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which has waned in recent years for its lack ofggedjical articulation.
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PREFACE

ON EUREKA, SLOW HUNCHES, AND THE ORIGINS OF INNOVADN

“The trick is to figure out ways to explore the edgf possibility that surround you.”
- Steven Johnsolyhere Good Ideas Come Frauil)

In his newest bookVhere Good Ideas Come Frpthe popular science writer Steven
Johnson takes what he calls a “long-zoom” appreacimderstand how creativity gives
birth to innovation. Rather than rely on individaalse studies and inductive speculation,
Johnson identifies patterns of innovation that drdgome visible when looked at
macroscopically. One of these patterns, what He thle adjacent possible,” speaks to
how good ideas are never the product of isolatechemds of creativity, that even if we
credit certain breakthroughs to particular indiatd) there is always an environment
within which these breakthroughs emerged, an enment in which the individuals
were only a part. Put in different terms, the proia “light bulb” that sparks with
electricity in a moment of eureka has to gets awegr from somewhere. Nothing gets
created out of thin air. For Johnson, the adjapessible names the conditions of
constraint that at any given time limit feasibilitydenotes the myriad limitations—
conceptual, physical, and technological—that camstand, in a way, direct how we
think. If the world is capable of change, the adjagossible reminds us to keep our eyes
on the horizon.

To say all of this differently, we cannot transgréise boundaries of the adjacent

possible because the adjacent possible marks ocgpggaal limits at any given time.
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Instead we must adjust our perspectives—how wehee@orld—to manipulate the
perceptual borders of the adjacent possible itSEftfe strange and beautiful truth about
the adjacent possible is that its boundaries growoa explore those boundaries,” writes
Johnson. “Each new combination ushers new combimainto the adjacent possible”
(31). Johnson suggests that we can study the ist@reat inventions and innovations
through the lens of the adjacent possible, thramgkxamination of the environments
that made certain kinds of novelty possible. Orengple he offers is the story of
YouTube, the fantastically popular website staligdhree former PayPal employees
who launched the site in 2005. “Had [Chad] Hur[8teve] Chen, and [Jawed] Karim
tried to execute the exact same idea for YouTubeéears earlier, in 1995, it would have
been a spectacular flop, because a site for sheidleg was not within the adjacent
possible of the early Web” (39). For example, In&trusers were constrained to slow
dial-up connections incapable of streaming videateat with any modicum of
efficiency, but in 2005 this was no longer the c48@aother key to YouTube’s early
success,” Johnson adds, “is that its developers algle to base the video serving on
Adobe’s Flash platform, which meant that they cdoltlis on the ease of sharing and
discussing clips, and not spend millions of dol@eseloping a whole new video
standard from scratch. But Flash itself wasn’tasé=l until late 1996, and didn’t even
support video until 2002” (40). Without high-spdaternet and an easily adaptable Flash
video platform, in other words, YouTube probablyuldn’t exist.

The point Johnson makes with his explanation oftlfjacent possible is that good

ideas don’t spring eternal from some transcenddatr eNor is innovation really ever the
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result of private genius. To understand how goeasdecome good ideas, we have to
understand the ecology out of which they develojil®\t is impossible to trace the
development of ideaasideaswith an engineer’s accuracy, the takeaway for ohrns
nevertheless straightforward: innovation can bdamed. We might need concepts like
“the adjacent possible” to aid in these explanatidrut certainly we need not rely on the
magic of Archimedes’s bathtub insight to imaginevhonovation works.

To put this glibly, there is no magic to congerantion. Eureka has no metaphysics.

Of course, rhetoricians have known this for oves tnillennia. To learn the arts of
invention, orators were trained usitagpoi, those “places” of argument where one could
locate the materials to construct effective enthyree Whether argumentative
procedures or topical commonplaces,tthoi were never conceptualized as mystical
sources of invention; they represented trails otight already blazed by the experience
and deliberation of others. What could be consdi@régood” idea had to first be
recognizable within a rhetorical space appropfiaitéts delivery. These kinds of spaces
don’t magically emerge; orators craft them drawamgthe available means of persuasion;
they utilize the tools already available to them.

As a rhetorician and a pragmatist, | read Johndomik heuristically, which is to say
| believe crafting theory to understand innovationany concept for that matter, is
valuable insofar as it helps us to expand somecasihéthe adjacent possible” in our
own thinking. In other words, the benefits of theoan be measured according to
heuristic application—how well it informs our attpta to think productively in the

abstract. Interestingly, the terms “heuristic” &adreka” share a similar etymology, both
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dependent on the Greek stem meaning “to find,'tg@ay they get invoked in vastly
different contexts. Heuristics are conventionaligerstood as reasoned, systematic
procedures utilized methodologically in the sena€@roblem-solving, whereas eureka
is for many people the echo of stumbled upon insaghhe catchphrase of accidental
genius. One is rhetorical, rooted in the worldagdital relationships while the other is
metaphysical, nothing more than romance and lanpsity.

Johnson’s book takes the phenomenon of eurekar{aligspelledheureka and
examines it through heuristic metaphors. He “ingétite idea of the adjacent possible—
an idea, by the way, very similar to Lev Vygotskgtstion of ZDP (zone of proximal
development) as well as Paulo Freire’s notion oitésted feasibility"—to demystify the
metaphysics so often ascribed to innovation. Anatieeristic Johnson crafts to explain
the origins of innovation is the “slow hunch,” tieasleas that are only really fragments of
ideas and take years, maybe even decades or esniiactualize into usable insight.
“Sustaining the slow hunch,” explains Johnson)éss a matter of perspiration than of
cultivation You give the hunch enough nourishment to kegpoiving, and plant it in
fertile soil, where its roots can make new conmedi And then you give it time to
bloom” (78). Johnson observes that all good idesefit from other good ideas. How to
cultivate a slow hunch, then, is to fertilize ittlvmore of the same. But this never
happens in isolation. When we work alone, Johnstesyideas get trapped and thinking
stymied, and thus “the most productive tool forem@ting good ideas remains a circle of
humans at a table, talking shop” (61). Indeedn# argument stands above all the others

in Where Good Ideas Come Froihis that good ideas are always borne out dectle
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inquiries. Whether through deliberate collaboratioorrowed inventions, stumbled upon
partnerships, shared insight, careful feedbackpare combination thereof, innovation is
never a private affair.

For teachers and theorists of language and writiregsame principle holds true. In
fact in the late 1970s and early 1980s the disupdif rhetoric and composition studies
embraced the idea of collaboration as a centrat ethts understanding of how effective
writers develop both within and without the spagkformal instruction. Call it a kind of
slow hunch, but theorists in writing studies beganceptualizing the generative capacity
of collaboration as both a theory and a teachiagtpre. When in 1984 Kenneth Bruffee
published his seminal essay “Collaboration and@oaversation of Mankind™ in
College Englishthe adjacent possible for welcoming the ideaotiboration into our
professional discourses was ripe with potential anéact, for the next decade scholars
in rhetoric and composition used critical lensesxamine the idea of collaboration to
assess both the virtues and vices of how this gimveas getting articulated into the
disciplinary frameworks of composition. Indeed, wloane reads early articles about
collaboration’s role in the teaching of writinggetie is an obvious tension balancing
inquiry into what collaboration is and how it wordl®ngside pedagogical articulations
about how best to “do” collaboration in practicelavhat it means to name collaboration
as such.

As | will argue over the course of this dissertatithe slow hunches about
collaboration that scholars in composition studiested to articulate thirty years ago

never connected in ways that could substantialpaed the adjacent possible of how
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humanists and other academics envisioned the warkention and innovation—what |
call novelty—in the study of writing. In fact, caboration as such is today little more
than a corporate buzzword, while on the acaderoitt it at best names a vague ethic for
cooperation while at worst it denotes a negativaityuto our habits of work, which is to
say that too much collaboration does not bode fwellenure and promotion.
Collaboration is, after all, not near as rigorossiadividual” work and thus it should not
count as much. At least this is the conventionabdewm. But we should not be too quick
to condemn the myopic policies about collaborathaat inform the work of many P&T
committees because as a whole we embrace the sdicie9(if you want to call them
that) in the ways we approach our teaching pragti€hat is to say, many of us have not
been willing to pragmatically reject the romantation of individual genius (e.qg.,
“performance”) in how we teach and assess our stadé&his is especially true in
composition studies, which is ironic consideringttburs was one of the first fields to
expansively incorporate collaboration into our gioary rhetorics and pedagogical
philosophies.

In a way | wish to call this dissertation a slownbh, one that | have been trying to
realize for several years. The ideas | develop@&sé pages—which, as you will see, are
merely adaptations of borrowed ideas—have benéfited the collisions and
connections I've been able to exploit in my attetopexpand the adjacent possible of
collaboration in composition studies. Ironicallyistis a “solo-authored” work. Of
course, | might have been the one to render thesgsanto text but | cannot claim these

ideas exclusively as my own. | had a lot of helpt binly did my advisory committee
X



help articulate the consequences of my slow hundhgsny friend and collaborator,
John Pell, was there every step of the way as Wié#. politics of my institution’s
graduate school dictate that a collaborative diggen is not an option. | hope one day
this will no longer be the case.

At some point even the blackest kettles and pots kareinvent themselves.

Xi
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION: THE IDEA OF COLLABORATION IN THE STUL OF
WRITING

During my first year as a doctoral student, | resjen to a CFP that found its way
into my email inbox, a call for book chapter progiessdor an edited collection. The year
before | experienced my first 4Cs rejection, bet plaper | proposed for that conference
seemed to fit reasonably well with the subjecthig proposed collection. So | threw
together a two-page chapter proposal without muiticulty and sent it to the editors.
Their response was both prompt and positive; tbepd my proposal interesting and
believed it had potential, although they did haveva questions. The editors knew | had
not yet written the full draft, so they requestestit the first half of the essay for further
consideration.

Even though at that point | considered myself atretly effective writer, suddenly
the stakes had risen and | doubted my ability iteveomething that would persuade the
editors to include it in their collection. | coultishake the feeling that | was faking it,
because after all | was still a relatively new graie student and at best only a novice
practitioner in the study of rhetoric and compasitiWwho was I to think | would write
something good enough to be included in a scholaybk? Perhaps | didn’t expect the
editors to be interested in my proposal, but whextélve reason | felt paralyzed at the

moment to move forward. Therefore | did the oniyghl could think of doing: | went to
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one of my professors and explained the situatid¢hdt | have | gotten myself into?” |
asked. This professor knew that my friend, Johrg &lso interested in the same subject
this edited collection was surveying, so she suggesinvite him to collaborate on the
piece. | like the idea of working with a friend,tdthad no idea how tarite with another
person, especially in a situation like this one rehtbe stakes seemed relatively high.
Nevertheless | asked John to join me on this ptolée said yes.

John and | were already friends, and moreover aeeshscholarly interests, so |
assumed that our collaboration would be easy.herawords, even though neither of us
had experience writing with another person, we ragslit wouldn’t behat difficult.
Needless to say, we were inexperienced and naiwadpour first two or three
meetings, we spent the entire time talking abowdtwie wanted to write, and we even
put together an outline. But when we tried to altyuarite, we were stymied. For the
next handful of meetings, what we planned for adtithg sessions, we spend more time
talking abouthowto write together than we actually did writing. Mover we kept
adjusting the ideas we wanted to render into telich is to say our conversation
bounced back and forth between talk about what evs@t@d to say and talk about how
best to get these ideas down on the page. Invdyshe writing proved to be impossible
and befuddling. After one laboriously unproductsession, we decided to sit down over
coffee to rethink our collaboration and how besutm all of our talk into usable writing.
We certainly were not at a loss for conversatioralise we filled page after page with
ideas about what each of us were noticing abousubgect of our essay as it was

developing through our repeated attempts to whtaiait. Indeed, we were able to



recognize that what at first felt like wasted titngethemot drafting was in fact a
necessary phase of our collaboration, one in wWwehvere able to invent both ideas and
language for those ideas that we could subsequeraly upon in the essay. Even though
we still didn’t have a draft, we felt confident thvahat we were going to write would be
smart and persuasive.

Something else we noticed about the collaboratieegss was that we were getting
better at anticipating what the other was thinkiRigat is, during our repeated meetings
we started to arrive at similar ideas seeminglyusiameously as we fostered
conversation, and pretty soon we were able to guesshe other would respond to
certain ideas and observations. In this way, theem@ focused on listening to each
other the more we saw our ideas develop complexitynuance.

Motivated as we were, the process of actually rendevords into text continued to
be difficult, but we managed to get a draft comgaddby the date the editors stipulated.
We were proud of the document (even though sd faas only half of a essay), but we
were even more proud about discovering the ideaweve writing about. Even though
we didn’t have a recognizable method, we knew & p@assible to synthesize our voices
to invent smart, compelling ideas and argumentss fiad been our first experience
writing collaboratively, and even though we werbaxsted, we were also eager to
continue the work.

It did not take very long to get a response frometitors. They appreciated us
taking the time to put together a draft, but aftether review they didn’t think it would

fit well with the rest of the book. That was it. @Rssay was dead in the water.



We had the best intentions to nevertheless comtileteecond half of the essay so
we could send it elsewhere, but it never happeNedrly five years later as | look back
at that writing, | realize it isn’t nearly as goas we imagined, which is to say |
understand why our half-written essay wasn’t pesiyi received. | hardly feel
embarrassed about the ordeal, however, becausdlexayh the essay was never
published (or, for that matter, even finished!ttméial experience of collaboration itself
had provided me with a new level of confidence asgiter, one built on the knowledge
that my discourse was somehow strengthened bedahseand | had collaborated in the
first place. More specifically, | noticed that whene were able to foster reciprocal
discourse about a shared object of inquiry, inaftsing our collaboration as a method
for rhetorical invention, it seemed like | was aterticulate ideas that previously, and
on my own, sounded incoherent. That we never fedshe essay is therefore
inconsequential, because what we needed to gleantfrat experience we did: the
knowledge that successful collaboration has véitie lio do with material production,
and that it has everything to do with the discuesiationship collaborators foster with

one another and the objects of their discourse.

*kkk

When Joseph Harris published “The Idea of Commuinitie Study of Writing”
twenty years ago, he criticized the “extraordindmgtorical power one can gain through
speaking of community.” Using the adjectives “setagcand powerful” to describe the
rhetorical force of the word “community” itself, Isays the term “offers us a view of

shared purpose and effort” (13). While Harris s@ggi¢ghat “community” is virtually
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never pejoratively invoked, the thrust of Harrigilgument is directed toward scholars in
composition who use the idea of community as bdtbading signifier and a “stabilizing
term,” one that is utilized “to give a sense ofgmsge and effort to our dealings with the
various discourses that make up the university).(IMshort, for compositionists the
term functions as a common discursive denominé&dotack of a better phrase, the value
of which is relative to however one constructsittea of community in passing.

Pointing to David Bartholomae’s “Inventing the Uersgity” as an example, Harris
argues that the discourses into which students beusbcialized, the ones with which
they must use to invent the university, are notlgess stable or adoptable as many
compositionists makes them sound. Echoing theaygested by Stanley Fish, Harris
proposes that “community” should come to refergheedifferent social circles each of
us always already inhabits. In other words, comtyumeed not always imply consensus,
agreement, or association; nor should it be somgtive possess or inhabit, let alone
something we attempt to create or achieve. In fdatris offers the metaphor of the city
as one to replace the metaphor of community: “I Miaumge an even more specific and
material view of community: one that, like a cilows for consensus and conflict, and
that holds room for ourselves, our disciplinaryleagjues, our university coworkees)d
our students” (20).

Not long after Harris proposed curbing the ideamhmunity as a commonplace
metaphor in composition studies, Susan Miller madery similar, if not identical
argument for ditching “community” as a disciplinanetaphor that informs the work of

collaboration. Just as Harris proposes the metaphacity to better denote the field’s



loose associations and contingent discourse pesgtso too does Miller use the city
metaphor to propose how we might understand thecedsns that collaboration
instantiates.

In “New Discourse City: An Alternative Model for @aboration,” Miller reflects on
the experience she shared with five freshmen comgas essay that would eventually
be published ilCollege Composition and Communicati@ommitted as she was to
social constructionist notions of collaborationtexbin the metaphors of community and
consensus, Miller acknowledges that during theietngs together this group of
collaborative writers acted more like a “committ@eStead of a “community.” There was
substantial negotiation or compromise, and thd finaft of the essay eventually
“relocated many of the students’ observations imgpendix” because it became
impossible to include everyone’s voice in the boflthe text. As such, Miller confesses
“my informed understanding of social constructioh&nowledge and language, and the
students’ practical experience of them, hadn’t b&erth a damn, not in amgssential
sense of revising their stance toward educatioraadtize” (289). Later confronted by
students in a graduate seminar who unapologetitafysed to allow collaborative
processes to occur” (291), Miller eventually dedidleat the metaphor of city life was a
more viable model for understanding collaborateed in this dissertation, but | briefly
raise her concern for rethinking what collaborati®and should be in order to situate the
idea of collaboration itself in composition studibkich like the idea of community, it is
one that the field of rhetoric and composition base to value, perhaps even overvalue,

for reasons that at best appear sentimental, moetdion cursory and uncritical.



