other people, but the social
nature of writing goes beyond the people writers draw upon and think
about. It also encompasses the countless people who have shaped the
genres, tools, artifacts, technologies, and places writers act with as they
address the needs of their audiences. The genres of medication labels,
pirthday wishes, and diary entries writers use have undergone countless
changes as they have been shaped by writers in various times and places.
The technologies with which writers act—including computer hardware
and software; the QWERTY kcybuard; ballpoint pens and lead pem'.ils;
and legal pads, journals, and PostIt notes—have also been shaped by
many people across ime and place. All of these available means of persua-
sion we take up when we write have been shaped by and through the use
of many others who have left their traces on and inform our uses of those
tools, even if we are not awarc of it.

Because it conflicts with the shorthand descriptions we use to talk and
think about writing, understanding writing as a social and rhetorical activ-
ity can be troublesome in its complexity. We say “1 am writing an email”
or “1 am writing a note,” suggesting that we are composing alone and with
complete autonomy, when, in fact, writing can never be anything but a
social and rhetorical act, connecting us to other people across time and
space in an attempt to respond adequately to the needs of an audience.

While this concept may be troublesome, understanding it has a vari-
ety of benefits. If teachers can help students consider their potential
audiences and purposes, they can better help them understand what
makes a text effective or not, what it accomplishes, and what it falls
short of accomplishing. Considering writing as rhetorical helps learn-
ers understand the needs of an audience, what the audience knows
and does not know, why audience members might need certain kinds
of information, what the audience finds persuasive (or not), and so
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RITING IS A KNOWLEDGE-MAKING ACTIVITY
Heidi Estrem
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y = St e X s of }exis for their productive value then broad-
standing of literacy to include a rich range of everyday
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and workplace-based genres far beyond more traditionally recognized
ones. Naming these as writing usefully makes visible the roles and pur-

poses of writing (e.g., Barton and Hamilton 1998; Heath 2012).

Understanding the knowledge-making potential of writing can help
fully with writing for varying purposes. In
from across the curriculum now
s in their courses. That

people engage more purpose
higher education, for example, faculty
often include a wider range of writing strategie

is, beyond teaching the more visible disciplinary conventions of writing
in their fields, faculty also integrate writing assignments that highlight

what is less visible but highly generative about writing in many contexts:
writing’s capacity for deeper understandings and new insights (see
Anson 2010 for one historical account of the shift in how faculty from
across campus teach writing). Beyond the classroom, people can employ
exploratory, inquiry-based writing tasks like freewriting, planning, and
s individual and often collaborative. These strat-
‘ters increase their comprehension of subject

mapping—sometime
egies can help all wr

material while also practicing with textual conventions in new genres.
Through making the knowledge-making role of writing more visible,
e with understanding how these sometimes-
are critical to their

people gain experienc
ephemeral and often-informal aspects of writing

development and growth.

1.2
WRITING ADDRESSES, INVOKES, AND/OR CREATES AUDIENCES

Andrea A. Lunsford

Writing is both relational and responsive, always in some way part
rsation with others. This characteristic of writing
rred to as the classic rhetorical triangle, which

of an ongoing conve
is captured in what is refe

has at each of its points a key element in the creation and interpreta-
(speaker, rhetor), audience (receiver, listener,

tion of meaning: writer

reader), and text (message), all dynamically related in a particular con-
text. Walter Ong (1975) referred to this history in his 1975 “The Writer’s
Audience is Always a Fiction,” connecting the audience in oral perfor-
mances with readers of written performances and exploring the ways in
which the two differ. For Ong, the audience for a speech is immediately
present, rightin front of the speaker, while readers are absent, removed.

audiences and,

Thus the need, he argues, for writers to fictionalize their

in turn, for audiences to fictionalize themselves—that is, to adopt the

role set out for them by the writer.
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1.3

:VRITING EXPRESSES AND SHARES MEANING
O BE RECONSTRUCTED BY THE READER

Charles Bazerman
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The potential of making and sharing meaning provides both the motive
and guiding principle of our work in writing and helps us shape the con-
tent of our communications. Awareness of this potential starts early in
emergent literacy experiences and continues throughout one’s writing
life but takes on different force and depth as one continues through life.