What | suggest is that the field of compositionues an idea of collaboration that has
remained at best simply an idea, or rather an ithedlsocial constructionist theory
helped to institutionalize when we embraced theiadurn” in composition theory
which suddenly placed primary value on the proces$evriting above its product. As
seen above, Miller confesses to something likestahgic feeling of loss, for example,
when her graduate students rejected the sociatraatisnist discourse of collaboration
that she used to organize her seminar. Or takexf@ample what David Smit says about
the value of collaboration:

Many of the published reports on collaborative héay indicate that rather than

consensus collaboration may promote a wide vaaeppints of view; students often

do not agree in their responses to the work of {eers, and their responses are often
quite different from those of their teachers. Thaedlaborative methods seem to have
created a dilemma. On the one hand, they may unleasoncilable differences in
assumptions, values, and points of view; on theratland, the emphasis on achieving
consensus may result in unnecessary peer presscoaform to what the group
decides. Of course, the goal is a proper balantvedea individual differences and
group consensus, but given the tension inherethieimethod, it seems excessive to

claim that it is intrinsically better than otherdagogical techniques in achieving a

change in values. (“Some Difficulties” 48-49)

What Smit draws attention to are the argumentsthkse posed by John Trimbur in
“Consensus and Difference in Collaborative Learhangd Greg Myers in “Reality,
Consensus, and Reform in the Rhetoric of Teachmg@dsition,” two canonical essays
in composition studies that suggest why consertsogl@ not be the aim of collaborative
learning. Of course, Trimbur and Myers are extegdire theoretical discussion of

collaboration introduced by Kenneth Bruffee witls indmark essay “Collaboration and

the ‘Conversation of Mankind.” The point | wish Iaghlight is that it's not just the



social constructionism of Bruffee to which Smiteakaim, but also the arguments like
those posed by Trimbur and Myers who suggest tiffatrehce and contingency should
play a key role in how we conceptualize the pedagbgpaces that social constructionist
theory informs. Smit’s conclusion, similar to bonsewhat more pointed than Miller’s, is
to question why we need “collaborative learningthe first place, at least when it comes
to collaborative learning as a specific pedagogiadlel. “Even if we grant the tenets of
social construction,” Smit writes, “it is not at elear that collaborative methods best
implement that philosophy” (49). Even though Sre#tued these observations about
collaboration in 1989 during the height of compiosits love affair with social
constructionist theory, his conclusions about ttieacy of collaboration, especially as a
pedagogical strategy, feel quite contemporary s eecent.

Scholars in English studies like Daniel Green arah&d Miller have recently
followed in the footsteps of Smit when it comegjtestioning and ultimately
abandoning certain disciplinary ideals relatedterydcy education. Green confesses that
he entered the profession because, as he saysjéftsiood the job of the English
professor to involve primarily writing about an@dhing literature, activities | had come
to think of as the twin poles of a vocation bothireently civilized and, as far as | could
tell, uncommonly satisfying” (273). What Green fayuhowever, is the messy and
competitive reality of fighting for faculty positg in places where his idealistic take on
the merits of literary study were practically mut®da corporate “service” mentality that
rendered the study of literature impractical. “Nothin the history of literary study or,

more broadly speaking, in the evolution of the Eigtepartment, gives much credence



to such a nostalgia for the lost purity of therhtteire curriculum” (276). Green’s solution
was simply to walk away from the profession, legvims wrecked ideals aside. Richard
Miller, on the other hand, while not quitting theiwersity nevertheless experienced a
similar dissatisfaction with the profession. “Ifyee in the business of teaching others
how to read and write with care, there’s no esaafhie sense that your labor is
becoming increasingly irrelevant.” As he continuélse vast majority of the reading and
writing that teachers and their students do ahtarature and culture might not be all
that important. It could all be a rather labored/wépassing the time” (5, 6). Miller is
responding primarily to the idealistic notions ibiration and self-actualization that
social turn epistemologies thrust upon the fieldahposition in the early 1980s. His
solution to curbing what might appear to be sintptperbolic pessimism is to give up
whatever idealistic mindsets about literacy edeeatvith which we enter the profession
for ones that operate more harmoniously withinltheeaucracy of higher education. As
he explains, “I find it hard to mourn either thespimg of these ways of imagining the
business of higher education or the decline ofrtietoric’s power to capture and
mesmerize higher education’s clientele. Perhapsdh@ economic times that are
unquestionably ahead for the academy will occaaigeconception of the opposition of
world of thought and the world of work” (169). Iffect, Miller suggests we need to stop
imagining that the university is a site of cultuliberation and personal actualization, and
start imagining it as a space where learning td sesl write in critically engaging ways
can be used to navigate the bureaucratic terrdineoicreasingly corporate and

globalized marketplace.



When it comes to the idea of collaboration in ttuglg of writing, | do not want to
follow Green and Miller by painting a bleak pictwkthe prospects for energizing and
perhaps even dramatically altering how we thinkutlbollaboration and the teaching of
composition. Nevertheless, whatever idealisticstahe field of composition once
assumed toward the possibilities of collaboratiothe 1980s now seems all but a fuzzy
memory. In this respect it might seem impractioatmgage in a critical review of such a
generalized idea as collaboration, especially wheoames to how it has been
conceptualized in our theories of writing and ttatesl into pedagogical practices. Like
Miller, some compositionists are invested in cadledtive learning; others such as Smit,
not so much. Still probably the vast number of $atsoand teachers of rhetoric and
writing are not invested one way or the other.

It is this last attitude that points to what instkiissertation | caltollaborative
nihilism, a term that names a type of disciplinary stanagked by apathy towards the
current status of the idea of collaboration in onietand composition studies. It is not an
attitude one necessary assumes with any amountiohtengagement; rather, itis a
position most of us simply come to inhabit by virtof the reality that within the
academy, especially the humanities, collaboratigekvis markedly undervalued, and
thus we learn to forego it as a serious activiiyt &llaborative nihilismis also
manifested in what is sometimes a blatant dismisisabllaboration altogether. All of us,
no doubt, can anecdotally reference some instanaeather when someone’s
collaborative work was challenged on its meriteginality or scholarly rigof. As |

mentioned in the Preface, we know that for manyrtem@nd promotion committees
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scholarship that is collaborative doesn’t “courg’much as scholarship that is not (even
though there is plenty aicholarshipthat questions the “individual” nature of indivalu
scholarship¥.But here | am talking about collaboration as plé&s to how we
conceptualize the work we do with one another indisciplines and departments; this
blatantcollaborative nihilismalso surfaces in how we talk about collaboratron i
discussions of pedagogy as well. Again, many afaed not reflect long to recall
occasions when the efficacy of collaborative leagnivas challenged in classroom
contexts where students openly resisted it, or mayfimply failed to deliver on
whatever outcomes we trusted to it.

In Chapter Two, | will explain how this disciplinaattitude, this condition of
collaborative nihilism has emerged from our existing scholarship oraboltation.
Specifically | will consider how our discipline’sdtory of collaboration theory stems
directly from Kenneth Bruffee’s social turn collabton based on the principles of social
constructionism. As the title of this dissertatadludes, | will be proposing new theory
for understanding and enacting collaboration, théloat departs from social
constructionist epistemology. In Chapter Threegdib to articulate a pragmatic theory of
collaboration, one that highlights the discursiglationship that collaborators foster as
the most critical objective collaborators must egegduring collaboration itself. In
Chapter Four, | explain how we can draw upon tkeatical concept of techné to
understand the conceptual work required to acteidtie pragmatic theory | propose. |
call my approach to theorizing collaboration “exi@rst” because this term points to the

school of discourse studies that | believe beserstdnds the way that discourse works in
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the world. Therefore before | continue, it is pgrh@rofitable for me to explain how |
understand the term “externalism” and why | amzitij it as a moniker for the theory of
collaboration | will develop in these pages.

In “Externalism and the Production of Discourselibinas Kent explains that most of
our theories of discourse rely on “the Cartesiamtlthat a split exists between the
human mind and the rest of the world.” Cognitivepressivist, and social constructionist
theories of discourse all support this Cartesiamcland can therefore be labeled as
“internalist.” Kent continues, “The internalist igiaes that a conceptual scheme or
internal realm of mental states—beliefs, desimggntions, and so forth—exists anterior
to an external realm of objects and events. Iticgldo meaning and language, the
internalist thinks that we have ideas in our headsnd of private language, and then we
find a public shared language to help us commuaittedgse ideas” (57). Internalist
theories of discourse therefore support argumemntsuitural relativism since what we
know and how we speak get shaped by and confinedh&bever conceptual schemes
through which we learn to live and work. But Kewinis to the problem of skepticism as
the first major challenge to internalism, espegialhen it comes to addressing how we
can account for things like discourse communifi@sexample, if they are the product of
shared conceptual schemes. As Kent explains, “Weeimagine that separation exists
between an inner subjective realm of meaning aadght, and an outer objective realm
of objects and events, we obviously cannot exgiaiv it is that we can know anything
at all about the world outside our own subjecti/{yl). The second objection Kent

raises concerns the public nature of our discopirgduction. That is, internalist theories
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cannot account for how communication occurs betvpsaple who do not share
conceptual schemes.

Kent thus proposes that we abandon internalistoggbies and develop a theory of
discourse “without getting caught up in the oldt€sian dualisms and paradoxes” (62).
What we need, in other words, adernalisttheories that do not rely on conceptual
splits anda priori constructions of language to account for our comgation. Here is
how Kent defines externalism:

Externalism defines itself within a philosophicaldition marked off roughly by

Friedrich Nietzsche, John Dewey, Martin Heidegtfe, latter Wittgenstein, W.V.

Quinn, [Richard] Rorty, and especially Jacques idarand [Donald] Davidson.

Broadly speaking, the externalist takes the pasiti@t no split exists between an

inner and outer world and claims that our sensnahner world actually derives

from our rapport with other language users, pea@enterpret during the give and
take of communicative interaction. Because languageires the existence of others,
the public nature of language-in-use presupposewleaige of other minds and of
the world in which we operate. Although clear diffleces exist among externalists
concerning the public nature of language and meannost externalists agree that
the dualism inherent in internalism cannot telhusch about how language enables
us to understand others or how language enablesget things done in the world.

(62-63)

When | utilize the term “externalism” to describg approach to theorizing
collaboration, | am therefore referencing this lagf@liscourse theory that presupposes
there is only one world, to echo Davidson, and Wmgeract within it and can therefore
understand and communicate with one another gimeogh interaction. In Chapter
Four, | will offer a more detailed account of Kenérticulation of externalism as |

discuss how we might use post-process compostteory to understand the pedagogical

implications of an externalist theory of collabovat
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But before | conclude this introduction, | wantsjpend a few moments discussing the
goals of this dissertation and what | hope to aehigith a new theory of collaboration.
First, | believe that rhetoric and composition lacisable, pragmatic theory that can
account for the discursive potentialities of colleddion. As | will explain in the next
chapter, our most popular theories of collaboratilmextensions of Kenneth Bruffee’s
social turn collaboration, which draws on sociakgtouctionist theory to present
collaboration as a type of discursive interactidrncl functions as an epistemic mediator
that sustains “knowledge” or “discourse” commusiti®ne of my central arguments
about this theory is that it proves inconsequeimmiglractice and can only result in the
collaborative nihilisnthat | introduced above and will further develaghe first chapter.

Second, | want to introduce a theory of collab@rathat not only better accounts for
the discursive work collaborators engageollaborators, which will constitute the bulk
of my writing in Chapters Three and Fphut | also want to promote the work of
collaboration as a legitimate mode of inquiry thgbwvhich teachers, scholars, and
students can engage their intellectual work moregaly, which is a clumsy way of
saying that | believe collaboration makes us bettigical thinkers and discoursers. Third,
and finally, | want to develop an approach to ustirding how collaboration can
account for and represent what a non-foundationiéilng pedagogy might look likas a
pedagogyCollaboration emerged in rhetoric and composistudies as an extension of
the process-oriented pedagogies that directedtiatteonto the subjectivities through
which students actually write and use discoursd,ianthis way the study of

collaboration in composition was meant to cultivaie understanding of how to promote
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pedagogies that allow students to proactively egeradividual agency in their journeys
toward becoming effective writers. The move towaddracing collaboration in
composition, therefore, always was about promasingents’ discursive development as
communicators, and so | hope to present an integediscussion of how we might
revitalize the pedagogical possibilities of colledtmn without relying on social
constructionist theory.

One of my central arguments in this dissertatidihas theoretical complexity can
actually make us appreciate what sometimes miglkbhsidered commonplace
terminology. Collaboration is just such a term. Mthat said, | am not satisfied with the
language of collaboration that currently circulatesur field, and thus a tangential aim
of this dissertation is to develop a new vocabufarytalking about collaboration. While
each of these aims points to particular sets dblpros and professional challenges, this
last aim to develop a new vocabulary for collaborats perhaps the most tenuous. As
Harris’s plea for reconceptualizing the idea of aaumity in composition suggests, much
of this work relies on changing the way we actutdlit about community in the first
place. Unfortunately, not much has changed inwltedecades that have passed since the
publication of his article. In “Rescuing the Discse of Community,” Gregory Clark
offers us a reasonable explanation for why “comnyiias continued as a valued term
in the teaching of writing: in short, he says, veed it. “I remain committed to the
necessity of a broad concept of community becabsdidve that anyone’s ideas and
purposes find value and use when conceived anaeckfn the context of cooperating

collectives” (62). In response to Harris, Clark gests that we cannot simply throw out
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the baby with the bathwater; in fact, we shouladélebrating the many different ways
compositionists deploy the idea of community initbeaching. As Clark writes, “my
argument is to describe a discourse that mightgaland diversify the concept of
community by offering a method of discussion—a ohiet—that includes as equals
people who differ in their own values and in th@wer to influence those of others”
(68).

If we put Harris’s article next to Clark’s, whanélly distinguishes them is that for
Harris “community” simply names the various integmnal positions we occupy at any
given time, and since these positions are obvioomsigad and unstable, we should look
for a better metaphor to describe these relatigssiior Clark, on the other hand,
“‘community” is what we aim for as an end; it is wiage must foster, the thing that
designates the conditions for equal cooperatiohimwi context of difference. But the
kicker for Clark is that what makes a communityytrdemocratic is its ability to account
for otherness. That is, a community built arounchderatic participation must be able to
account for the differences that would normallylage others from that community, if
“‘community” in this latter sense refers to Bruffegonception of a group of
constitutionally like-minded individuaf$in effect, Clark’s formulation of community is
founded squarely on bringing people together asaagful, productive collective; it
emphasizes the goal of productively working togethgroximal spaces of cooperation
alongside a commitment to their maintenance.

But herein is where the idea of collaboration ia $itudy of writing seems to have

floundered. Like Clark’s vision of a community redtin democratic proximity, for the
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vast majority of scholars and teachers in rhetanid composition “collaboration” is first
and foremost a proximal marker, a term that desegna kind of proximal democratic
engagement in which Clark’s idea of community dicesvork. | will develop this
argument in the next chapter, but | bring it upehterpoint out what | believe is the first
priority of an externalist theory of collaboratiaand that is to account for how two or
more individuals can deliberately foster discourmserder to share perspective, not
necessarily how to share work. When “collaboratiant] “community” both get
conceptualized primarily around notions of proxyrand consensus, | cannot help but
think about how the educational philosopher PaRBa@mer once humorously defined
community: “Community is that place where the pargou least want to live with
always lives” (20). Palmer defines community negayi to underscore the effort
necessary to maintain the illusion of an impossihéal. In this way, | believe, for too
long “collaboration” was positioned disciplinariég the ideal method through which to
actualize something like a democratic ethic fondonork connected to social
constructionist epistemology. When the illusiorttedt impossible ideal slowly dissolved
amid the realities of teaching within the compeétiperformance-driven arena of higher

education, like Dorothy’s Wizard, that initial agpevas eventually lost.

*kkk

At the beginning of this introduction, | recountey first experience with
collaborative writing. With that narrative | medatillustrate the untidy and
irreconcilably subjective ideas with which | wilkhwrestling in this dissertation. |1 do not

intended to mute the myriad contingencies that mettessarily affect the externalist
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theory of collaboration | develop once we try todte its pragmatic consequences in
experience. The fact of the matter is that all theé® at best a generalized explanation
that, if successful, can productively anticipatevrsmmething in the world will operate. |
do not present my work here as the last or evebéleword on collaboration, but | do
believe it is a step in the right direction foritak seriously what externalist
epistemologies offer to those of us in rhetoric aachposition who no longer find
productive the internalist mentalities that forleog have directed the production of
theory in our discipline.

In the same piece in which Parker Palmer humoradsiynes community, he also
notes, and this quite seriously, that the besteptians of “community” must boil down
to some capacity for relatedness. “We talk a Idtigher education about the formation
of inward capacities—the capacity to tolerate amityg the capacity for critical thought.
| want us to talk more about those ways of knovitreg form an inward capacity for
relatedness” (24). Despite his use of the term ardy’ Palmer is not suggesting that we
cultivate an internalist-informed capacity for f@sihg identifications with others. In fact,
| believe he is appealing to something like an kst ethic for recognizing how our
imagined borders of incommensurability need notddivthis one world we share. It is in
this vein that | offer the present study of colledimn theory, because it underscores the
necessity for considering how any theory of dissewor writing will itself point to a way
of knowing.

| want to conclude with Palmer’s words about whatwager whenever we debate

the aims and methods of academic inquiry becaudeau observation points in good
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externalist form the broader consequences of theaitgling that even the most anti-
idealistic among us cannot deny:

My thesis is a very simple one: | do not believat tepistemology is a bloodless

abstraction; thevaywe know has powerful implications for thaywe live. | argue

that every epistemology tends to become an ethiteaery way of knowing tends to
become a way of living. | argue that the relatietween the knower and the known,
between the student and the subject, tends to etomrelation of the living person
to the world itself. | argue that every mode of Wireg contains its own moral
trajectory, its own ethical direction and outcom@g)

Notes

1. Andrea Lunsford and Lisa Ede reflect on theedé@ht ways collaborative work is
“punished” in the competitive spaces of higher edion in “Rhetoric in a New Key:
Women and Collaboration.” Kathleen Blake Yancey lhchael Spooner also consider
the disciplinary rewards and punishments for caftabon in their article “A Single
Good Mind: Collaboration, Cooperation, and the WgtSelf.”

2. Obviously two theorists of importance here aeg Vygotsky and Mikhail
Bahktin, see especially the latteThe Dialogic Imagination: Four EssapghdSpeech
Genres and Other Late Essays composition theory, see Thralls, “Bahktin,
Collaborative Partners, and Published Discoursefther and Vipond, “Writing as
Collaboration”; Lunsford and Ede, “Collaborative tAarship and the Teaching of
Writing”; and Roen and Mittan, “Collaborative Scahip in Composition: Some
Issues.”

3. Clark’s position is one I'd call optimisticalgnti-idealistic and it represents for the

discipline of composition specifically what Bill Bdings proposes for higher education

19



in general in his booKkhe University in Ruinavhich was published two years after
Clark’s article. There Readings argues that unitiessas a whole are slowly assuming
the status of transnational corporation that pexdldégrees like widgets while trafficking
in the currency of “excellence,” a vague signifiocatthat marks the highest degree of
quality in educational marketing. According to Riead, the problem with
conceptualizing the university in terms of commuimstthat our modern tendency to
universalize experience turns the idea of communttya false ideal since it
presupposes a “sharadmancapacity for communication” (182). Furthermore, if
fostering community (or communities—of academitsggents, citizens, social activists,
etc.) is the social function of the universityos‘pretend to be the institution that is not
an institution but simply the structure you gdra@nsparent communication is possible”
(183).

But if we can embrace the idea the university igmhhinking occurbesideother
thinking—without holding fast to notion that we ahenking as a unified community—
then we can begin to describe the university asesiong like a “community at loose
ends,” a more accurate moniker for the space ofensity actually represents. In a
community at loose ends there is no authoritatiaster, and the differences between “I”
and “you” are caught up in a network of relatioabligations that require everyone to
constantly recognize that our common humanity doesean we will ever fully
understand the depth of our responsibility to atl{@B5, 189).

Whereas Readings essentially posits that the Usityeshould exist as a

ideologically neutral space where teachers ancestgsdearn beside one another in a
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community of dissensus, Clark argues for what seesally the same idea—that a
community of dissensus marks the necessary conditmr democratic cooperation—but
instead of talking about the university as whokejhsimply addressing the discipline of
composition. Nevertheless, both Clark and Readnods an optimistically anti-idealistic
ethic. It is the supposed necessity of this netwoekit the cooperative collective Clark
calls for, the discourse community Bartholomae rgroethe “city” that Harris
proposes, that squarely grounds the metaphor ofeomty into the disciplinarity of

composition.
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CHAPTER Il

A DISCIPLINARY REVIEW OF SOCIAL TURN COLLABORATION

Although social construction has a venerable hystotwentieth-century thought
and although writers in a number of fields are gegiain an effort to develop the
disciplinary implications of a nonfoundational sglaonstructionist
understanding of knowledge, that history remaingdl unacknowledged and
the effort fragmented. Terminology proliferateseTriesult is that in some cases
positions not only similar but mutually supportseem alien to one another.

- Kenneth BruffeéSocial Contruction, Language, and the Authoaoty
Knowledge: A Bibliographic Essay”

As a critical term in the field of rhetoric and cpasition studies, “collaboration” has
assumed a catch-all status that has, ironicallpwald theorists and practitioners to
deploy it in decidedly uncritical ways. To call sething “collaborative” is tantamount to
saying nothing particular at all, except perhajas thvo or more people have worked
together in some capacity. Indeed, to invoke tlea iof collaboration is to invoke a
floating signifier the referent of which existswatever conceptualization of the social
one brings to bear on the idea of sharing work.detolars in rhetoric and composition,
the idea of collaboration has become inextricaiolydd to the idea of collaborative
learning, which as a pedagogical concept tendegontore questions than it presumably
answers. This latter point is one that David Smidrassed in his attempt to understand
what it means when teaching is described as caldive. “I find it difficult to sort out
the claims of collaborative theorists so as toalsc just what kind of pedagogy they are

recommending when they champion the benefits délootative learning.” He continues
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by acknowledging that theorists of collaboratioariccite an impressive body of theory
and evidence to support their claims”; neverthel8ssit questions “whether this body of
theory provides an adequate basis for a collah@@dagogy and whether it clearly
demonstrates that collaborative methods improvéngti (“Some Difficulties” 45-46).
Composition’s interest in collaboration and colleditve learning gained disciplinary
traction in the 1970s and 1980s at the same timenwipen admissions policies were
ushering in an increasingly diversified studentyowdhile in philosophy and the social
sciences theories of social construction were stisding to emerge. Within composition
studies the work of Kenneth Bruffee representstheible of this interaction between
open admissions policies and social constructiGpstemology. The above epigraph,
taken from “Social Construction, Language, andAbthority of Knowledge: A
Bibliographic Essay,” reflects what is ostensiblgaammon thread that links all of
Bruffee’s scholarship to an attempts to unify dispa iterations of social constructionist
theory in order to articulate a categorical impeeafor understanding the social origins
of knowledge as rooted in conversation. “Socialstarction assumes,” writes Bruffee in
this essay, “that thinking is an internalized vensof conversation. Anything we say
about the way thinking works is conversation alandther conversation: talk about talk”
(777). It is out of the social constructionist npgtar of knowledge as conversation that
Bruffee shapes his philosophy of collaboration eokaborative learning, one that to
date has had a profound effect on how we talk aboligboration and the teaching of
writing. For example, it is Bruffee’s bibliographéssay along with his landmark

“Collaborative Learning and the ‘Conversation ofrand™ that Susan Miller, in her
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own essay about collaborative learning, cites firster list of influences “that comprise
current standard tests of collaborative pedagogpmposition theory” (283).

John Trimbur and Harvey Kail further attest to iimgpact Bruffee has played in our
understanding of collaboration when they position bentrally as one who recognized
the value of collaborative learning in the begimnhyears of open admissions: “The
joining of practical rhetoric with collaborativedming pedagogy is an interesting story in
itself, one that is both specific to Bruffee andngane to higher education reform in the
late 1960s and early 1970s” (“Forward” xxi). Ilwsrth quoting Trimbur and Kail at
length to share their take @nShort Course in Writinghe textbook Bruffee first
published in the early 1970s that articulated aagedy rooted in collaborative activity
(the textbook was re-published in 2007 as the Wiodtme in the Longman Classics in
Composition book series):

In his review of the original manuscript AfShort CourseRichard Beal, the most

prominent English editor at the time, told Paul @M@ell, who published the first

edition at Winthrop in 1972, that Bruffee couldheit alter the book and sell a lot of
copies or publish the book as is and make hisidilyat Beal predicted has indeed
come to pass. A& Short Coursappeared in subsequent editions (the second from

Winthrop in 1980; the third in from Little, Browm i1985; and the fourth from

HarperCollins in 1993), it has influenced, far ofiproportion to its sales, the actual

practices of writing instruction and, more broadif/educational reform in U.S.

college composition. (xix)

There is much to say about the important contrdngtiof Bruffee to the field of
composition, especially in regard to the role heypl in shepherding the idea of

collaboration into critical perspective. But despithat Bruffee and those who

contributed to our understanding of collaborate&rhing achieved in the 1980s and
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early 1990s by way of extending the scholarshigalaboration, it is evident that the
terministic status of collaboration is today muibte ithat of “interdisciplinarity,” the
latter of which Louis Menand discusses in his réebeok The Marketplace of Ideas
“There are few terms in twenty-first-century higleelucation with a greater buzz factor,”
writes Menand. “No one, or almost no one, says alagainst it. It is invoked by
professors and by deans with equal enthusiasm? (&&}tainly the idea of
interdisciplinarity is more popular today than ttea of collaboration ever was, but
“collaboration” certainly had a buzz factor at dimee, and this matters precisely because
the popularity of collaborative learning as a peaxtacal watchword, connected as it is to
the “social turn” in composition theory, has evalvie such a way that today
collaboration seems like old news. Thus am | ableuiggest, as | do above, that to say
something is collaborative is tantamount to sayiathing particular at all.

| want to suggest neither a retrospective reelingtisorts to account for the myriad
ways collaboration has been articulated discipiipaor a nostalgic stroll down roads of
terministic clarity that never existed; for as Sewutdences, to call something
“collaborative” has always proved problematic uptose inspection. Rather, | suggest
that as professionals in rhetoric and compositiorietiver teachers, researchers,
theorists, or graduate students—we should conbiolera popular epistemological
theory has influenced how we talk about an equadlyular pedagogical model. To this
end, | believe that the discourse of collaboratian be renewed, that its evocations can
rise above “exertions of mechanical skill,” to edimerson when describing our

sluggard intellects in “The American Scholar.” Atlainally, | believe we can use
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pragmatist philosophy to understand collaboratimmsequentially. But the purpose of
this present chapter is to examine how our fieddisolarship on collaboration has
primarily revolved around the politics of sociahstructionist theory, and that despite
important criticisms that have interrogated whalatmration is and how it works, there
has been no attempt to question the foundatiosainagtions about social
constructionism that have been utilized to inforun lbasic assumptions about what it
means to “collaborate” with others. Consequentg,cdumulative result of this
scholarship on collaboration has been manifestedminarily into an attitude 1 call
“collaborative nihilism,” a term that, as | pointedt in the Introduction, names the
combination of both apathy and meaninglessnesghbaturrent status of the idea of
collaboration in rhetoric and composition studieects; it also points to why, as |
explain above, collaboration has fizzled in itcgbBnary value as a critical term for how
we understand the work of composition. My reviewvite scholarship on social turn
collaboration is relevant because it explains whgm@idea “collaboration” today has no
pragmatic value for compositionists outside itéitytas a vague gesture that points
toward certain unquestioned assumptions about ledye and discourse that | will

discuss at length below.

Collaborative Nihilism: A Brief Conceptual Sketch

“Movements of thought involving vague concepts,bterl.A. Richards in 1932, “can
have a power and coherence which analysis wouldaye#\nd once analysis is

introduced, the especially troublesome problemsgital machinery...we use in
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analysis are on our hands” (39). “Collaborationftamly qualifies as a vague concept,
but is it worth engaging the “troublesome problemsuch an inquiry? Some of us are
invested in pedagogies of collaborative learniriges of us not so much, while still
probably the vast number of scholars and teachetseitoric and composition are not
invested one way or another. Collaboration for thst contingency is simply a word that
means too many different things for too many déferpeople to warrant critical
examination. This last attitude points to what | @atling collaborative nihilisma term
that names a type of disciplinary stance markeddathy and meaninglessness towards
the current status of the idea of collaboratiorhietoric and composition studies. | am
using the terntollaborative nihilismin the tradition of Cornel West who has made direc
and nuanced appeals to various type of culturalisnihe has observed through his
experiences as a theologian, pragmatist philospelercator, and political activist.
Beginning withRace MatterandProphetic Thought in Postmodern Timesl 993
and extending throughemocracy Matteren 2004, Cornel West developed a conception
of nihilism both contemporary and inclusive thatdpplied, first, to describe the black
experience in America, and next, to classify Amesacollective disillusionment with
democracy, namely our nation’s failure to manifesstore democratic principles in its
public policies and discourses.Pnophetic Thought in Postmodern Timegest defines
nihilism as “self-paralyzing pessimism” and thev&ld experience of meaningless and
hopelessness and lovelessness” (18). A decaderiddemocracy MattersWest writes
“This monumental collapse of meaning, hope, ané laimarily resulted from the

saturation of market forces and market moralitieBlack life and the present crisis of
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black leadership,” but he continues, “nihilismm®] not confined to black America.”

At present America suffers from a “political nilsitn,” the felt experience of
“disillusionment with the American democratic systg26, 27). One facet of this
political nihilism West dubsentimental nihilismFor example, “Many newspeople are
deep believers in the principle of the free presstae special role it's meant to play in
our democracy, and yet that belief all too ofteroants to sentiment because they fail to
act more consistently on that principle” (37). S®eintal nihilists are those “willing to
sidestep or even bludgeon the truth or unpleasamopular facts and stories, in order
to provide an emotionally satisfying show” (36).the end, West says sentimental
nihilism “is content to remain on the surface ablfdems than to pursue their substantive
depths” (38-39).

So in the present contexpllaborative nihilismcan refer to those attitudes of
frustration and disillusionment when it comes tstéosing an interest in theories and
practices of collaboration. But it primarily refaces the more pervasive disciplinary
unproductiveness that has resulted from a faili@itically engage unquestioned
assumptions about collaboration and collaborateening that are manifest in our
literature on the social nature of composition distourse production. After all,
scholarship in rhetoric and composition that diseictvestigates our theoretical
understanding of collaboration has practicallyeialby the wayside. There were two
edited collections in the early 199W/riting With[1994]; New Visions of Collaborative
Writing [1992]) that explored the theoretical dimensionsaifaboration, but practically

nothing of substance since then. Here | want toaamidher quality to the idea of
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collaborative nihilism one that distinguishes it a bit from West’s posiing of nihilism
as primarily an attitude. Specifically, | beliexean also point to a certain type of
recognition, in particular when it comes to thduwstaof collaboration as a pseudo-
concept. InThe Mysterious Barricades: Language and Its LimAisn Berthoff,
borrowing from Richards and Vygotsky, warns uséonary of “gangster theories” that
rely on “killer dichotomies” and “pseudo-concept$d understand the function of
gangster theories is to understand how they enfesgewhat at one point is critical
inquiry that eventually just stops being critic#l.common sequence is for a theory to
move from statements of the self-evident, basemh@mntrovertible fact, to
pronouncements of absolute truth and then, graguallqualified and restricted
application, not logically different from the onwil.” Berthoff continues, “A gangster
theory can start out as a reasonable analogy,amithiguities noticed and limitations
recognized, but then it will be ‘strengthened’ gy pushed to an extreme, the
gualifications dropped, the principles formulatsdaw” (16). As an example of what is
pseudo-concept, one of the conceptual consequeheegangster theory, she turns to the
idea of discourse:
Discourse for instance, has become a pseudo-concept intgkgs sense: it has
gathered to itself many analogous or at least coaly@ideas and terms, but there
has emerged no criterion by which to differentifte members of this new class. The
field of application of this pseudo-concept is watly limitless;discoursecan mean
language, procedure, culturally determined attitsideistorically determined
conventions, unconscious habits, deliberate hatatgnal conventions

unconsciously followed, arbitrary conventions detdtely deployedDiscourse
analysis has thus become a safe house for ganigsteres. (17)
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Obviously we could replace “discourse” with “coltahtion” here and the latter’s status
as a pseudo-concept would be clear. But it isundtthat collaboration can mean too
many different things for too many different peotlat fuelscollaborative nihilism
rather it is that “collaboration” is often deployedour disciplinary discoursess ifthis
word is self-interpreting, even though, echoinghaicdls, we recognize that with some
careful analysis and practical inquiry, the “powed coherence” of collaboration as a
critical term would fall apart.

What follows in this chapter is a review of Kenn8ttuffee’s social turn
collaboration, my attempt to trace how exactly eiaaconstructionist epistemology
informs his articulation of collaborative learnifdext | will offer a brief overview of the
most relevant scholarship that complicated Brueehdering of both the methods for
and purposes of collaborative learning. | will shitvat even though important criticism
furthered our discourse on collaboration, it ndvelgss failed to seriously question the
social constructionist mooring to which it had béied. Finally, | will offer a two-part
discussion that explains what | am calling the palicollaborative nihilismin
composition scholarship—a heuristic distinctiont logates scholarship in relationship to
one of two conceptual poles, ones that roughlybmalabeled “theory” and “practice.”
What | will demonstrate is that when collaboratisprimarily conceptualized through a
social constructionist epistemology, it can onlyréedered theoretically as an over-
determined quality of our discoursepedagogically as a teaching mechanism that
functions much like a tool teachers can deployifit Whe cumulative result of this

theory-practice conceptual split, | argue, is thatare left with untenable theory and

30



elective pedagogy, which leads collaboration toglaee where it now resides in our
critical vocabulary: as a pseudo-concept that caamjust about anything that involves
the work of more than one person.

Before | continue, let me return I.A. Richards avitht he offers by way of his
practical criticism, the theoretical orientatiomtlindergirded his New Rhetoric. As
Berthoff notes, Richards opposed “systematic proeegiand experimental techniques”
as methods for testing theory; instead, “He watdetkvelop what he called a ‘natural
history of opinions’ (later, of ‘meaning’)” based the pragmatic principle that, as
Richards worded it, “How we use a theorem best tedl what the theorem isRichards
23). | have already described my work in this ceaps an experiment in practical
inquiry. By “practical inquiry” | mean to play oRichards’s notion of practical criticism,
which in part calls for us to consider how we usbeory as the best test for what a
theory is, or stated more pragmatically, what défee a theory makes. At this point, to
best see how the idea of collaborative learnin§ toot in composition studies—how it

has been used—I now turn to Bruffee.

Kenneth Bruffee and “Social Turn” Collaboration

| wrote ‘Collaborative Learning and the “Conversatof Mankind™ to redirect the
way we think about teaching literature and writiligvas the groundwork for almost
everything | have done since.

- Kenneth BruffeeComment to his essay the Norton Book of Composition

The social constructionist-informed theories oflaobration at our disposal in

composition studies ultimately position collabavaton opposite ends of a theory-
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practice dichotomous pole, on one end of whichatltation is collapsed into over-
determined theory that leaves no room for nuandealhbility, on the end of which
collaboration is situated tactically as a pedagalgmol teachers utilize in the classroom.
When the meaning of collaboration can be explaindabth categorical and qualified
terms, and when no attempt is offered to questibatwlifference this bifurcation makes,
collaboration has no practical meaning.

Before | review those specific works that have dbnted to the polarity of
scholarship on collaboration in the study of comipars, it is first necessary to examine
the principles of social constructionist epistenggithat have been utilized by
compositionists to explain the nature of collabiorattself. An implicit component of my
argument here is that we cannot study the schapacshcollaboration without also
studying the social turn in composition, becausestognize how our field understands
collaboration is to also recognize how we undestotial constructionism. Coming to
terms with how collaboration has been theorizecbimposition studies must begin with
properly situating the work of Kenneth Bruffee elationship to this theory since his
work has most explicitly connected collaborationhis social turn in composition.
Therefore in this section | offer an introductorynper to social turn collaboration via a
review of how Bruffee appropriates social consinmgst principles to construct a theory
of collaborative learning.

In the penultimate chapter Gbllaborative Learning: Higher Education,
Interdependence, and the Authority of Knowledlge second edition of which was

published by Johns Hopkins in 1999, Kenneth Brulfegins with a reminder that the
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purpose of higher education is to “reacculturatatients into academic communities that
maintain certain discursive requirements for mersitier This is, in fact, an argument
Bruffee makes throughout the book: “College andrersity education should help
students renegotiate their membership in the kndydecommunities they come from
while it helps them reacculturate themselves ihtoacademic communities they have
chosen to join” (231). The means through which gjual of reacculturating students’
membership into academic communities requires Bhaffee calls a “nonfoundational
curriculum.”
The goal of such a curriculum is to help studenideustand their academic studies—
of mathematics, chemistry, sociology, English, wkat—asreacculturation, and
specifically as reacculturation into communitiesvinich knowledge is a construct of
the community’s constituting language or form cfatiurse. Along with this basic
expertise in the workings of language and othertsytio systems, furthermore,
necessarily goes a basic expertise in how peomend work well together. (231)
At this point Bruffee explains what are three neeeg phases through which a
nonfoundational curriculum moves students. In tre¢ phase, students should be
directed to recognize how they are already memhbeagsrtain communities of
knowledgeable peers; in the second phase, stugamtshow to interrogate which of
their beliefs and the beliefs of their peers haserbsocially justified and in which
particular communities; in the third and final pbastudents are instructed in the
discursive techniques of justifying belief to bet@gage those particular knowledge
communities in which they are seeking memberahighto recognize that knowledge

itself is produced, or constituted, through a kremige community’s discourse (232-36).