The expression of meanings in writing makes them more visible to

the writer, making the writer’s thoughts clearer and shareable with oth-
cting a mean-

ers, who can attempt to make sense of the words, constru
ing they attribute to the writer. While writers can confirm that the writ-
ten words feel consistent with their state of mind, readers can never
read the writer’s mind to confirm they fully share that state of mind.
Readers share only the words to which each separately attributes mean-
ings. Thus, meanings do not reside fully in the words of the text nor
in the unarticulated minds but only in the dynamic relation of writer,
reader, and text.

While a writer’s meanings arise out of the expression of internal
thought, the meanings attributed by a reader arise from the objects,
experiences, and words available to that reader. For readers, the words
of the text index or point to accessible ideas, thoughts, and experi-
ences through which they can reconstruct meanings based on what they
already know (see 3.3, “Writing Is Informed by Prior Experience”).

Although meaning is phik)suphically complex, children readily grasp
it in practice as they learn that they can share their experiences through
writing about it. As their writing develops, they can express or articulate
meanings more fully and precisely concerning a wider range of experi-
ences, with wider audiences and with greater consequences.

The idea that writing expresses and shares meaning to be recon-
structed by the reader can be troublesome because there is a tension
between the expression of meaning and the sharing of it. Often, we
view our expressions as deeply personal, arising from inmost impulses.
We may not be sure others will respond well to our thoughts or will
evaluate us and our words favorably. Therefore, every expression

shared contains risk and can evoke anxiety. Writers often hesitate to
share what they have expressed and may even keep private texts they
consider most meaningful. Further, writers may resist the idea that
their texts convey to readers something different than what the writ-
ers intended. Feedback from readers indicating that the writer’s words
do not convey all the writer hoped is not always welcomed (see 4.1,
«Text Is an Object Outside of One’s Self that Can Be Improved and
Developed”; 5.2, “Metacognition Is Not Cognition™; and 4.4, “Revision

Is Central to Developing Writing”).
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1.4

WORDS GET THEIR MEANINGS FROM OTHER WORDS
Dylan B. Dryer

This threshold concept is best illustrated with
‘ ' an exam

zefg;sctﬁlea;:rc;r(ci is deﬁned.and understood. If asked on E}Z :;okiot‘:)’

e o+ gﬁ arll1 .Enghsh’speaker might say, “Well, it’s a smallish
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S éh [Zi L }‘)rob.ably a unit of measure; in certain sportiné
Stanle; iy C:: iminutive for the championship trophy (e.g., the
puisy ODSS .f p can even mean to hold something gingerly b}; not

s e I111(1)§e}r1s about it, as one would cup an eggshell.
e Aagalisn ot Zve an espec1all?/ elaborate range of meanings
vy go, or work.or. right), but it adequately illustrates
B Aierenct ;ure s great insight: “In language itself, there are
Ay necs (Saussure 19'83, 118). Saussure meant that because
bon thes'sary connection between any sounds or clusters of
iy eir r.eferents (otherwise different languages would
, the meanings of words are relational—they acquire their
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meanings from other words. Any definition relies on words to explain
what other words mean; moreover, words in a sentence or paragraph
meaning (which is why

influence and often determine each other’s
familiar vocabulary

children are often advised to puzzle out an un
word from its context). Slang terms for good and bad are particularly

vivid examples of the ways context drives meaning—although these

terms change practically overnight, their meanings are usually obvi-
ous because of the context of enthusiasm or disparagement in which
they're uttered.