These phases and the particular vocabulary Bruitiéees to describe the work of each
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phase represent a fairly precise articulation chtwdollaborative learning is meant to
achieve when it is informed by the principles ofiabconstructionist epistemology.

When the first of edition ofollaborative Learningvas published in 1993, Bruffee
had already established himself as the princigerilst of collaborative learning in
composition studies. Virtually every piece of s@rship in the discipline that has
highlighted collaboration in one respect or anotiees explicitly drawn from or at least
referenced Bruffee’s work; moreover his articlescofiaboration have been copiously
used in disciplines outside of composition. Formegke, after one brief search | found
Bruffee cited in the following journal€omputers and the Humanitjelurnal of
Geography in Higher Educatigodournal of the Learning Sciengé&3ollege Teaching
The Urban ReviewJournal of Adult DevelopmerdandThe Classical Journajust to
name seven sources | found after a cursory seéarotay Bruffee’s name is synonymous
with the study of collaboration and its theory, e¥ieough he doesn'’t identify as a
theorist?

The focus on collaborative learning that marks it disciplinary footprint in
composition is not just the product of his apprafioin of collaborative learning theory
gleaned from the likes of British pedagogues Edwason and M. L. J. Abercrombie,
which is usually where discussions of Bruffee’s kvand those who inspired him begin.
No doubt, Mason and Abercrombie play an importalg n locating how Bruffee’s
interest in collaborative learning developed, batdue the tradition of collaborative
learning theory sparked by Bruffee is primarily tiesult of his translation of social

constructionist epistemology into pedagogical thhebrdeed in one of his earliest articles
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about the social nature of learning, “The StructfrEnowledge and the Future of
Liberal Education” (1981), Bruffee casually mensdiason and Abercrombie’s names
only once, and only in the article’s final paradrdap boot. The names that do appear
prominently in the article are all used to exphaimat Bruffee calls the “revolution in our
conception of knowledge” (178). Einstein’s theofyealativity, Heisenberg’s uncertainty
principle, and Goedel's argument that mathemasiest a self-validating system of
knowledge are the theories out of which Bruffeetahkes his argument for reimagining
what knowledge is and how it gets produced. Theltres this “revolution” Bruffee
chooses to articulate quite poetically:
Knowledge must be regarded as a social entity tbéaguse we have no other
alternative. All our touchstones, ancient and modare gone. Whether we like it or
not, our knowledge is no longer hitched to thesstéhat we know and how we
know it—at best a lumbering wagon—is drawn by olwesalone. (181)
It is because of this “unhitching” of knowledge tiBxuffee then suggests we need to
reevaluate the role of “peer group influence” ia thassroom. He concludes by
suggesting that collaborative learning might be“firactical means” of revitalizing
liberal education according to this social turrour collective epistemological moorings
(186). At the end of his essay, Bruffee casuallyggsts that Mason and Abercrombie’s
work might be “roughed out” as a guide for concepiaing what collaborative learning
looks like pedagogically. Nevertheless, collabeatearning as such was for Bruffee the
natural consequence of heeding this “revolutionth@ conception of knowledge.

Bruffee’s 1984 article, “Collaborative Learning atte ‘Conversation of Mankind,

acted as the catalyst for scholars in compositidmeed the pedagogical implications of
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social constructionist epistemology and its sigmifice for understanding collaboration.
At the beginning of this essay Bruffee points tcatvéit the time appeared as a practical
problem in conceptualizing the work of collaborati®espite what was ostensibly
heightened interest in collaborative learning atttien recent CCCC and MLA annual
conventions, Bruffee observed that within bothhafse professional contexts
“collaborative learning is discussed sometimes pioaess that constitutes fields or
disciplines of study and sometimes as a pedagomiohthat ‘works’ in teaching
composition and literature” (635). That collabopativas understood both as a theoretical
orientation and as a pedagogical mechanism, arallyso only one of these frames of
reference at a time, prompted Bruffee to recogthiedrustrations inherent in
understanding collaborative learning in the fidstge. It is, of course, ironic that the
problem Bruffee names at the outset of this lan#reasay is one that | argue still
persists; nevertheless, Bruffee’s observation attmultack of consistency in how
collaborative learning is understood in Englishdsta established the disciplinary
positioning that allowed him to forward collabodatinot as its own subject of study (that
IS, as a pedagogical theory that exists in a vaguounas the logical extension of a social
constructionist epistemology that explains how klgalge is not an inherent property of
nature, the mind, or anything else for that matiat,a product of conversation.

The term “conversation’s perhaps the most important watchword for a $ocia
constructionist epistemology because it repregéetaction through which belief gets
socially justified. The notion of “socially justéd belief’ is another critical phrase for

which to account because knowledge within a s@dabtructionist epistemology
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socially justified belief. The discursive spacecohversation is a social space; it is where
ideas and observations get forwarded, discussedjelmated. When conversation
continues to “justify” any of these ideas or obsgians, they become “beliefs,” those
concepts that count as knowledge within a partradiscourse community. But a social
constructionist epistemology must also accounhtiw discourse itself functions as
discourse—as the meaningful exchange of verbakgmibolic gestures; and it is through
an explanation of the difference between “normald &abnormal” discourse that such an
account is provided. These key terms—*“conversdtiwocially justified belief,”

“normal” and “abnormal discourse”—for Bruffee beoethe critical vocabulary he
utilizes to justify the social constructionist priples of collaborative learning, to which
he also adds another critical term, “consensus.”

Certainly the most important figure from whom Bréfshapes his basic
understanding of social constructionist epistemplsgRichard Rorty. It was in Rorty’s
Philosophy and the Mirror of Natur@d979) where Bruffee was introduced to the concept
of socially justified belief. Rorty’s sketch of whiae called “epistemological
behaviorism” used the notion of socially justifieelief to challenge philosophers to
recognize “knowledge as a matter of conversatiahadrsocial practice, rather than as an
attempt to mirror nature” (171). Rorty’s anti-fowatmnalist epistemology emphasized
that the notion of socially justified belief repeess the most tenable starting position for
epistemological inquiry since it does not rely ba faulty belief in a metaphysical split
between mind and nature that undergirds Cartegimteenologies. “We have considered

it to be a universal truth,” writes Bruffee expliaig the epistemological paradigm social
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constructionism replaced that constructed knowledgkind of “matter” with which
human beings fill their minds. Such a theory “asssitihat knowledge is a mental
construct...it draws its authority, on one hand, friv@ quality of that mental construct
and, on the other hand, from the quality of thabelity of mental constructs’ reference
to a reality external to the mind” (“Scholarly Comanity” 231). This Rortian
understanding of Cartesian epistemology Bruffeddahto his social constructionism in
order to position, like Rorty, the social justifica of belief as the primary factor in
negotiating the fluidity of knowleddk.

Bruffee had already formulated a working interptietaof Rorty’s social justification
of belief by 1982 when he published an article thatined the implications of this
concept for resolving how educators debate theqaarpf liberal education. On one
hand, Bruffee explains, “some of us tend to feat the purpose of education is mainly to
provide students with a world to understand, whemher of us tend to feel mainly that
the purpose of education is to help students dpwehys to understand the world”
(“Liberal Education” 96-97). Instead of debatingrfr one or the other of these camps
and thus risk what he viewed as the stymieing &ffetcircular argument, Bruffee
implicitly forwards an altogether different questiabout how both goals might be one in
the same if we “replace post-Cartesian epistemolatly another concept of knowledge
equally powerful and more appropriate to our preaed future educational needs” (99).
Turning to a review of Rorty’s social constructiomi, Bruffee explains that knowledge
can be easily situated as “what we are justifiebeleving.” Here is how he explains the

social justification of belief:
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In this concept of knowledge all three terms arerafve: social, justification, and
belief. The definition assumes that each of us taaia BELIEFS about the world
that are private and particular to ourselves....Tdwsd operative term in a Rortean
definition of knowledge, JUSTIFICATION, has to witthat must be done to turn
beliefs into knowledge. Private, particular beliafe not knowledge. They become
knowledge only when they are justified or shownatae of justification....To justify
a belief does not mean to establish a relationséipveen ourselves and some
individual we believe to be most knowledgeableweein ourselves and the object
known, or between ourselves and some ideal realityuchstone of truth. To justify
a belief is to establish a certain kind of relasioip among ourselves and among the
things we say. This insistence that justificatismimatter of conversation among
persons brings us to the third operative termRoeean definition of knowledge:
that the justification of belief is a SOCIAL prose$104-05)
What Bruffee (mis)takes from Rorty is a philosogthiargument for theorizing
collaborative learning as the pedagogical modeatdualizing socially justified belief in
classroom learning, and although he doesn’t wathistway here, Bruffee nevertheless
shapes what becomes an important premise for teisdeticulations of collaborative
learning. “If | say, then, that knowledge is soiglistified belief,” he writes later in this
same essay, “we seem to be saying that knowledgésdromacknowledgementhe
mutual agreement among knowledgeable peers thelted bxpressed by a member of
that community has been socially justified or isialdy justifiable” (106). The social
justification of belief therefore functioned for dfee as the epistemological starting
point in which to ground a pedagogical theory thagitionedconsensusas the practical
goal of conversation in small group work.
Whereas Rorty provided Bruffee with a philosophiegblanation of how knowledge
is the product of socially justified belief thattg@egotiated through conversation, it is

Thomas Kuhn who first articulated for Bruffee aatlexplanation of how knowledge is

the product of group consensus. Indeed, in his m@pd Bruffee outright declares that
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collaborative learning follows “the Kuhnian assurmaptthat knowledge is consensus: it
is something people construct interdependentlyaliirtg together” (133). This is, of
course, a misreading of Kuhn'’s “paradigms” which katter meant to reference
paradigmatigracticesand not just ways of talking. Nevertheless, eusresBruffee
began publishing defenses of social turn epistegylespecially as it related to the work
of a liberal education, Kuhn occupied a centrat@le these explications. “The
implication of this indeterminacy of knowledge masportant for modern higher
education,” writes Bruffee in referenceThe Structure of Scientific Revolutigisthat
“the very ‘laws of nature’ are ‘discovered’ and @min force through consensus.
Scientific knowledge is what is accepted by an r@ssg community of scientists” (“The
Structure of Knowledge” 181). Just like Rorty, Kubmmanifest in Bruffee’s
explanations of collaborative learning accordingacial constructionism. In “Liberal
Education and the Social Justification of Beli¢gi example, he explains the idea of
conceptual change according to Kuhnean perspective:
Even in the most sophisticated, complex, and demgrsbrts of thinking human
beings ever undertake, it seems, “the path froraailp [us] and from [us] to object’
still ‘passes through another person.” Several @hrKs illustrations demonstrate this
social or collaborative nature of adult thought.. hikwgives the hypothetical example
of two members or factions of a scientific commwniying to reconcile
incompatible assumptions on which their work iptoceed. Incompatible
assumptions cannot, of course, be reconciled threxgerimentation. The rules of
experimentation are defined by those very assumgtimcompatible assumptions
can be reconciled only through debate. And in dediate, Kuhn explains, scientists
must rely on techniques that are neither “stragtérd, [nor] comfortable, [nor]
part of the scientists’ normal arsenal.” Becausthefextraordinary nature of the

debate, in fact, evidence of the collaborative reatf learning is available to us
(102)
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What is particularly interesting about this earkpkanation of Kuhn’s importance to the
project of collaborative learning is how Bruffeeognizes that an exceptional kind of
discourse is needed to overcome communicativensédeeif debate is to lead to any
resolution, to any new knowledge. By 1986 when #&mifpublished his bibliographic
essay on social constructionismGollege Englishhe had discovered how to
characterize Kuhn as a visionary figure of sort® w&hticipated the social turn in
epistemology that Rorty would formalize wihilosophy and the Mirror of Naturén
“Collaborative Learning and the ‘Conversation ofiMand,” easily Bruffee’s most
important essay for the field of rhetoric and cosipon, he asserts “For us as humanists
to discover in Kuhn and his followers the conceptatonale of collaborative learning is
to see our own chickens come home to roost” (@égn though Kuhn becomes
something of a tangential figure for social turtiamoration—an important tangential
figure for sure, if such a role is possible—Bruffegecognition in Kuhn that exceptional
discourse is needed to overcome stalemated desiateits theoretical footing in Rorty,
who, using Kuhn’s conception of normal science,starcts the roles of normal and
abnormal discourse as the means through which laugel is socially challenged.
Normal discourse refers to what a particular groopsiders standard habits of
discourse. For Bruffee, like Rorty, in order tadenstand normal discourse one must
recognize how knowledgeable peers are the agemissadiscourse. “A community of
knowledgeable peers,” explains Bruffee, “is a gradnm accept, and whose work is
guided by, the same paradigms and the same coddugfs and assumptions.” And

echoing Rorty (who is building from Kuhn), Bruffegplains that in normal discourse
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there is general consensus about what counts @sséi@n, and argument, a relevant
contribution, and sound criticism (“Collaborativedrning” 642-43). In other words,
normal discourse generally marks the uninterrufited of conversation among
knowledgeable peers. By way of example, in “Coltative Learning and the
‘Conversation of Mankind™ Bruffee explains, “Thegay | am writing here is an
example of normal discourse in this sense. | artigrio members of my own
community of knowledgeable peers. My readers ghgresume) are guided in our work
by the same set of conventions about what courdsr@&vant contribution, what counts
as a question, what counts as having a good ardguorethat answer or a good criticism
of it” (643). What is important about Bruffee’s @npretation of normal discourse is that
it gets positioned as the discursive space in wbatlaborative learners negotiate their
apprenticeship into the knowledge communities imctvithey hope to become members.
“Collaborative learning provides the kind of so@ahtext, the kind of community, in
which normal discourse occurs: a community of kremlgleable peers.” He continues,
“This is one of its main goals: to provide a contexwhich students can practice and
master the normal discourse exercised in establishewledge communities in the
academic world and in business, government, angrttfessions” (644). But it is not
enough however to simply say that knowledge igtioeluct of conversation among
knowledgeable peers because as such this explan@éees little room to account for
paradigm shifts (when a knowledge community’s bassumptions are replaced with
new ones) or the creation of new knowledge (wheividual members of a knowledge

community contribute something novel to the conaios). Here Bruffee uses Rorty’s
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concept of abnormal discourse to show that contierses not simply the uninterrupted
flow of normal discourse; instead, the epistemalalgspace of conversation is riddled
with stops and starts and negotiations among itscgEnts. In normal discourse
knowledge is simply circulated through the exchaoigeonversation, and while debates
about what counts as knowledge will occur, thedways a set of accepted
epistemological assumptions from which discouraegsie; in abnormal discourse an
unconventional idea is injected into the normatdisse of a community that must then
be accounted for in relation to that community’smal discourse. With his formulation
of how groups of knowledgeable peers engage inMfiairconversation to sustain
knowledge, and when abnormal discourse is introdlt@ehe conversation to create new
knowledge, Bruffee has the basic outline of satiad collaboration conceptually
sketched.

So what, then, is social turn collaboration exdtiliyne short answer to this question
is simply to say that it is how collaborative leam explained in the work of Bruffee,
has come to be theorized in composition studiesrdatg to these central components of
social constructionist epistemology. A slightly ¢am answer can be found in reviewing
an article Bruffee published in 1987 titled “Thet Af Collaborative Learning” in the
magazineChange a publication for educators and other profesdgmahigher
education. There, Bruffee recounts to readersentezxperience reading a colleague’s
book manuscript. He remembers how he carefully teadiraft, marking it up in the
margins, and then composed a thoughtful six-pater leffering revision suggestions

before sending the manuscript back to its autharff@e explains that he “learned a lot
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reading his [colleague’s] book” and “[they] botlateed something talking out the
stickier points in it” (42). In short, this is whedllaborative learning is about: engaging
in focused “conversation” to arrive at consensusuasome question, problem, or idea.
Collaborative learning is not just what professisrike Bruffee and his colleague do
when talking through a book manuscript, howeved, Bruffee explains this much when
he articulates that when teachers utilize collaibogdearning, “Students learn better
through non-competitive collaborative group workrthn classrooms that are highly
individualized and competitive” (44). At stake iallaborative learning is therefore the
shared authority that collaborators grant eachrpthleen teachers give up some of their
“traditional” authority, collaborative learning msost successful. At the end of this
article, he writes:
Because we usually identify the authority of knadge in a classroom with the
instructor’s authority, the brief hiatus in the faiechical chain of authority in the
classroom that is at the heart of collaborativeries in the long run also challenges,
willy-nilly, our traditional view of the nature argburce of knowledge itself.
Collaborative learning tends, that is, to takeatson the cognitive understanding of
knowledge that most of us assume unquestioninggchiers and student alike may
find themselves asking the sorts of questions Abenbie asked. How can
knowledge gained through a social process havem@eadhat is not itself also social?
(47)
In the end, this is Kenneth Bruffee’s social tuafiaboration; it is collaborative learning
theorized and deployed with the express purpoggvofg students the opportunity to not
only re-acculturate themselves into a new acadeonamunity, but to also recognize

how this new knowledge, and all knowledge for tinatter, issocially rooted in

conversationand as “members” of a conversation they are t@ablese their discourse to
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change this knowledge and add to it. Bruffee has adferenced at multiple points the
work of Clifford Geertz and Stanley Fish, but whattakes from these latter thinkers is
further theoretical evidence that knowledge is enfoundational social artifact,” such
as, for example, when a group of literary critiestablishes an interpretative language”
that functions as a normal discourse, which in tembodies the interpretation that the
community accepts, and it literally constitutes ¢benmunity” (“Scholarly Community”
232, 234y

In 1986 when he published “Social Construction,dugage, and the Authority of
Knowledge: A Bibliographic Essay,” Bruffee gave qaositionists, rhetoricians, and
literary theorists what has become one of the mezgignizable definitions of social
constructionism in English Studies: “Social constian understands reality, knowledge,
thought, facts, texts, selves, and so on as contgaganerated and community-
maintained linguistic entities—or, more broadly akiag, symbolic entities—that define
or ‘constitute’ the communities that generate th€ir4). While not as poetic as
explaining that “our knowledge is no longer hitchedhe stars” and is “at best a
lumbering wagon...drawn by ourselves alone,” the @vmh in theoretical explanation
Bruffee made in the half-decade that separateg thes summary attempts at explaining
social constructionist thought testifies both te persistence as a theorist and the
scholarly environment in which social constructsirepistemology flourished in the
1980s and 1990s. Indeed, the first line of PatiStidivan’s review essay iGollege
Englishwhere she critiques BruffeeGollaborative Learningeads, “Social

constructionism has become the default theory@hiheties” (950); and this just a few

45



years after Donald Stewart’s 1988 proclamatioRIvetoric Review'the era of the social
constructionists is just beginning” (58). While thevere certainly challenges to Bruffee
that questioned some of his terminology and hisndabout the ends of collaborative
learning, they nevertheless left unquestioned #séclsocial constructionist argument
that knowledge is socially justified belief thatisz within the discursive boundaries of
knowledge communities, ones in which new memberst to@ apprenticed before they

can assume the privileged status of knowledgeat#esp

Authority, Consensus, and the Complications of Cadilboration

Donald Stewart’s remark about the era of the s@maktructionists is actually not a
proclamation; it is critique that questions boté groject of collaborative learning and
the soundness of social constructionist theorys Sbcial turn in composition theory fails
to deliver on “the educational panacea that itoadtes imply,” writes Stewart. Even
though collaborative learning might reinvigoratersé learning environments and
encourage student engagement, Stewart asserts fshepoint beyond which | won’t
go” (67) when it comes to crediting collaboratiedpgogically. One of those points is
what Stewart sees as a “rather flexible definibbthe wordcollaboration specifically
its lack of a clear distinction betwegrfluenceandcollaboratiori (66). But he also
guestions the histories of collaborative learning aocial constructionism, at least those
that framed collaboration as a novel pedagogicatesgy. For Stewart the values
espoused by social turn collaboration advocateseitber new nor particularly

revolutionary, and he cites a number of historeeamples from the history of
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composition to show that certain of our forebeargnized and wrote about the social
principles espoused in collaborative learning.