While the realization that words cannot be perr
specific meanings can be disconcerting, the effects of this threshold
concept are familiar. Most of us, for example, have had the unpleas-
ant feeling that someone else has twisted our words or taken them out
of context; we might have bristled at an excessively technical loophule
someone finds in a seemingly sensible and obvious rule; we might
have been startled by an interpretation of a familiar poem or a text we
hold sacred (Meyer and Land 2006, 5). These experiences are remind-

ers that the relations that imbue a sentence with particular meanings
the social contexts in

only does each word

nanently linked 1o

come not just from nearby words but also from
which the sentence is used. For example, not
“Ready for the cup?” combine with the
other three to make the utterance understandable, but social context
makes this question mean one thing in a kitchen and another thing
while changing the channel at a sports bar. “Language,” says Mikhail
Bakhtin, “lies on the borderline between oneself and the other. The
omeone else’s” (Bakhtin 1981, 293).

if meanings of words

in the four-word question

word in language is half's

This phenomenon works the other way, to0:
shift in response to changes in social contexts, it’s also possible to infer
changes in social contexis from changes in the meanings of words. In
everyday usage, text s now almost exclusively a verb as the ubiquity of
cell phones has changed our communication practices; changes in
our thinking about gender representation have virtually eliminated
the word mankind from public discourse; green has acquired a complex
and engineering contexis, and

set of meanings in political, economic,
te shoves of their

so on. And writers often give semantic drift delibera
own, either by working 10 change what a word is perceived to mean
(for example, “queer”) or by placing fam iliar words in new contexis (o
provoke a new perspective; for example, Gloria Anzaldia and Linda
Brodkey have likened writing to “compustura” (Lunsford 1998, 9) and
“stitching” (1994, 545-7), respcclively—scaming together something

different from existing material.

Concept 1: Writing Is a Social & Rhetorical Activity 25

There are i i i
e three '1rnportant implications of understanding thi
threshe c.oncept. First, when writers understand that meanings :
eterm i g i
o 1ne(’1 by history or Webster’s prescriptions alone, but a?so b
. b
thegca ge users’ contexts and motives, they gain a powerful insight i ty
. USES of communicative success and failure. When readg n(oi
writers share a workplace i : N
. , a close relationship, a b
A p-> 2 broad set of assump-
toms, or thesa};rlne lf(ield. of study, they can rely on these social contexIt)s
e Tt 1a'n s with shared understanding (specialists conver:
nical jargon or lovers speaking i i y
aking in th i
g In techr P g eir private language
for exan Il).k). ]Eut when readers and writers don’t share close iitef ,
1 &t se
et il these, they can have surprising reactions to er’:n see
_e - » « m_
worl}(f o vi eI}llt words like justice, research, freedom, essay, or evidence. T
ith another simple exam : o
ple, Saussure used a drawi
e rawing to repre-
e the ;ﬂ)ncle‘pltl of tree evoked by the Latin word arbor and tghe equilf
y English tree. Suppose then ¢
that we surround
e nd the word tree wi
o & t.rertl)t clusters of words, some drawn from communities reli "
i T eliant
on the timbs r industry (lving wage, local economy, tradition, and skill)
.o, ’
nd o .rawn from communities reliant on tourism (nature, habi
L P serl:)atzon, and recreation). It’s not at all far from the truth t ’ .
are speaki i .
t.p ? ing of two different trees. Even if we can agree in ver bng
articular. usti o
rc)onte : 'S what justice means, our personal sense of what it meZns th
X S . . . e
comtext 1‘n wﬁich we might use it, and the examples we might us,e 8
rate it will seldom ma i i
: p precisely onto readers’
e
private sets of connotations for this word auely complex
Second, si .
| Seco i sm.ce we must often communicate with those outside of
our se social contexts, this threshold concept also helps us s
we can ikeli i 5
how we riduce the likelihood of misunderstandings. Certainl
e lre' often exhorted to define their terms, but this conce };
ex i i
ingp plain why particular meanings for key terms in their wrl':)t
can require careful framin i .
g. Part of this understanding i
e : ‘ anding involves a
i 3 readers. might need their expectations for certain words
undeita z(tin /otr) redirected. These moves will not guarantee perfect
nding, but they can help i
‘ increase the ch
i . p ances that readers
o pS N 1;2:; the particular meaning the writer intended. Instructors
ou .
mte,rpm: lr.emember that common assignment verbs like anal ze’
= 1,1 exp Zln, and respond have discipline-specific contexts -
a a ) . :
o Z,n n n(liocslt excitingly, writers who understand that the defini
y word develop from its us i ,
. age realize that th
B . ; g at they, too, are part
il p oces's, every instance of their language use worl;s to pr :
ain meanings and to advance others. .




—7—

26 PART 1: THRESHOLD CONCEPTS OF WRITING

1.5
WRITING MEDIATES ACTIVITY
David R. Russell

Writing is a technology, a ol (see 1.9, “Writing Is a Technology
through Which Writers Create and Recreate Meaning”). It is, in a mate-
yre than making marks on surfaces, whether of
s, or a child’s hand (the girl remind-
“Writing Is a Social and

rial sense, nothing mc
paper, stone, liquid-crystal screen
ing herself to feed her dog we met in 1.0,
cal Activity™). The marks may represent the sounds of speech (as
tic seripts like English) or ideas (as in ideographic scripts like
Cuneiform). But

Rhetori
in alphabe
Chinese) or pictures (as in pictographic scripts like
as we've seen in 1.1 and 1.3 (“Writing Is a Knowledge-Making Activity”
and “Writing Expresses and Shares Meaning to be Reconstructed by the
Reader™), the marks do not “contain” ideas or emotions or even mean-
ing. People make something of them. They must read them and inter-
pret them to act on them or think with them.

This physical presence of writing mediates—comes between, inter-
venes in—the activity of people (Russell 1995; Russell 1997). The white
marks § 7O P on a red hexagonal surface mediate the activity of the
drivers who arrive at the intersection at about the same time. (Those

written marks also help mediate the activity of a scofflaw driver with the

police and the courts.)

Writing occupies an interme
necting link that people use to coordinate their activity. Sometimes this
is obvious, like the stop sign or laws or the constitution ofaclubora
activity that is con flictual, like court
ent, like wars fought over interpreta-
.5t human bonds

diate or middle position to form a con-

nation. Sometimes writing mediates
proceedings—or even massively viol
tions of holy scripture. Sometimes it mediates the deepe
(like the father writing a birthday card in 1.0, “Writing Is a Social and
Rhetorical Activity”).

Although other forms of communication (like speaking) also medi-
veral advantages (and disadvantages) over

ate activity, writing has se
1 the writing instrument

those forms. Depending on the surface anc
used, writing lasts longer than specch (unless
“yrites” the sound waves). More importantly, the marks can be copied
and distributed over great distances, unlike (unr(rcordcd} spom:h and

most other symbols. Thus, writing can coordinate the activity of far
s of time. For example, the Ten

a recording device

more people over much longer perioc
Commandments, first written on stone,
some three thousand years now.

have shaped human activity for
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. atural”). But it is a conc i s
Zzsry tzme they choose a medium of commflzllilti(i?t(i)c}))rllebzrcl:s;:sgfc?tlssly o
1es a} text rather than a phone call, for example)— thon.
" s plac ple)—or forget
E)he Il);:‘f;esst l(1\(/)\11}11(3}r11t?\Ill affilr li dls?O\./er.ed by means of work eriails}iﬁiet
s g ere Jus't thelr.mtlmate conversation). More impor-
manz,n ) ta concept that lies behind the durable, and seeming] per
T ‘:V(s) ljllilc;uer(iersn of 01.1br1 mo.dern human institutions, whose on;or;ng
ety wou possible ‘.mthout the medium of writing. The institu-
rm our modern lives—government, commerce, industry, the

. . .

ar |S, SCl1ences, all(l SO on—are ]“(fdlated by WIitteIl IIlaIkS m databases,
.