Despite its status as a “default theory,” to echtiv&n, or its popularity in
discussions about collaborative learning, everyaoremposition did not embrace the
hype that was social constructionist epistemologihe eighties and nineties. In a
response to Bruffee’s bibliographic essay, for epl@nDavid Foster says “What
undermines Bruffee’s claims on behalf of socialstactionism is his uncritical
eagerness to herd together profoundly divergenkéns on both sides” (“Comment”
709). As Stewart moreover evidences, there wereaiscs who questioned what they
viewed as old news—collaborative learning—tethécesiocial turn composition theory.
But the scope of this criticism was much narrovimantthe impression Stewart’s critique
might suggest. In fact, the most vocal discussabhwut collaborative learning (and, by
default, the social constructionist ideals it presadi) focused on how best to articulate
what are and should be the outcomes of collab@d@rning and how best to facilitate
collaboration pedagogically in the rhetorical sgacEpeer-response, seminar
discussions, and small group work. The ideas melsatgd in these discussions
guestioned the role of consensus in collaboragaening and invoked problems
associated with the concepts of normal and abnodieeburse. The problem of how to
negotiate authority in collaboration also surfaceh as what counts as power and how
it can best be shared. Additionally, scholars hisgoortant flags that signaled the need
to address the role of trust that collaborativere® seemed to assume (or take for

granted).
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One of the most anthologized of these attemptsnopticate our field’s
understanding of collaborative learning is Johmiir's “Consensus and Difference in
Collaborative Learning” (1989). At the time, Bru#fe explanation of consensus as the
goal of collaborative learning remained largely uestioned, partly because of the way
Bruffee uncritically situated consensus as a tyfdgeaign agreement. In response
Trimbur used his article to complicate the ideaafisensus and signal how so simple an
outcome is unrealistic, not to mention coercive aratginalizing.

Trimbur suggests that “consensus” should remaiené&ral term in our discourse
about collaborative learning, but in order to coicgdk the role it plays in our
understanding of collaboration, we should use utriséically to locate differences among
collaborators that make consensus an impossibtendasn to begin with, at least insofar
as the concept remains unproblematized. “Consénstitgs Trimbur, “can be a
powerful instrument for students to generate défees, to identify the systems of
authority that organize these students, and tetoam the relations of power that
determine who may speak and what counts as a nggahstatement.” (603). Note that
Trimbur does not question the function of conser@sua goal for collaboration; he
simply wishes to complicate what consensus meaasliaboration. More precisely, he
challenges the argument that collaborative learapeals to totalitarian thinking and
forced conformity. Consensus does not have to emprdbrmity because it is through the
social interaction required in collaborative leagthat we are empowered

individuals.
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Trimbur implies that consensus-reaching can wownkatds the democratic principles
that Bruffee asserts are realized in collabordeeening: “Bruffee sees collaborative
learning as a part of a wider movement for paréitopy democracy, shared decision-
making, and non-authoritarian styles of leadersimg group life.” Trimbur continues,

From the late seventies to the present, Bruffeeablased what it means to reorganize

the social relations in the classroom and how #eedtering of authority that takes

place in collaborative learning might change thg wae talk about the nature of

liberal education and the authority of knowledgd ds institutions. (605)
Collaborative learning can be used to counter heggnn the classroom, especially as it
pertains to the distribution of power between teastand students. So when students can
use their attempts at reaching consensus to uadergte differences among them that
make consensus impossible, they are, in effecitraing the power relations that
mediate our interaction with others, and not jaghie classroom, but all of the time.

Another argument Trimbur makes rejects Rorty’s fp@sing of “abnormal”
discourse as the corrective mechanism that ensasieknowledge remains fluid and
open-ended:

For Rorty, the term conversation offers a usefu teatalk about the production of

knowledge as a social process without referenceetiaphysical foundations. Rorty’s

notion of conversation describes a discourse thatio beginning or end, but no
crisis or contradiction, either. Cut loose from ap#tysical moorings and
transcendental backups, the conversation keepsgalf its own accord, reproducing
itself effortlessly, responsible only to itselfpséioned by what Rorty sees as the only
sanction credible: our loyalty to the conversatol our solidarity with its practices.

All we can do is continue the conversation initthbefore we appeared on the scene.
(606)

Abnormal discourse supposedly destabilizes the@wational flow of normal discourse,
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but as Trimbur explains, “at just the moment Reggms to introduce difference and
destabilize the conversation, he turns crisis, lednéind contradiction into homeostatic
gestures whose very expression restabilizes theecsation” (608). According to
Trimbur, Rorty “identifies abnormal discourse witte romantic realm of thinking the
unthinkable, of solitary voices calling out, of tineagination cutting against the grain,”
or in other words, “Rorty makes abnormal discouingeactivity par excellence not of the
group but of the individual” (607).

Instead of relying on a Rortian distinction betweenmal and abnormal discourse,
Trimbur positions the social interaction necessarpcate “difference” in collaboration
as the abnormal function (if we can still use tieatn ) in collaborative learning. That is,
Trimbur’s argument is that collaborative learniregbmes meaningful through a group’s
attemptat consensus, and this “represents the potegtadlgocial agency in group life”
(603).

While Trimbur offers a significant challenge to howe conceptualize just what
exactly is the work of consensus in collaboratearhing, and even though he does reject
the social constructionist principle of abnormaladiurse as it is articulated by Rorty, he
nevertheless upholds the social constructionigincthat knowledge is mediated through
the conversational interaction among members @bdise communities. “Collaborative
learning can help students generate transitiongluage to bridge the cultural gap and
acquire fluency in academic conversation,” Trimbwote in the essay “Collaborative
Learning and Teaching Writing,” which appeared fgears before “Consensus and

Difference.” Following Bruffee, Trimbur tentativeoncedes that “the function of
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collaborative learning is to recontextualize compg®nd to externalize the process by
which writing acceptable to an interpretive comntyms generated and authorized” (101,
100). So while Trimbur does extend how we undedstrtcessful collaboration to work
in a classroom environment through his critiquatlmiormal discourse as a critical
component in collaborative learning, the externthas critique does not go beyond what
is essentially a repositioning of consensus asw@gptioating factor that makes
collaboration purposeful. In other words, Trimbentnstrates that collaborative
learning is not a self-explanatory pedagogical theib requires critical explication to
understand. But the essential purpose of collalverégarning as a method for mediating
the shared knowledge of a community, as it is natliin Bruffee’s social turn
collaboration theory, nevertheless remains in place

Where Trimbur sees potential for complicating ttheai of consensus while still
maintaining its general purpose as an aim in cotiatoon, Greg Myers surmises that
consensus is too often a negative effect of unehg#d ideology. In the latter’s “Reality,
Consensus, and Reform in the Rhetoric of Compositeaching” (1986), collaborative
learning, specifically the teaching of writing tkigh collaborative methods, is positioned
as a pedagogy that relies too heavily “on an apjoethle authority of consensus, and an
appeal to the authority of reality” (155). Poimtispecifically to how Bruffee and Peter
Elbow have relied on the ideas of consensus aediad notion of reality, Myers uses a
rudimentary conception of ideology to show the stwmings of these appeals:

To explain why | find these appeals problematioweéd to draw on an indispensible

piece of Marxist jargon, the concept of ideologgm not using the word the way it is
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commonly used to criticize any systematic politicalief....| am using it in the sense
established by Marx, and modified by twentieth-ceptMarxists, to describe the whole
system of thought and belief that goes with a $@zid economic system, the thoughts
that structure our thinking so deeply that we tidiean for granted, as the nature of the
real world. The concept has been much discussédaoyists because it helps explain
the apparent stability of the capitalist systenspite all its contradictions. It helps
explain why people who are oppressed seem to gy alith their oppression; the
ideology of the oppressive system gives them thettres through which they make
sense of their world. (155-56)

For Myers the pedagogical implications of socialstouctionism must be examined
alongside its political implications. That is, deepvhatever supposedly anti-
authoritarian objectives collaborative learningctess for pedagogically, the risk of
reproducing oppressive ideological systems in whkiath collaborative learning takes
place will only undermine the best of these pedagbgntentions. What troubles Myers
in works like Elbow’sWriting Without Teacherand Bruffee’s articles on collaborative
learning is how the concept of difference seentsetoendered unimportant once students
and collaborators share a common goal.

Thus the ideology Myers wants students to resistpsesented by the “economic,
racial, and sexist injustices” that are “fundameatal systemic” in so much of
America’s ideological infrastructure. In this wag uestions the claim that “reality is
always a social construction” because if we suptistclaim, “then to accept the reality

we see now is to accept the structure of illusiongystem gives us. Worse it is to see
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reality as something natural, outside our contadher than to see it as something that we
make in our actions in society” (157). When it cenb@ consensus, Myers wonders if
what actually counts as consensus sometimes idyswhat seems most natural within a
perceived ideological structure, and it is in ey that Myers connects the social
constructionist notions of consensus and realityitecize what ultimately might not be
“reformed” teaching at all, but instead just aistid¢ally pseudo-novel way of
reproducing ideology. “But while Bruffee shows theality can be seen as a social
construct,” Myers writes, “he does not give us am@y to criticize this construct. Having
discovered the role of consensus in the produdidmowledge, he takes this consensus
thing that just is, rather than a something thaghtbe good or bad” (166). To Bruffee’s
credit, however, he relies on Rorty’s idea of albmalrdiscourse as a corrective tool, but
perhaps Myers simply does not believe abnormabdise matters within an oppressive
ideological system that silences such discoursa tiee start.

Myers’s ideological critique of consensus in colledtive learning is extended by
John Schilb in “The Sociological Imagination and &thics of Collaboration,” an essay
in which Schilb points to the work of Myers, Trimb&tewart, David Smit, and Bill
Karis who all note “how consensus may amount togl@nce with unjust power” (107).
Building on one recommendation offered by Lisa Bdd Andrea Lunsford in their
research study on practices of collaborative wgitBingular Texts/Plural Authors
Schilb says that we should be fostering “dialodarins of collaboration as teachers of
writing in order to challenge those contexts ofalmbration that might “impinge upon

women, people of color, and other historically miczed groups” (107). Schilb mentions
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that the term “collaboration” once was almost exnlaly associated with treason—
“collaboration” with the enemy—and he amplifiesstiword’s prior history to
demonstrate how even our pedagogical renderingsliaboration as a democratic, anti-
authoritarian teaching strategy might uphold opgixesideologies that Myers, for
example, raises concerns about. Drawing from Cglitmills’s 1959 bookrhe
Sociological ImaginationSchilb proposes that collaborative learning stiowlt just
examine the differences that make consensus infpesbke Trimbur argues, but also
how the struggles students encounter with collabardearning might be particular
extensions of larger sociological struggles. “Igmee that we have our students consider
how their ‘collaborations’ might be seen by othasdeing distant from the darker sense
of the words or as sliding toward it.” Schilb cantes, “when we have our students
‘collaborate’ with one another in our classroomg] arepare them to ‘collaborate’ in
their workplaces, we should encourage them to stady their activities connect to
struggles for freedom in the larger world” (106).

While both Myers and Schilb question the socialstarctionist ethic of “consensus”
by way of questioning the ideological and sociotegjimplications of collaboration in
the writing classroom, there remains in both oSéhenportant critiques an understanding
that collaboration somehow pedagogically represtesocial conditions necessary for
the creation of knowledge. In other words, Myerd &chilb are critical of what
collaboration might do if it is uncritically depleg in the classroom without first
considering the social contexts in which this dodia@ation is to transpire. That is, the

types of collaborative learning specifically dissed by Myers, Schilb, and Trimbur are
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the types of collaborative learning most associatigl collaboration in composition:
small group work, peer response sessions, and gvatipg projects. All of these, we
must remember, happen within the disciplinary spadea classroom that is managed by
a teacher. In this way, collaboration is a styléeaiching through which teachers choose
to engage their students, even if this engagemsantlirect. Myers and Schilb are right to
point out that there are ideological consideratii@ashers must take into account with
collaboration, but this is true of any pedagogy.

Within a social constructionist paradigm studemigage particular discourse
communities as apprentices and potential co-creatidknowledge. Social
constructionism, adds Schilb, “does constitutegaiicant advance over the unduly
individualistic models of the composing procesg firadominated in the seventies,” and
it “spur[s] us to undertake wide-ranging analysethe networks in which acts of
collaboration take place and have their effect§8)1 While its critical vocabulary
should be interrogated from time to time, espegiaten it comes to what it means to
engage the social processes of knowledge produdthiese scholars demonstrate that
collaborative learning is connected to social ca$tonism in such a way that makes
discussion of either one impossible in isolatianrirthe other.

In an attempt to direct critical attention back &vds the actual interactions of
collaboration, David Bleich published “Collaboratiand the Pedagogy of Disclosure”
(1995). He specifically focuses on the “other afradjes” posed by collaboration, ones
that “emerge less from ideological consideratidratfrom pragmatic difficulties in

schools. Increasingly diverse classroom populatessce distances among students as

55



well as between students and teachers” (43-44) pittdems inherent in collaborative
learning are for Bleich those problems that makepsy talking to one another
sometimes difficult:

Even among culturally homogeneous students anti¢esicowve know that both

sharing and working together are not simply a mattéopening up” or “expressing”

ourselves, but above all require the slow, grabudtup of trust and understanding.

Because each site of collaboration is differergrelcan be no formula with which to

instruct every group or class....At this stage in pursuit of fulfilling collaborative

work styles in the academy, | think a pedagogycbbarship, and a criticism of
disclosure are needed. | call this a “pedagogyisifidsure” both to be brief and to
emphasize teaching....At issue for us now is theggta)f moving our habits of
sharing and confiding, of even analytically exphtgriour inner feelings and thoughts
from their traditional venues of complete “privadg’the classroom, to which, under
conditions of disciplined collaboration and circyrast thought-sharing, we seek to

bring this additional resource. (44)

A pedagogy of disclosure is one in which both stitssl@nd teachers are encouraged to
“disclose” what might at first appear to be semsifpersonal information (cultural
traditions, political affiliations, ethical stancesligious beliefs, etc.) in such a way as to
encourage conversation among these types of difes=—ones that might even seem
incommensurate with opposing stances.

Unlike those by Myers and Schilb, Bleich’s conttiba to the literature on
collaboration underscores the undeniable exigamateniust be accounted for in
classroom-based pedagogies: the role of teachdstlashe managers of and participants
in the collaborative “conversations” that sociahtaomposition so highly values. Of
course, simply disclosing personal information withrhyme or reason can have

negative effects, and this is why Bleich repeatestiigsses that teachers must help

construct the right moments when appropriate leoketiscourse are safe. “Such
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teaching,” Bleich contends, “can maintain the netg®f understanding the collective
within the subjective, and the subjectivéhin the collective” (47). What else is
noteworthy about Bleich’s “pedagogy of disclosui@” collaborative learning is its
implicit argument that our education is ultimateifiluenced by the individuals with
whom we interact in order to know things. And wtlihés account of collaboration does
avoid overreliance on social constructionist pites, Bleich nevertheless illustrates
what this pedagogy looks like through a discussioimodes of disclosure,” types of
particular interactions that upon close inspectimset up as types of discourse
situations that, much like Rorty’s abnormal dissayrartificially create the conflicts
necessary for disclosure to remedy.