laWS, I‘(tgulatlons, b()OkS, the Internet

1.6

WRITING IS NOT NATURAL
Dylan B. Dryer

English i
acterigi i tS}E)e.ak.ers 1j0'ut1nely talk about writing as if it were speech, char-
i thatgt ('3:1.1' inability to understand a text as difficulty understa’nding
ext is “saying,” speaking of a writer’s “voi
‘ writer’s “voice” or “ i i
o ) ! ) r “tone,” describ-
di?f erenCes asan haudlence, and so forth. This habit conceals an essential
: speech is natural in the sen
: se that as modern h i
iy ' ern homo sapiens,
S n speaking to one another for nearly two hundred thoEsand
. Our i
N thSiOlcs)peech.has been bound up in complex feedback loops with
gy (evidence suggests that our larynxes adapted during these
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millennia, gradually acquiring an extraordinary expressive range) and
our cognition (note how quickly and easily almost all children acquire
expressive fluency in their native language(s] and how eagerly and seem-
ingly involuntarily most adults participate in children’s efforts at language
acquisition). Itisat this point exceptionally difficult to tease human social-
ization and language apart (see Burke 1966). But it's essential to remem-
ber that while many older children and adults also routinely write, they do
so by combining arrays of symbols for those sounds.

These symhols can do many things, as this collection illustrates, but
they cannot “yecord” speech or thought in their original forms; they
translate speech and thought into inscriptions. Others (if they know the
code) must then try to reactivate these symbols into meaning. Writing
is not even inevitable: after all, not all languages have writing, and no
particular system of inscribing symbols (alphanumeric, ideographic, syl
Jabic, abjadic, etc.) is an obvious complement to any particular family
of languages. And even more 10 the point, we haven’t been doing it all
that long: as far as anyone can tell, inscriptive systems didn’t start crop-
ping up here and there until about 3000 BCE, and only a few members
of those cultures would have used those systems. The century or s0 in
which some cultures have attempted to teach inscriptive systems at a
nearly universal scale is definitely not long enough to be able to identify
specific selective offects this technology has had on our cognitive archi-
tecture or overall physiology. “

Words like inscriptions, symbols, code, and arraysare intended to empha-
size the technological dimension of writing, first :sysilen'laticall}-' cxp]ort:d by
Walter Ong over thirty years ago. While we usually reserve the word lech-
nology for recent innovations, any cultural artifact that mediates activity
is a technology, including those (hat have become invisible th rough long
use: roofs, coats, hammers, electric lighting, cooking pots, and so forth.
While some typists no longer need to peek at their QWERTY keyboards,
and most children gradually stop “drawing” letters and start “writing”
them as the symbols for certain sounds become interiorized, these writ-
ers have naturalized their relationship with technological arrays, not
taken the next logical or organic st¢p in language acquisition and prac-
tice. Keyboards and other tools of inscription—pens, pcmrils, chalk, dry-
erase markers, software for computers and cellphones—fade from con-
sciousness through use, and it becomes hard to remember that even a
stick used to scratch L-O-V-Ein the sand is using a technology of conven-

tionalized symbols for sounds. However, neither writing produced with
technologies—all writing, in other words—nor written language itself
can be said to be “natural” in the way that speech is.

I
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While intuiti izi
ling oo cc?untern;tumve, denaturalizing writing is not difficult: the star
erience of attempting to si . _
gn a document with i i
ing exp: . one’s nondomi-
pant 1 d, flor example, can be a disconcerting reminder of the time
muscle memory and cogniti i i
gnitive routine habituated i
i m 0. ed us to certain
V}é ! hapes. Pairing a familiar translation with its originaldangua
on i ;
rersion ordz.m hour spent learning to read short texts in a simplegc ie
ingdings font can expose th itrari e
. e arbitrariness of b
e . symbol-phoneme
relatior ips. But why do this at all, especially since habituatelzi fluenc
R . .
R se s.ymbols and their technologies of inscription are gen lly
11151 cred important indexes of our maturity as writers? sy
t's usefi iting i .
o hul' to r‘f:I.nember that writing is not natural because writers tend
. gh gﬁ-thelil writing processes too harshly—comparing them to th
with which they usually speak. S i
. Speech, however, empl i
with e 2/ ' N ) ploys an extensive
o y " odalities unavailable to writing: gesture, expression, pacin
ister, i i .
SHER si ;nces, and clarifications—all of which are instantanec,)usl e
sive to ’ oot
. lllsteners verbal and nonverbal feedback. Once it is un)(:le f d
at writing tself i ‘ fou
S ng(gi itself is ?1 technology, comparisons to speech become obviously
or downright misleading sinc i ipti
€ no inscriptive syste i
o ) ystem could possib
I;/t\l].ll"e a language’s full range of communicative potential F Y
rite i '
o 1rs czfm also benefit from the realization that they needn’t blame
se i
e ves cf)r the shortcomings of the system they’ve inherited. The
10 . . - ;
it el;ls of this system—confounding illogicalities in pronunciation
e P 1r'1g (choose but loose; wood and would; clout but doubt); exasperat
ing inconsistencies in what consti ’ _
: stitutes an “error” and for wh
sistent gulf between writers’ i i e
. s’ intentions and readers’ int i
simply inherent to a pi i s centusies
piecemeal technology encumb i i
of patchwork solutions t i A
o antiquated designs. This i
S gns. This is not to say that these
nimportant or ignorable. It i
: . It is to say, however, th
writers are negotiatin, : ooy
g workarounds to the limitati
they have inherited Scomplemeniit s
rather than bunglin i
. . g an obvious compl
ey b plement to the
p in which they have been naturally adept since childhood

1.7

ASS
ESSING WRITING SHAPES CONTEXTS AND INSTRUCTION
Tony Scott and Asao B. Inoue

ajllll(li gsrcn}:;(zl Osretc;lencgs-, wr;tlng assessment refers to the formulation of
R, OfISIOn ast?d on the reading of student writing with
“* expectatl'oTlé or values in mind. Assessment thus

passes a range of activities, from responding with revision in
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mind to evaluation or grading of final products to large-scale program-
matic assessments.

Writing assessments are 2 social activity and can be shaped by a variety
of individual or institutional factors, including stated goals for writing
education; disciplinary philosophies of literacy and learning; political
agendas; efficiency impe ratives; or common cultural assumptions about
writers and literacy. Because the judgments reflected in assessments are
informed by factors like these, assessment is not neutral: it shapes the
social and rhetorical contexts where writing takes place, especially in
school. Any assessment or evaluation applies specific values and also
encourages writers to adopt those values. How teachers or others assess
student writing, what products those assessment Processes produce
(e.g., gradcs. comments on papers, decisions about students, responses
to peers’ drafts, etc.), and the consequences of those products all can ¢re-
ate the very competencics any writing assessment says it measures (Gould
1981; Hanson 1993).

In other words, whatever is emphasized in an assessment produces
what is defined as “good writing” in a class, a program, or a curriculum.
Likewise, what is not emphasized becomes less important and may not
be considered characteristic of good writing. For example, a classroom
activity that asks students to identify and comment on the critical think-
ing occurring in peers’ drafts emphasizes critical thinking as a part of
what is good writing. By asking students to look for and evaluate critical
thinking in drafts, teachers signal that they value critical thinking and
encourage students to value it, possibly more than other elements one
might find in drafts.

Writing assessment constructs boundaries for learning and student
agency in learning environments and frames how students understand
writing and their own abilities. It can therefore affect curricula, stu-
dents’ senses of their legitimacy and chances of success, and a teacher’s
job status, intellectual and creaftive agency, and merit.