The final piece | want to review here is Susan &ifl “New Discourse City: An
Alternative Model for Collaboration,” because h#dre author attempts to not so much
extend social constructionist principles and metaphbut instead to circumvent them for
the purpose of introducing just what the subtifléer essay suggest, an alternative
model for conceptualizing collaboration. Intereghin Miller begins her essay admitting
that she once harbored a “pre-social-constructibisis against collaboration because she
conflated it with cheating and plagiarism. As heperience developed, however, Miller
came to associate collaborative learning with vexitypes of workshop scenarios and
explains that along the way she “was predisposeddept the tenor of the varied and
individually developing arguments that comprise stendard tests of collaborative

pedagogy in composition theory” (283). Citing afuences Bruffee, Karen Spears,
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Trimbur, Lunsford and Ede, Anne Ruggles Gere, aeicB, Miller explains what
exactly she has learned about social constructionliboration.
“Collaborative teaching” easily became not a mechmique to produce a better text
for evaluation against my standards and meanwhipgdvide an analogue to school
recess in class, but theorized “collaborative legyhand “collaborative writing.” |
agree, on the Johnsonian basis of the experientg senses, that most ideas and all
published texts result from the presence of masa tine person. | am aware that
learning done in discussion and engagement witbrstis retained better than the
results of isolated study. As a theorist, | actkat ideas and texts reiterate and
displace other ideas and other texts in sociatastens that comprise intertextual
exchange, not individualistic or inspired referehtenow that “meaning” resides in
language rather than in extrinsic referents, aatlagreements about meanings and
about the significance of texts are produced bytiation about words and cultural
purposes, not agreements about a truthful, or vafidngement of an unmediated
“reality.” (284)
Miller testifies to her commitment to collaboratiomprinciple as well as to the basic
social constructionist argument about the relatigysbetween knowledge, conversation,
and communities of knowledgeable peers. She inddets that the various
connotations of collaboration which get manifestedotions of “community,”
“conversation,” “dialectic,” “sharing,” and “respiog man voices” are “the pedagogic
equivalents of a philosophical commitment to theiaty constructed nature of
knowledge” (284). What Miller proposes in her essawever, is a model for
collaboration that, not unlike Trimbur’s argumestill adheres to these basic principles
but accounts for the unavoidable conflicts andggjies with authority to be accounted
for as part of the normal, healthy workings of abbirative engagement.

Using as a case study the essay Miller composétfivé freshmen students which

was eventually published @ollege Composition and Communicatighe wishes to
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explore how a “new logic” of collaboration might developed around the metaphor of
the city instead of the community. Collaborationrksaccording to a two-part
configuration, she says. “One is the metaphor ofladécommunity’ that identifies itself
at least temporarily as constituting a body witmeomon goals, and the other is exemplary
practices that are proposed as socio-politicatradteses to modern ‘individualism’ and
its capitalist and masculinist pedagogic manifestat’ (285). The challenge with this
model is located in questions about how the indialds “altered” through these
exchanges. To what extent, asks Miller, “is ‘commtyireither descriptive or desirable?”
Does the pedagogy of collaboration here represaygrauine alternative” to how we
think about knowledge and discourse, or does istitate a “reproductive ‘alter-[the]-
native,” a way of extending the colonizing educadioproject of fitting students to
participate in newly diverse demographics withinoghindividualistic culture of identity
politic?” (285).

When it came to her experience working with stusl@emt the composition of their
collaborative essay, Miller notes that “my informa&tterstanding of social constructions
of knowledge and language, and the students’ paixperience of them, hadn’t been
worth a damn, not in amgssentiakense of revising their stance toward educational
practice” (289). After recounting the various cact and roadblocks Miller encountered
among these students, she testifies that socigtmmtionist models of collaboration
were undermined “insofar as the students...neglemtedtively refused to identify
themselves as communities, or ‘groups’ (292). $akition for Miller is found in

reconceptualizing the community model of collabiarainto one that better reflects the
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discursive practices of multiple voices who mogiatete the conflicts of collaboration.
Her “new discourse city” model is one that callscofiaborators to conspire together but
recognize that like life in the city, our exchangath others are structured around an
attempt to maintain movement and the mutual exohdmat keep a city alive, but to do
so while recognizing that a city is not a communattyleast not in the sense that social
constructionists describe the idealized collabweagiroups that are the models of their
community-focused pedagogy. The “discursive modéliew discourse city
collaboration, Miller writes,
would celebrate four qualities of urban societiesould allow fordifferentiation
without exclusion: appreciatariety, encouragerotic attraction to novel, strange,
and surprising encounters; and—as Bender and Yarque (if differently)—value
publicity in ‘public spaces...where people stand and sit tegetnteract and mingle,
or simply witness one another, without becomingified community...” (299)
Just like Trimbur, who argued that accounting fer differences among us helps move
collaboration towards a more realistic goal of coonpise and consensus (instead of an
idealist rendering of uncomplicated consensus)le¥ibelieves the urban metaphors
implied through a city-centered model of collabamatoffer us a way to account for and
appreciate the differences that make community §oms impossible to actualize.
While certainly not exhaustive in its scope, tl@giew of how social turn
collaboration has been complicated by theoristh@oric and composition testifies to
what has become the problematic use of collabaratsoa pedagogical descriptor and
organizing concept for theoretical principles thetny in composition have used to

understand the social dimensions of knowledge @ndcation in discourse or
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“conversation.” However, in the end what ultimatgbts complicated isowthe idea of
collaboration can be expressed without unmooriffigpin the social constructionist
paradigm that Bruffee’s scholarship practicalliated. The result is what, as Miller's
piece shows, has come to be our best attemptskangneollaboration relevant:
extending and replacing certain of our metaphosotaehow better explain how
collaboration demonstrates the social construaifdmowledge. For Miller in particular,
she wanted a better model to explain how thosengaksocial constructionist ideas she
recounts in the beginning of her essay might tesagpedagogically through explanation
of how we negotiate conflicts and account for défeces in collaboration.

This leads us to what | call the poles of collabigeanihilism, a term | described
earlier in this chapter to explain how collaboratgets bifurcated into the exclusive
categories of theory and practice. Accordingly,caa organize most of the scholarship
on collaboration and collaborative learning arotlmeke two poles, the points of which
represent a kind of “killer dichotomy,” to borrovetyanother term from Berthoff. The
next and final section of this chapter explainsgbkes of collaborative nihilism and
demonstrates why we need a better starting poamt $locial constructionism to explain

the work of collaboration.

The Poles of Collaborative Nihilism in CompositiorScholarship

But we should not let our enthusiasm for this dogiaw lead us to accepting social
construction of knowledge as something good irfitse

- Greg Myers “Reality, Consensus, and Reform in the RhetdriCa@mposition
Teaching”
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It is somewhat of a commonplace to question thealmmous split between theory
and practice, the purely abstract from the fundilympractical, and this is true especially
in a field like rhetoric and composition where pgolgy has always remained important
to its scholarship, thus creating an urgency dfssior understand the practical
applications of theory. Paulo Freire is perhapstst known pedagogue to
compositionists who explains the pedagogical imjperdahrough his notion of praxis,
“reflection and action upon the world to transfatriiPraxis names the necessary
combination of critical reflection and applied perhance; it marks the conditions
necessary to resolve oppressor-oppressed contoadictTo achieve this goal,” writes
Freire in his now trademark Marxist idiom,

the oppressed must confront reality critically, sit@neously objectifying and acting

upon that reality. A mere perception of reality fatowed by this critical

intervention will not lead to a transformation dfjective reality—precisely because

it is not a true perception. (51, 52)

Over the years American educators have ironicélped Freire’s oppressor-oppressed
distinction into a new type of killer dichotomy tine work of how we conceptualize the
power dynamics in our systems of modern educatmcan see this dichotomy at work
in some iterations social turn collaboration, esgbcin the early attempts to situate
collaborative learning as an alternative mode affrieng that takes authority away from
the teacher. Besides what is only a vague sodiahMantionist imperative for
collaborative learning in such justifications, wretuated next to Freire this reworking

of authority distorts what he viewed as the diatettrelationship between oppressor and
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oppressed. It was not that there is a clear “ogprésvho has all the power and wields it
against a completely helpless and hapless “opmté€sBle oppressor-oppressed binary
in the work of Freire represents the relationalaiyic that restrictall subjects from the
liberating work of problematizing the cultural catnohs that constrain critical inquiry
(and for Freire, literacy education) through whiclactualizeconsientizagao

When it comes to how collaboration has been thedna rhetoric and composition, |
believe as a discipline we lack the “critical cansisness” represented by Freire’s
concept of praxis—that mediating relationship tnses reflection and action to
conceptualize the consequences of a contingentipkenor theory in order to develop a
sense of its experiential efficacy; how to makeotlgento “true perception.” The chief
reason for this is that there is a clear theorgfora dichotomy at work in how
collaboration gets explained in scholarship acewdo a social constructionist
paradigm. As | have suggested, it is possible gamize the scholarship on collaboration
heuristically around two dichotomous poles—poles tbughly represent the difference
between theory and practice conventionally undedstédVe can examine these poles of
theory and practice according to how they have gatefrom

When social turn collaboration is theorized in datghip, it usually is explained as
the methodological imperative resulting from théejsm that knowledge is socially
constructed. Collaboration becomes synonymous eativersation—at least insofar as
“conversation” is positioned in the social constiamist framework provided by Bruffee,
who, echoing Michael Oakshott, refers to philosophdiscourse as the “conversation of

mankind.” Collaboration in this context gets reretbas anatural process of in the
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production of knowledge. The problem with sucheotietical positioning, of course, is
that it is practically untenabbes theory To say that all writing is collaborative, or that
knowledge is the production of conversation, whechediated by collaborative
discursive engagements with the world, none ofdalikescriptions allows collaboration to
actually be anything other than an effect of sometklse. That is, collaboration just
happens; it is not something we can control. Inadaarn collaboration theory, this
imperative is manifest; this collaborative imperati-if | may use this term—is what
marks the condition of collaboration around itsethy” poll.

Around the other poll, the “practice” poll, collalationis something; or rather, it is
something particular: a type of engagement thatadsga specific type of interaction that
is required for the social construction of knowledg be realized through conversation.
In other words, collaboration on this side of thehdtomy is explained through specific
types ofactivity that usually are organized according to spetdiitical configurationsof
students in proximity. Here we see scholarship debiates how best to organize alod
collaboration in classroom settings where, accgytiinthe social constructionist
imperative, learning will be achieved through tle@wersational interactions among
students and between students and teachers.

When situated heuristically around contradictorilydt is easy to recognize the
paradoxes at work when our theories of collabonagice translated into “practice”
through recipe-style scholarship that explains best to implement the processes of
collaborative learning—processes that, accordintecaheory at least—are already at

work in our discourse. Below | offer a brief revi@ivhow particular pieces of

64



scholarship can fit into this theory/practice ditdmy to illustrate the poles of
collaborative nihilism. By no means exhaustive,glexes | have chosen to include are
used representatively to illustrate how collaborais conventionally explained
theoretically as a default function in the soc@ahstruction of knowledge or it tactically
as a pedagogical strategy for teachers to implement
Collaboration as Theoretical Imperative

Robert J. Connors likened the social turn in contostheory to a Kuhnean
revolution. Indeed, he begins his Forward to GréghkXs Dialogue, Dialectic, and
Conversation: A Social Perspective on the Functibwriting (1990) with this assertion:
“Revolutions in composition studies are a dime azethd (ix) and then offers something
of a poetic reflection about how composition stedias arrived at this new social
constructionist paradigm. The “shift” for Connorscarred at one of those particular
“free-for-all crowdfests where college comp typesfgr free food and booze at CCCC”
and there it all became perfectly clear: the tresoaf writing that positioned language
and composition as an isolated, inner-born outgnaftmind and creativity were wrong.
“This bunch of people was the whole situation,ghme qua non, that without which
nothing you had been trying to say—or BE—for yesnd years now would have any
meaning” (ix-x). Here is a sampling of this remaesace:

For a long time—who knows what metaphysical dreaamwere living?—we had

been scratching around with fragments, isolatechefgs, sequestered theories,

disconnected atoms. Assumption: you can learn afmuething by taking it to

pieces. Assumption: putting pieces together makesae. Assumption: the Self

creates significance. Assumption: numbering anerimg systems create self-
evident, objective meanings. Assumption: the wiigean Artist, alone, supreme...(x)
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By the end of his Forward, Connors reigns in theanticism and stiffens his tone.
While a revolution has occurred, we are not ouhefrealm of questions. “This social
constructionist deal doesn’t solve too mamgblemsfor us, does it?” For teachers of
composition, we are “where the rubber meets thd’raad as such, “Our teaching will
have to reflect these social-constructionist idwasot” (xi).

Connors’s brief Forward to a relatively brief bodds;, Clark’s text is direct and
demanding in its exactitude, represents what isgus the natural zenith of social
constructionist thought when it comes to explairiiogv the theory works in
composition. Social constructionism doesn’t solN@ar problems, says Connors, but it
does help give us a better idea about the oridinsioknowledge in discourse. While
still a little mysterious, social constructionisenaddly comforting in its non-reliance on
metaphysical foundations and ideal Forms. Welsalle to work out the details, in other
words, but at least we know we are moving in tigatrdirection.

In Dialogue, Dialectic, and Conversatip@lark outlines in more detailed language
what this direction looks like. Social construcigirtheory shows us that we
communicate “neither to present reality nor to $rait it, but to constitute it”; and
moreover, communication is at rock bottom “a cadl@tive process through which a
community of people construct a shared understgnafitheir common experience that
provides the foundation for their continued coofierd (1, 2). When social
constructionist theory is taken at face value, tiieme is no discourse that is not
collaborative because all knowledge is mediatethbyconversation shared among

knowledgeable peers. Collaboration, then, is teeutsive imperative of social
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constructionism insofar as social constructionists “collaboration” to describe the
discursive mediation of knowledge through convéssatSuch is the working premise of
Clark’s social constructionist epistemology on whiee establishes the three-part
description of how discourse works in a knowledgmmunity.

The title of his book reflects this three-part dggen, terms that Clark suggests
many assume to be different words for the sametiBat these terms imply important
distinctions, he says, at lest when it comes torihmg the social dimensions of our
discourse production:

The termdialoguedescribes the cooperative shape of that procésksiaursive

exchange], an exchange of discourse that is cleized by its participants’

consciousness of each other, by their conscioostgfto interact cooperatively. The
termdialectic by contrast, describes its collaborative functioow that process of
exchange enables people to construct together asisuns and agreements they can
share. The familiar terrmonversatiordescribes that process itself, the natural
experience of cooperative, collaborative interactlmrough which people enact the

essence of communication. (xvi)

Reviewing his book foRhetoric ReviewElizabeth Ervin observes that if the aim of
Clark’s project “lies in his curious insistencettdé&logue, dialectic, and conversation
are not the same thingand that tendencies to equate them are facile and
oversimplified—and on this point Clark simply doest deliver” (368). Ervin’s criticism
illustrates that when social constructionism ishpihed for all it's worth, the results will
always fall back on equivocation and conflation.E&sin points out, even if Clark is
occasionally “overzealous,” he still “nearly numiss.. by relentlessly bombarding us

with words likesustain transcendnegotiate cooperatecollaborate share consensus

andcompromisé(368).
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Such is the case for “collaboration” in Clark’s dening of how to explain the social
dimension of our discourse production. Accordin@tark’s schemadialecticis
collaborative because meanings become sharablegtintbe give-and-take dialogue
which requires a kind of cooperation or collabamatyoodwill, while the idea of
conversation encompasses the whole process. Ak @l it, “The familiar term
conversatiordescribes the process itself, the natural expegiehcooperative,
collaborative interaction through which people driae essence of communication”
(xvi). Obviously Ervin’s confusion is not unfoundedhen it comes to differentiating
concepts like collaboration from others like cormes) cooperation, and compromise.
Regardless, the point here is how “collaboratianictions theoretically for Clark, and
thus we turn to the book’s most concise statemeotitediscourse:

In communicating we collaborate with others in danging and continually

reconstructing from our commonality the communiitgttenables us, both

individually and collectively, to survive and pregs, a community comprising
people engaged in an ongoing process of renegwitte beliefs and values—and,

consequently, the action—they can share. (1)

As one can see, collaboration isn’t so much somegtin itself for Clark as it is a default
condition of something else, that something else being communication. But if all
communication is collaborative, then what doeseam pragmatically, to value
collaboration?

Less than a year before Clark publisi@dlogue, Dialectic, and Conversatipn
James A. Reither and Douglas Vipond published “Mgits Collaboration” itCollege

English an essay that like Clark’s book demonstrates vehidie logical result of social
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constructionist theory that uses collaborationxpl&n the production of discourse: that
all discourse is ultimately collaborative. For Reitaad Vipond, however, their aim is to
understand how the “revolution” in composition sasd‘produced by social
constructionists theories” might actually translatactically into our teaching, for as they
note, this revolution has produced “little substanthange in either course design or
classroom practice” (855). Noticing the ambiguitiieérent in simply describing writing
as a social process, Reither and Vipond contericstith an idea “does not tell us much
at all about what people do when they write or alvdhat students might do to learn to
write” (856). Their proposal is to replace desaipt switching “social” with
“collaborative,” since the latter better impliesatlthe social looks like in the practice of
writing. “Thinking of writing as a collaborative pcess gives us more precise ways to
consider what writers do when they write, not jugh their texts, but also with their
language, their personae, their readers” (856).

My question is, does it? Such arguments seem toueage a grand theoretical
narrative that leaves little room for nuance. Raithnd Vipond's essay is significant in
this regard because they acknowledge collaboratiprésumed status as an unavoidable
condition of our discursive engagement with theldioFheir aim is to articulate how we
can recognize this imperative collaboration in&ms of our practice. | use the term
“realms” deliberately because this is how Reithet ®ipond propose we recognize the
collaborative condition of our writing. Specificallthey propose that the collaborative
nature of writing can be understood as composirggtBeparate but related practices that

directly apply to the work of composition instrumii As they explain, “These different
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ways can be thought of as comprising different fror realms, of collaboration, three
of which are especially important: coauthoring, kabropping, and knowledge making”
(858). To explain how these realms of collaboratiorction to give meaning to the
“social” nature of writing, the authors reflect an occasion when Vipond collaborated
with Russell A. Hunt on an essay that was eventymlblished in the journalEXT.
Reither and Vipond use this experience as a cadg-sttheir term—to illustrate how
writing and collaboration are inextricable.

The first realm of collaboration that Vipond andriiengaged was of course the
literal process of co-authorship, one of the “sdl@dvantages” of which was the
“synergy” this co-authoring venture harnessed. &elt an unfortunate term that
invokes the jargon of a corporate teambuilding sa@mitheir understanding of “synergy”
is fair enough: these writers “were able to accaoshpthings together that neither could
have accomplished alone” (858). Even though Vygosstheory of ZDP seems to be a
better, more reasonable (and non-mysterious) eaptanthan a reference to “synergy”
for why collaboration results in work that is grerathan its individual parts, nonetheless
the interaction required to mutually render disseunto written text is for these authors
the first realm of how we can conceptualize writagycollaboration. Next is
workshopping, the second realm, and this levebdiboration involves the processes of
appropriately shaping a text for a specific disseurommunity.