Finally, assessment shapes relationships and power between teach-
ers, students, and institutions. Depending on the institutional setting,
teachers and students have varying degrees of agency to determine the
character of their work, and teachers and stuclents negotiate their rela-
tive authority, in part, through the ways students’ writing is evaluated
and the consequences associated with those evaluations. Institutions
can use assessments to inform teachers and students while lending
them agency, or they can align prescribed curricula with assessment
outcomes to determine the focus of teaching and circumscribe the

scope of students’ writing. Writing assessment can thereby function as
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an intentional means of co i
ntrolling the lab i i
an Tuentioral means g or and creative latitude of
The asses iti
e n sment of writing shapes contexts and learning environ
titis i -
- a set of practices enacted by people in specific circumstance
c purposes that have conse S
- specific p quences for both the peopl
: e
writing is being judged and for those who are judging peoplehose

1.8

WRITING INVOLVES MAKING ETHICAL CHOICES
John Duffy

We ten 1 iti
cating inf(()ir Ii)at?;lrpkopfmwrl:tmg as an activity that involves communi-
S Wher,l y .a 1rig ari argument, or expressing a creative
R rez dlmaglne it as“sor.n.ething that creates meaning
or Creates Audiences”) Vf\:/i:iti(rsiegeisliihgggltlﬁlgl?ddresses, Tk nd/
e'quall?l an activity that involves ethical ch:)lic;s (t)lsieaitt }aii"rilgS.fBut o
tionship of writer and reader. e from the el
Writing involves ethical choices because every time we wri
iplptllizz(p::sorz WE RROROsEd relationship with other huma:rlite(int;r
s eit}sl.er :;i lilzlitlproposmg such relationships we inevitabl):
ol the uestip gr and dehberately, or implicitly and uninten-
fons Of,pers(?n cotie :,S that mo;al philosophers regard as cthical: What
hive s e (Shafezpt t(zlbe. How should I treat others? How should
S . andau 2'007). For writers, these questions may
: P : at kind of writer do I wish to be? What are my obli
gations to my readers? What effects will my words have hers,
upon my cominunity? upom others
Vidi(;ls‘a/v); itttist :ﬁizﬂg glevg)lll\;e;ee;hical }cliloilces is not to suggest that indi-
e ' as ethical or unethical in the sense of
necei:;ﬁ:i;gsgg:;’ hplpest, and so forth. Nor it is to say that writers
o8 R ethical concerns as they write. They may or may
R bassedrt, ﬁpally, that every text can be regarded as
oy Orunetical ased on 1ts‘ content. Many texts, perhaps most, are
i 3\7 o ma.tter typlcallyi associated with ethics.
s & te,Xt th}; - t1ng 12301ves ethical choices is to say that when cre-
relationShip, betweener Z.l resses others. And that, in turn, initiates a
Al e Virtwrlte; anpi readers, one that necessarily involves
i b ues. A writer attempting to communicate an idea
an audience, for example, may write in ways that privilege
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honesty, accuracy, fairness, and accountability. These qualities imply an

attitude toward the writer’s readers: in this case, attitudes of respect
goodwill, perhaps humility. Conversely, an

fulness, open—minde(lness,
text that is unclear, inaccurate, or deliber-

informational or persuasive
ately deceptive suggests a different attitude toward readers: one thatis at

best careless, at worst contemptuous. (A close examination of what are
commonly referred to as logical fallacies will show that these are better
understood as ethical dispositions rather than as lapses of logic.) Writers
of fiction or poetry, to take a different kind of example, may write in
ways that privilege other virtues, such as playfulness, opacity, or ori ginal-
ity. These, t00, speak to the writer's conception of the reader and there-
fore to the ethical considerations that follow when entering a relation-
ship with another human being.
The understanding of writing as an act of ethical decision making
unsettles conceptions of writing as solely instrumental, polemical, or aes-
thetic. Beyond these, writing is also and perhaps ultimately understood
as an activity that engages us with others and thus with problems asso-
ciated with the moral life: What shall I say? To whom do I speak? What
obligations follow from my words? Whatare the consequences? Whether

h questions, they are inherent in the act of

or not the writer voices suc
communicating with another (see 1.3, “Writing Expresses and Shares

Meaning to be Reconstructed by the Reader”).
When we see writing this way, as an activity involving ethical choices

arising from the human relationship of writer and readers, we Cross a
threshold that both expands and complicates our understandings of

what it means to write.