Hunt and Vipond’s colleagues consciously ‘conspiwgth the authors, not only to

ensure that the article argued accepted knowleldga< (for, after all, their ultimate

project was to advance knowledge in the field),dsib to help them write a piece
that would withstand the scrutiny of journal edst@nd reviewers, the official

70



representatives of the discipline. To help Hunt ¥mbnd get their piece published,
the trusted assessors functioned as stand-in revseand editors. (859)
Here the idea of peer review, a concept the autmrfiate with workshopping,
collaboration is utilized as the critical term tesdribe the nature of this activity. So far
collaboration exists in the actual interactionwb twriters composing a single document,
but it also exists when these writers give theaftdrto others to review. The third realm
of collaboration is “knowledge making,” the mossestial marker of collaborative
engagement:
[The] third realm of collaboration, however, is @ssal. We call it knowledge
making. Hunt and Vipond collaborated with othersovidad written and spoken
before them as, collectively, they constructed mudnstructed the field of
knowledge in which their project found a fit. THild exists solely because writers
have made public their thinking about literary riegd Those who have published
statements about literary reading have combined khewing with that of all others
who have participated in the conversation; colesy, their statements make up the
pool of knowledge that is the field. Hunt and Vigom writing their article on
literary reading, tossed their thinking into a pobknowing—they strove to make
their own contribution to knowledge-already-exigtiitn adding their bit to
knowledge about literary reading, they participatethe process of collaborative
knowledge making. (860)
So as this last description of collaboration-asvidedge making is presented, even the
act of “tossing” one’s own contribution into thaigd of knowledge-already-existing gets
to count as collaboration, or at least a form .05d what is not collaboration for Reither
and Vipond? The answer is nothing—everything isatxrative when it comes to
writing. Of course, when put into a pragmatic framweother way of saying this is that

collaboration, because it is everything, actualgams nothing, nothing in the sense that it

can be examined consequentially as a specific apprto the study of writing. If writing
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is collaboration, i.e., all writing has inherentlaborative structures to it, then it does
very little good to call on us to transform how wederstand composition because there
is, really, nothing to change. In other words, Reitand Vipond essentially thrust
themselves under their own critical light, puttihgir description of collaborative

writing, or really their description of writing igeneral, within a social constructionist
framework that leaves no room for their theoryremslate into practical action.

The final essay | will briefly review to illustratee over-determined status of
collaboration in terms of its theoretical orientatitowards social constructionism
appeared in the 1992 collectidlew Visions of Collaborative Writingdited by Janis
Forman. In “Bakhtin, Collaborative Partners, andlished Discourse: A Collaborative
View of Composing,” Charlotte Thralls extends owriing theory on collaboration by
using Bakhtin’s theory of dialogism to account floe “collaborative impulses” inherent
in writing. “The purpose of this essay,” Thrallpéins,

is to develop the claim that all writing is inhetlgrcollaborative. More specifically,

this essay seeks to show how texts, whether ingiag or jointly authored, should

be considered collaborative to examine how thitabokation works.(64)

Turning to an explication of Bakhtin’s theory oktbommunication chain, Thralls
underscores the centrality of “the other” in thegass of speech communication. We do
not merely listen to others with passivity, expaihralls; instead our response to others
are prompted by the dialogic interactions that Biakimplies through his conception of
“partner-interlocutors” (66). Dialogue is theref@e&onnected series of utterances that

point both backwards to particular discursive présrgnd forwards to potential
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discursive responses. “Every utterance is linkeothers through dialogue,” Thralls
explains, and “in the utterance we see the respemsiture of language.” She continues,
“To communicate is to engage dialogic partnersspeak—to write—demands
collaboration with others in a communication chgi®8). It is here where Thralls not-so-
subtly conflates dialogism with collaboration, siting the latter as a descriptive
alternative for the former.

In the remainder of her essay Thralls explains tn@xcan understand different types
of utterances to work in the process of examiniaglished discourse. There are, for
example, author utterances, editor utterancesrenewer utterances that all contribute
to the dialogic (i.e., collaborative) structureaotext. In the end, Thralls argues that as
writing instructors we should “teach our studehts ¢ollaborative activity inherent in all
writing, rather than reserve instruction on collatimn to those situations involving
plural authorship” (65). At most, then, what we ¢aach” is theory—in this case a
brand of Bakhtinian dialogism—in the hope that otiis theory is understood, students
will be able to harness it while grappling with ith@wn struggles to render discourse
onto the page. I'm not sure what difference thisupposed to make outside of the way
students are oriented to the stuff of compositimtause essentially what Thralls
achieves is a renaming of Bakhtin’s dialogism fompositionists. By the conclusion of
her essay, Thralls, like other social construcstmifinds a way to conflate terms.
Dialogism is basically collaboration, and speecimewnities are basically discourse

communities.
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In all three of these examples of scholarship atmtation is situated as an
unavoidable consequence of social constructioheiries of discourse. | should
underscore what | believe are sincere attemptidsetscholars to explain collaboration
in ways that are both accessible and utile. Inrotleds, these scholars’ commitment to
and belief in collaboration is commendable, andatelly these books and articles have
helped to make collaboration a recognized disaplirpractice in composition studies.
Yet taken as whole this theory leave little roomgoagmatic negotiation. Collaboration
may be open to different interpretations, as ewddrby these three different
explanations, but there is nothing contingent alio@itunderlying theory that fuels the
collaborative imperative itself that is a holdoW&m social constructionist epistemology.
So what difference does it make? Wisatollaboration, then, it is simply a descriptive
marker that describes the social construction sdalirse? The theoretical imperatives of
collaboration, according to a social constructibfremework, render collaboration
untenableas theorywhen it comes to the “practical inquiry,” as ursteod by Berthoff,
that is necessary for making our theories pragnteit@ause no conceptual space is left
for identifying collaboration as something othearttour general conversational

intercourse with others.

Collaboration as Pedagogical Tool

When collaboration is not positioned in scholarsdsm theoretical imperative linked
to a social constructionist epistemology, it isalgupositioned pedagogically asypeor
styleof teaching and learning. That is, when collaborats not explained theoretically

as natural extension of the social constructiamiston of conversation, it is instead
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explained as a particular type of pedagogy thatlres particular types of tactical
configurations among students and teachers.

One example of this tactic-oriented approach tdamimg collaboration is Muriel
Harris's 1992College Composition and Communicatianticle, “Collaboration Is Not
Collaboration Is Not Collaboration: Writing Cenfeutorials vs. Peer-Response Groups.”
Harris attempts to shape a taxonomy to categoyjzestof collaboration in the hope of
explaining that “collaboration” is not always “calioration,” to play off her title. She
specifically emphasizes the difference betweerabollation as it often takes place in
peer-response groups (like one might encounten IRY&C course) and collaboration that
occurs during a writing center session, or “tud@s Harris then called them. It is thus
towards clarifying and defining distinctions in wiltaunts as collaborative work that
Harris sets out as the aim of her article. At seMpoints Harris defines collaboration,
although none of her definitions appear system&iollaboration, a process writers
engage in and teachers facilitate,” she writesfifisly entrenched in our thinking about
the teaching of writing. But the term is also ussd blanket tossed over a variety of
activities that are not identical, thereby blurrungeful distinctions” (369). And this is the
exigency, obviously, for the her essay—how to datish between types of
collaboration so that it is not simply a “blankes$ed over a variety of activities.” They
term she uses | want to draw attention to heracsivities.”

For Harris, collaboration is essentially a wayéctically organize students according
to certain prestructured discursive situations—éhgtuations being either a peer-

response type scenario in a classroom or a tusgelario in a writing center. Harris
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goes on to explain how peer-response differs fradmtaial in the writing center. For
example, here she comments on the general conesaatature of each type of
“collaborative” situation:
The emphasis on general skills in response gratperthan individualized concerns
in tutorials also explains why the collaboratiomierent in each setting. In the
response group, there is back-and-forth conversattended to offer mutual help as
writing groups work together in a give-and-taketenship. Generally, all are
expected to benefit both from the responses thegive about their writing and from
the practice they get as critical readers of tisealirse of other writers. In tutorial
collaboration, however, students are asked ontggpond to their own texts. (373)
Implicit throughout Harris’s essay are two assuomiabout the idea of collaboration as
it applies to the teaching of composition. FirstJaboration occurs through two primary
modes or activities, peer-response and one-ontgagrtg. Second, although this
assumption is not as blatant as the first assumpitarris also assumes that the work of
a composition class is to developiadividual’s writing ability. In other words, what gets
produced in a composition course are single-authtees by students who, although
they might “collaborate” with one another and withting center tutors during the
preparation of their draft, nevertheless “compdbeir papers by themselves and
therefore can be counted as single authors.
Both tutoring and response groups are studentHashsgpproaches that rely on
collaboration as a powerful learning tool to proenwmiteraction between reader and
writer, to promote dialogue and negotiation, antiémhten writers’ sense of
audience. (369)

But Harris also comments on the idea of collabweatvriting, a concept that

obviously bears on the work of writing center tists and peer-response groups.
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“Although there has been some confusion in theofiseollaboration’ to refer both to
collaborative writing and collaborative learningoabwriting, collaborative writing is
now identified as writing involving two or more wars working together to produce a
joint project.” She continues, “When writing coltafatively, each may take
responsibility for a different portion of the fin@xt, and there may be group consensus
or some sort of collective responsibility for theal product” (369). What is important to
notice here is how Harris essentially rejects tlamtma of process-oriented pedagogy that
says process (and not product) should be the foicwsiting pedagogy in a composition
classroom. That is, for Harris “collaborative wrgi’ begins with its product, a text that is
“jointly” produced; therefore, collaborative writircan take place, in theory, between
people who have never met, let alone interacted ane another.

Even when we extend charity to Harris’s two-paxbtaomy, her distinctions still
come across as fastidious. | too can understandesiee and even the value of outlining
the differences between the discursive space aftangvcenter session and a peer-
response session, however it is difficult to untders why the idea of collaboration must
be used to categorize these types of interactigrh® end of Harris’'s essay she doesn’t
privilege one “form” of collaboration over the othbut she simply asserts, “Given the
advantages and disadvantages of tutoring and grvoug then, there is indeed solid
argument to be made for helping our students egpee and reap the benefits of both
forms of collaboration” (381). Collaboration is thsituated as a pedagogical tool from
the outset of Harris’s work, and even though & ipowerful” tool, it is a tool

nonetheless.
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Like any tool understood as such, collaboratiomsisful insofar as it helps us achieve
particular ends, but to a certain extent toolsmsterchangeable. | don't need a hammer to
effectively drive a nail into a wall so that | mhagng a picture; | can just as easily find
something around the house that might stand ithlshammer, like the antique iron |
use as a bookend. Similarly, as a tool “collaborgtis useful insofar as a composition
instructor deems it helpful in achieving certaim@gogical ends. For Harris, some of
these ends include promoting interaction betweetersrand readers, encouraging
dialogue and negotiation (although | am not sune tios latter goal is any different from
promoting interaction between writers and readansl) developing a heightened sense of
audience (369). These are outcomes that pedaglygitigiht be achieved through any
number of specific scenarios according to any nurabphilosophies, so why does
“collaboration” matter here? Harris’s formulatiohamllaboration as a tool makes it that
much easier for teachers of writing to reject aol6 are interchangeable and therefore,
depending on the situation, arbitrary.

In “Portfolio Evaluation, Collaboration, and WrigrCenters,” Irene Clark follows in
the footsteps of Harris and articulates a distorcbetween types of collaboration in
order to defend the work of writing centers. Fragner article in a discussion of how
the Freshmen Writing Program at USC adopted agqlartfjrading rubric and how this
requirement translated into a new onslaught ofesttglinto the writing center, Clark
attempts to answer those critical questions ttfatmm how professionals negotiate the
ethical terrain of managing writing center tutosialwo of these questions are: “What do

we mean when we assert that writing centers “dsstistlents in becoming better
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writers?” and “What are the ethical limits of siagsistance?” (516). Knowing what
“counts” as responsible assistance obviously b@&aos the work of successful writing
center tutorials, for as Clark notes, “too muchsdaace is not only counterproductive,
but can result in a form of collaboration that istseethical boundaries” (516). When it
comes to the idea of collaboration itself, Clarls@lves that the term is “often bandied
about among compositionists without a great deatfbéction or acknowledgment of the
difficulty of incorporating it into composition padogy” (519). Taking into
consideration that Harris, too, recognized a cer@anount of ambiguity at work when
teachers invoked the idea of collaboration, inieliesting that Clark essentially argues
the same poirand attempts a similar method at remedying this ambjgu
When it comes to this first part, Clark’s recogmitiof collaboration’s ambiguity, |
think it is worth quoting Clark. And considering rawn emphasis in this chapter on
explaining how collaboration gets rendered pedamiigi according to social
constructionist epistemology, the following is pewtarly relevant.
But what do we really mean when we say that weebelin “collaborative learning?”
A strict examination of the concept suggests theg tollaboration can occur only
when collaborators are part of the same discowserwnity. As | have noted
elsewhere, true colleagues regularly “collaborétgtliscussing their work with one
another, assisting one another by suggesting ssureeling drafts, perhaps even
polishing style in another’s drafts....This type diat may be termed “collegial”
collaboration aims to assist the author in perogivionceptual or perhaps stylistic
blind spots that are unavoidable for even expeadncompetent writers. (520)
“True” collaboration can mean something as simplswggesting a source to a colleague,

but it might also mean simply talking about ideagether, and “perhaps™—I guess in

extraordinary circumstances—“polishing style” imsmone else’s manuscript. Besides
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Clark’s catchall use of “collaboration” to describiéthese different types of interaction
between colleagues, it is also interesting to tioae Clark tacitly implies that
collaborators don’t actually help one another invamtent for a draft; the most direct
influence on another’s writing we have might beotlgh “polishing,” e.g., cleaning up a
text. | must admit that descriptions such as this leaffle me, but then again within such
a pedagogical discussion nothing is not collabeeatat least when we are dealing with
social constructionist theory. But this now leaa$hte second aspect of Clark’s article |
want to discuss, and that is her method of distsigng between types of collaboration.

Unlike Harris who attempts to distinguish betweehaboration in writing center
tutorials and collaboration in classroom peer gsp@ark aims for an ethical distinction
in her schema, and this is the difference betwésgitimate” collaboration and
“illegitimate” collaboration. At first Clark conflas collaboration with assistance, but she
also implies several other ethical distinctionghsas “true” collaboration and “collegial”
collaboration and their obvious corollaries: untamel hostile collaboration. These latter
two ideas might help further illuminate Clark’s éxpation of legitimate and illegitimate
collaboration—or “assistance”llfegitimate assistance...substantially effaces or
overrides the student’'s own contributions to a.tefend it] not only fails to help the
student’s development but also renders the studénérable to charges of inadvertent
plagiarism.” On the other hand,

According to what has come to be established vgritienter “lore,legitimate

collaboration is primarily directed at developiig tstudent’s writingprocessand at

improving the student’s understanding of how teysrate in terms of their readers
and the expectations of an appropriate discounsgramity. With this aim in mind,
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tutors can, for instructional purposes, make ogssgchanges in a text; however,

they must make sure that the student’s own corttabs remain predominant. (520)
By far the most important implication in Clark’swaering of legitimate vs. illegitimate
collaboration is on how she positions illegitimat¢laboration as “assistance” thatirs
or obscureghe individual voice of a single compos&onversely, legitimate
collaboration is assistance that somehow impravegjtiality of that individual voice. In
other words, for Clark collaboration comes dowimaoav it gets interpreted by the ones
assessing the work, and in a writing class onlwiddals compose papers and therefore
the “individual talent” is what matters most, tdhedhe title of an essay by a poet whose
most famous piece, “The Wasteland,” has been adafsglagiarism. Of course, Clark
might say this is just a case of Eliot’s editofsgitimate collaboration. Regardless |
believe my point is obvious: while clearly writifiggm a social constructionist
foundation, Clark nevertheless concerns herself thié work of differentiating types of
collaboration—the ethical and unethical—that meddevidual work either legitimate or
illegitimate.

Clark’s article points to what is a necessary frilsome teachers of composition,
and that is the messy work of assessment and éxadu®f course it is easier to talk
about the strengths and weaknesses of writing withctually having to attach a grade to
it, but grade we must and Clark’s discussion, wlXeending on the work of Harris, also
builds on work by Harvey S. Wiener in 1986 in @isllege Englisharticle “Collaborative

Learning in the Classroom: A Guide to Evaluation.”
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From the very beginning of Wiener’s article, cotbadition is situated as a learning
“method” that represents the pedagogical consegueha “new paradigm” in
composition theory brought about, largely, by therkwof Bruffee and the latter’s
appropriation of social constructionist theory clglobtogether from the work of
Vygotsky, Piaget, Abercrombie, Rorty, and Kuhn (&)t instead of accepting this new
paradigm unproblematically, Wiener poses that Bxeif model, “built on the delicate
and necessary tension between theory and prastexgnot, | suspect, have guided much
of what teachers are calling collaborative learriogpy” and then he suggests that as a
profession composition studies has yet to estabdisi standards for judging our
attempts to implement the evolving concept of teaghnd learning as a social act” (52,
53). The purpose of Wiener’s article is therefor@gpnatic insofar as he attempts to
articulate a utilitarian essay for compositionistsinderstand the work of collaboration in
the classroom.

Wiener offers his readers a set of heuristic markeat can in theory be used to
evaluate the successfulness of collaborative legrthus he practically situates
collaboration as a something that can be seenwaldaged as such. According to Wiener
the central marker of successful collaborative graork is found in the group’s ability
to reach consensus. “The group’s effort to reactsensus by their own authority is the
major factor that distinguishes collaborative Ié&agrfor mere work in groups” (54). He
further explains how consensus is what disting@stodlaborative group work from
“mere” group work: “Students put into groups ardéyastudents grouped and are not

collaborators, unless a task that demands conddeauaing unifies the group activity”
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(55). It is important to observe that Wiener essdgtequates collaborative learning with
consensual learning, explaining that the formemigxample or consequence of the
latter. Herein is where we can see a nihilism emgrgthe kind that will allow critics of
collaboration to argue that “collaborative learriilgnot always a preferable mode of
organizing a pedagogy.