1.9
WRITING IS A TECHNOLOGY THROUGH WHICH

WRITERS CREATE AND RECREATE MEANING
Collin Brooke and Jeffrey T. Grabill

“A book is a machine to think with”

1. A. Richards once observed,
Kk about texts differently than we do

(Richards 2001). While we may thin
our automobiles or kitchen appliances, there is something suggestive

about Richards’s comparison that is worth pursuing. Writing is a tech-
nology, and thinking of it in this fashion can be productive for both stu-
dents and teachers of writing.

Writing has always been a technology for thinking and communicat-
ing. Early inscription technologies enabled the organization of social

r
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ractices (li i
?ng itsel; (Slllllzf}:1 ca(zr?}?;erce), and innovations in the organization of writ-
relationships. Whethef IVI\:: ggrzrizcjkiorf;};:) bOtOk, he(;ped e soc
o . out sound waves, physica
phoz; S’avgvi;tionrgprll)l(;:lise Srenderéd on the screen of a compll,;l)te};, ta:);::lzr:)(j
& Sompo (ec ;n;lte“rlalis.ome version of the thoughts and ideas
ol 1 .ertlng I? a Knowledge-Making Activity”).
o edersing o e ert.lt{lg. must .mmllarly devote material resources
i Addresses, Iz::kle Smm[;ly in the form of attention (see 1.2,
g happenj , and/or Creates Audiences”). Meaning
The to iti
I thi v‘;eritlilrsle ttzkprodluce writing (pens, keyboards) and those
of what we mean wﬁen \SZ Seascciilgzav%fist,ir? i ScrilenS) e Tosln
o g as a technology. Too
e ;11 ;}Iligi (;1722; V::l are able Fo write and the ideas wegzan e):;:;rslf
s e e e e)lc‘p.ectatlons of those who read our writing. We’
it environme(illi:)mte}?oa; tl;:azszordar}ices of particular technolo-
ies e , iEes that permit certain acti
ixampli’earllfléiz Shzr;ttlr?g Otl’.lCI‘S). Writing an essay on a computert,l(;:)li
tion of text from wor?z:1 t?)czlf(:)r?tscjr?:ecsh tzs o qUid;erasure e
‘ 51 (515 paragraphs. Media carry differ-
i I?Stt :Ift;(;r’dslrlltci;mWeotfhmk little of see.ing hashtags in a Twitter Ze((lil,f f:)’;
i }e/ rus ‘would.ﬁnd. it quite distracting to read a novel
R et ti ssea:ltllct;:ls. Likewise, the ability to click on a hashtag
SRR e posts tagged thusly) is not an affordance
Wi iffusi
o I;}; ;}Clte OefthZiennocle and diffusion (?f digital technologies, however,
the Impact of tech ogy on the making of meaning has never been
more i easil undy an cu'lturally. The power of networks can perhaps
e most =as zfo e ::rStOOd in terms of connectivity: the ability to con-
I ConneCtis,. to tllllrn anyf)ne with a network connection into
e i Vlt)./t;: ows writers to access and participate more
il audiz I:Vl (;;hers ar.lc.i to distribute writing to large and
o prosses but :}els. any writing technologies have streamlined
s ) il éor e computer network has had a dramatic social
iy ,the rrfixain[')le,.platforms like Facebook and Wikipedia,
omrent o The aff(c)):d significant c?llaborative writing projects in
B et e et ances of particular writing technologies par-
Wieemsmyorcier d%;)fn of new and changing rhetorical contexts.
B e fnces i 'erent tools and/or environments depending
s , yet it has become more difficult to separate the
ing from the tools we use to produce it. This is because
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writing, as it always has been, is a technology for thinking, and so it may
be the case that we interiorize the technology of writing itself to shape

the possibilities for meaning.
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CONCEPT 2

Writing Speaks to Situations through Recognizable Forms
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WRITING SPEAKS TO SITUATIONS
THROUGH RECOGNIZABLE FORMS

Charles Bazerman
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