Nevertheless, Weiner situates collaboration as #angethat can be organized and
deployed by a teacher, who, by the way, has tloles he or she must play when
managing the collaborative learning underway iteasroom. The teacher must be task
setter, manager, and synthesizer. As the task seafteacher composes a clear “written
task” that collaborators can collectively read.l@acly written task makes it easier, says
Wiener, for collaborators to come to consensus &iteutask ahead of them because
there is a common starting point from which theugrean proceeds a group

A good written statement of task will probably haveumber of components: general

instruction about how to collaborate in this par&e activity; a copy of the text, if a

single text is the focus of the collaboration; guoestions appropriately limited in

number and scope and offered in sequence fromreéasigre complex, questions
requiring the kind of critical thinking that leatissustained responses from students

at work in their groups. (56)

Notice here how, first, collaboration is organizederms of the specific configuration of
a task via the instructor’s specific instructioBsit it is not enough for a teacher to simply
create a task appropriate for collaboration, fa stust also successfully manage the
collaborative environment as students engage ingheup work. Indeed, the teacher is a

“classroom manager” when it comes to collaborataening, and Wiener offers a

paragraph worth of questions about the layout agdrozation of the collaborative
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environment for the teacher-manager to evaluategltimes of collaboration. Wiener is
careful to articulate that as a manager, the teatieild not micromanage groups when
collaboration is underway. He explains that teaghean easily undermine the
development of that authority and confidence” iedhe purpose of collaborative
learning in the first place” (57-58). Wiener themrs his attention to how one can
evaluate a teacher’s ability to manage classrodhabmration:
An observer can learn a great deal about priorungbn by watching how students
engage in the group task. The noise level in tbentdhe arrangement of furniture,
the ease with which the groups are formed, the ¢brwenversation among students,
the nature of reports emerging from groups allaaté how much the class has
practiced efficient collaborative schemes in thstpavaluators, therefore, should
note very carefully how students behave in thesugs as a signal of the teacher’s
advance preparation. (58)
| can’t help but consider the arbitrariness of éhegaluative conditions listed by Wiener
when it comes to considering the theoretical thofisiocial constructionist collaboration.
Specifically, | wonder how we can count these oizitional and cosmetic features of a
classroom as evidence for collaboration? At baséd represent the specific markers of
how one teacher believes group work should prog@dter than that, these conditions—
these markers of successful collaboration—can jeetszl at will for what, rightly so,
some teachers might consider to be arbitrary dewsabout classroom management.
But the tactical nature of collaborative pedagogly @ets more specific for Wiener

as he concludes his series of evaluative measyresisting that the final role the

teacher must play in the collaborative classroothas of synthesizer:
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Once the groups finish their work, it is importémt each recorder to share the
group’s consensus with the rest of the class. Withdone, the teacher must help the
class as a whole to make sense and order out sbthetimes conflicting and
contradictory reports. Writing the points raiseddagch group on the chalkboard or on

a transparency for the overhead projector (or @sienorders themselves to do this)

allows everyone to discuss and evaluate the caodasrived at by the groups. (58)
In the end, collaboration here is reduced to a kinclassroom activity, something the
teacher plans, organizes, manages, and synthésizes students. Hardly does this
sound like the kind of organic, socially constructearning that is advocated by
Bruffee—that is, here the “practice” of collabocatiseems completely arbitrary, a mere
style of pedagogy that might in theory promotekimgl of learning that, thinking
nihilistically, always already takes place accogdia a social constructionist theory of
learning:

The critical underlying principle for evaluatorstigt in the collaborative learning

classroom the instructor is in no sense a pasgjuest. Collaborative learning is not

unstructured learning: it replaces one structdre ttaditional one, with another, a

collaborative structure. (61)

What is particularly nihilistic in Wiener’s finabfmulation is that collaborative
learning can ultimately be evaluated by considetivaginstructor’s ability to organize a
“collaborative structure” in the classroom, thedkutlined by Wiener in his explanation
of the tactical moves that instructors should felko create an effective and efficient
collaborative learning environment.

In a way | have reserved some of my most pointéitism for Weiner’s article,

although like my point above about those essaysémaler collaboration as the

theoretical imperative of social constructionismjish to extend some charity to
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Weiner’s piece. But then again, to a certain extemarticle represents a paradigmatic
iteration of collaboration scholarship that fallsack on top of the “collaboration as
pedagogical tool” pole in my dichotomy of collabtiva nihilism. In all three of these
examples what matters is how collaboration becamésomething busome thinghat
functions as a pedagogical tool. As I've alreadiedptools are to a certain extent

arbitrary: replaceable, convenient, and optional.

Whither Collaboration? The Move Towards Consequence

The notion of collaboration has not only generaedmportant body of research and
pedagogical innovation, but the term ‘collabordtives now entered into the
discourse of studies of writing as a part of thevemtional wisdom. The value of
collaborative learning and collaborative writingsitaken on a kind of self-evident
and self-valorizing status.

- John Trimbur & Lundy A. BraurfLaboratory Life and the Determination of

Authorship”

Cornel West said that nihilism is troubling in diimes. At the risk of hyperbole, so
too is the collaborative nihilism that preventslabbration from being more than an
over-determined theory or a particular pedagogioafiguration for those of us in
composition studies. When we survey the differeaysvcollaboration has been
explained over the past thirty years, it is cléwat tve don’t “know” too much about it
except for those theoretical claims that conneict the social production of knowledge.
When in orchestra, the iterations that explaincdles, and justify collaboration that |

have here reviewed meld into an explanation ofataliation that bifurcates it into either

tactical or theoretical terms, and while some ekthscholars try to explain the
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pedagogical value of social turn collaboration, twlwa end up with are contradictory,
over-simplified, and in some case just outrigatl explanations. From the pragmatist
position | occupy, all of our discourse cannot biaborative because collaboration
would make no difference. Moreover, collaborati@mnotbe anything from
recommending a book to a friend, polishing theeson a colleague’s manuscript,
tutoring a writing student, synthesizing the vasidevels of consensus that small peer
groups arrive at in class, to borrowing discoursenfsources unconscious to my
immediate apperception according to Bakhtinian taeo

So, whither collaboration?

No.

In the prophetic pragmatism for which West has bexza modern prophet, there is a
necessity for hope and optimism. For without hdpw@ have is nihilism, but for the
prophetic pragmatist our nihilism can become amalwmable reminder that our ideas and
beliefs must be continually informed through preatinquiry that shows us what
consequences these ideas and beliefs yield. Tip@geiof this chapter has been to
engage in an overview that sets up the practicaling | propose with this dissertation:
not only to reinvigorate our critical study of adoration, but also to instantiate the
pragmatic experiment of trying out some new beladfeut collaboration to see if they
might not yield better results. This new belief mosgin at where | leave off here, which
is a proposal for us to try, as much as it is fgassto divorce collaboration from its

social constructionist moorings. In the next chaptdfer what might be a better starting

87



position for conceptualizing what is the work oflaboration, which, as the title of my

next chapter stipulates, involves the work of rhetd invention.

Notes

1. See Carol L. Winkelamm, “Electronic Literacy,t@al Pedagogy, and
Collaboration: A Case Study for Cyborg WritingCcdmputers and the Humanitig9.6
[1995]: 431-48); Susan W. Hardwick, “Humanizing fhechnology Landscape through a
Collaborative PedagogyJournal of Geography in Higher Educati@4.1 [2000]: 123-
29); Timothy Koschmann, “Computer Support for Cotleation and LearningThe
Journal of the Learning SciencBs3-4 [1999]: 495-97); Sue Ellen Atkinson,
“Collaboration: That Awful ‘C’ Word” The Urban Review81.2 [1999]: 173-83);
Christopher W. Lovell and John Nunnery, “Testing fdult Develop Tower of Babel
Hypothesis: Homogeneous by Perry Position Collabad.earning Groups and
Graduate Student Satisfactiodo(rnal of Adult Developmentl.1 [2004]: 139-50); and
Mark F. Williams, “Collaborative Learning in the (Bege Latin Classroom”The
Classical JournaB6.3 [1991]: 256-61).

2. In “Liberal Education, Scholarly Community, atie Authority of Knowledge”
(1985), Bruffee identifies himself as primarilyigetary critic. Additionally, in his
response to th@ACinterview with Richard Rorty, Bruffee argues tkatial
constructionism is not a theory and therefore & ha theorists: “Rorty is not a ‘theorist.’
Neither am |. Social construction is not a thedirys a way of talking, a language, a

vernacular. Least of all is social constructionhaobretical rationale for collaborative
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learning.’ It is a way of describing collaboratiearning” (236). Whether or not Bruffee
accepts the title, his work is used in composistudies as theory; moreover, it seems
little more than splitting hairs to differentiatetitveen “theoretical rationale” and “a way
of describing” something.

3. Bruffee interestingly admits that he willinglg@epted Richard Rorty’s critical
vocabulary for describing social constructionisrs. e writes,

Reading theJACinterview with Richard Rorty makes me realize oagain why |

adopted him as one of my heroes ten years agdiBy.:. | don’t mean the whole

warty man, with whom | am barely acquainted. | méssnlanguage of a lot of what
he has written and said...his language, more tharottenyone else | know, has
given me ways of saying things that | have beemiceessful trying to say myself.

(“Response” 236)

4. In an interview with Gary Olson publishedJAC, Richard Rorty questions—sort
of—the label “social constructionist.” | say “saff’ because Rorty assents to Olson’s
explanation of Bruffee’s definition of social consttionism. See “Social Construction
and Composition Theory: A Conversation with RichRatty.”

5. Bruffee references Geertz and Fish in “Liberdii&ation, Scholarly Community,

and the Authority of Knowledge,” as well as in “$lcConstruction, Language, and the

Authority of Knowledge: A Bibliographic Essay.”

89



CHAPTER 1l
FROM STYLE TO INVENTION: RE-CANONIZING COLLABORATINE
COMPOSITION
In the previous chapter | offered a conceptualaket collaborative nihilism, what |

defined as an attitude marked by apathy and mekssmgvhen it comes to critical
engagement with the catch-all status of “collabordtas a critical concept in rhetoric
and composition studies. The nihilistic qualitytiois attitude points to what | perceive as
our disciplinary unproductiveness at crafting neearies of collaboration not tied to
epistemologies that link collaboration to sociahstuctionism, a move demonstrated by
the popular conflation of collaboration with consation. | also offered a disciplinary
review that begins with an extensive reading of iketh Bruffee’s scholarship on
collaboration, what | call his social turn theorfycollaboration. | then transitioned into a
two-part review of literature that illustrates tineoretical binaries of collaborative
nihilism that explain collaboration in either sthycpedagogical terms as a teaching tool
and classroom strategy, or as an over-determinalityjof our discourse, one that
functions much like an epistemological fiat thatarscores the collaborative impulse
that fuels (all) our communication with one anotheoncluded the chapter by
explaining that the nihilistic status of collabeoatin rhetoric and composition has
resulted from this forced coupling of tactics-bapedagogy with otiose theory, deflating

collaboration as a critical term in writing studies
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What | want to suggest in this current chapteh# tve need pragmatic theory to help
conceptualize both the purposes and possibilifiesltaboration in the study of writing,
especially for those of us in rhetoric and compaositvho are invested in questions about
the relationship between epistemology and discoliseinstance, what do our gestural
interactions with one another and the world telabsut how we know things and
communicate them? And how do we encourage studientsw collaboration in terms of
one’s rhetorical ability to manipulate discourdegpanded possibilities for collaboration
should further how we imagine the work of compasititself both within and outside
university contexts. So if collaboration is to lmmsequential, we need theory that
explains the deliberate engagement between indalgdwuith the world for which
collaboration might account without falling back thre theoretical imperatives of social
constructionism. Further, if collaboration is tosmmething more than merely a
pedagogical or corporate buzzword to denote variguss of cooperative group work,
we need a pragmatic definition that can conditiynakplain collaboration without
imposing tactical guidelines.

As the title of this chapter suggests, to beginvtbek of fostering a pragmatic theory
of collaboration it is first necessary to re-cazencollaboration rhetorically as an
inventive art. Instead of positioning collaboratiarstylistic terms to denote some type of
tactical configuration, one that is utilized meral/a method for sharing work,
collaboration theorized rhetorically under the ralmf invention enables us to imagine
collaboration as an inventive art marked by thé&erefe relationship that individuals

foster with one another to anticipate novelty. Enare a handful of terms that need
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unpacking here: Why does collaboration need “resnaation,” especially when
rhetoricians like Karen Burke LeFevre have alreaslyd the idea of collaboration to
theorize invention? How does the idea of “refleiiVfigure into collaboration? And
what do | mean by “novelty”? Most importantly, witst | mean by “collaboration” if
one of the purposes of this chapter is to offexdefinition of this slippery concept?

To address this last concern first, let me offeroaking definition of collaboration,
one that | call pragmatic and consequential, aredtbat | will begin to explicate in this
current chapterCollaboration points to the ways in which interloors use reflexive
dialogue to intervene in and enhance the progreseiaheir interaction with an object
of discoursel use the concept of novelty to identify “whatiliaborators produce
through their interaction with objects of discoynataich are simply new ways of
thinking about and articulating ideas in the wottdwill be in the next chapter where |
discuss in detail what it means to “intervene id anhance” the progression of our
interaction with “objects of discourse,” but | offénis redefinition of collaboration at the
onset of this current chapter to establish theiteslogy to which | will be turning as |
discuss what it means to “re-canonize” collaborafar the work of compaosition.

| explain the need for this re-canonization by pogithat social constructionist
theories of collaboration limit our ability to exgnh collaboration other than stylistically
as a particular proximal configuration of individsigharing work. In other words, if
collaboration is an imperative function of our diacse, which is what happens in social
constructionist theory that conflates collaboratiath conversation, then a rhetorical

explanation ofvhatcollaboration is antlowit works must always fall back on
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discussions of style because there is nothing gtisainvent (or “represent”) outside of
the knowledge of a community’s normal discoursedifidnally, if collaboration can
only denote a particular style of engaging theaalyeat-work processes of our
communication with one another, then collaboratsoat best temporary engagement
with others limited by the episteme of a particttliscourse community.”
Understanding the relationship between collabonaéis-style and how this social
constructionist approach supports an epistemiayhaforhetoric therefore underscores
why collaboration, if a pragmatically viable theasyto support it, should be theorized
under the rhetorical canon of invention.

After | review what it means to “re-canonize” cditaation from style to invention, |
discuss the relationship between social-epistehatorical theory and social
constructionism. | then review existing definitioofsrhetorical invention to suggest how
we can identify a pragmatic opening for understagdiollaboration in terms that
position rhetorical invention as a discursive attiwe enter into with others, and | turn
to the sociologist George Herbert Mead for expli@main this regard. In the last section
of this chapter | discuss thkairos of collaboration alongside the idea of reflexive
dialogue, both of which are important conceptsufederstanding collaboration

pragmatically.

The “Style” of Collaboration

In their article “Collaboration and Concepts of Aoatship,” published iPMLAIn

2001, Lisa Ede and Andrea Lunsford remind schateEnglish about “the socially
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constructed nature of writing—its inherently colbasitive foundation,” and how it
“functions as an enthymemic grounding for much eorgorary research in the
discipline.” In an endnote corresponding to thegesnent, Ede and Lunsford offer a short
list of scholarly work and further qualify what thenean by the “inherently

collaborative” nature of writing. “Collaboration éskey term for composition studies,”
they write, “where it can refer both to collabovatiearning activities, such as peer
response and group problem solving, and to theabptactice of cowriting texts and
negotiating power among members of workplace wgigroups” (355, 364). Indeed, in
the collectionKeywords in Composition Studjédaureen Daly Goggin says that
“collaboration signifies not only the phenomenorivad or more authors working on a
single project but also extends to the view thiavating is collaborative” (35). Finally,

in her overview of collaborative pedagogyArGuide to Composition Pedagogies
Rebecca Moore Howard observes that since “compasstiudies includes pedagogy as a
central concern, collaboration holds a particudesctnation for the discipline,” and then
reminds her readers, much like Ede and Lunsfoat,rttany professionals in composition
“go so far as to assert that all writing is collediore” (54-55).

While all of the above claims similarly posit treet a discipline composition
recognizes the “inherently” social dimension oftmg, it is harder to discern just how
the idea of collaboration itself is supposed tdeyreven if only tentatively, the many
different ways the social character of writing ¢enexplored theoretically in composition
scholarship, not to mention pedagogically in tlecheng of writing. That is, what does it

mean to link collaboration ontologically to the oot of writing, which the above claims

94



do, while at the same time illustrating collabaratin practice with various tactical
configurations of individuals working in proximity2ollaborationjust is in other words,
butit is two or more people deliberately engaged in someé &f cooperative activity.
Here is the theoretical problem that prompted nsgussion of collaborative nihilism in
the first chapter: the rendering of collaboratioritheory that makes no pragmatic
difference for how we conceptualize the work otctéag writing in practice.

If all writing is collaborative, and if collaboratn is manifested through such various
activities as peer response, group work, and conagrithen what difference does it make
to say, as Ede and Lunsford do, that the “socrakdision of writing—its inherently
collaborative foundation—functions as an enthymegnarinding for much
contemporary research in the discipline”? As lidithe previous chapter, | want to call
attention to a contradiction inherent in the soca@istructionist view of collaborative
learning that presents collaboration pedagogicalprimarily a tactical configuration of
individuals working together. If collaboratigust is if it “functions as an enthymemic
grounding” for how we understand the nature ofimgit then our discourse production in
general must be understood to be dependent oratims ways we interact with and
respond to other discourse producers with whomm&eénacontact. As illustrated above,
we can look to various types of pedagogical adtigithat configure individuals into pairs
and groups to therefore see collaboration at wbilke. problem with this explanation of
collaboration, however, is that it relies on atiglatic epistemology for explaining how

we come to know and interact with the world.
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Beginning with Bruffee’s articulation of collabora theory in the late 1970s and
early 1980s, compositionists have used social cactsdnist claims about the
relationship between knowledge, thoughts, textseseand the “discourse communities”
that produce them to situate collaboration as agegical model that somehow
embodies the always-already happening processaswhunication and knowledge
production. Indeed, Bruffee helped to establighaifgument that the epistemic practices
of a discourse community are what shape and givaning to what we are able to
communicate. Consider, for example, what he wrot€bllaboration and the
‘Conversation of Mankind™”

To the extent that thought is internalized convérsathen any effort to understand

how we think requires us to understand the natbioceversation; and any effort to

understand conversation requires us to understendature of community life that
generates and maintains conversation. Furthernmyreféort to understand and
cultivate in ourselves the kind of thought we vatoest requires us to understand and
cultivate the kinds of community life that establend maintain conversation that is
the origin of that kind of thought. To think wel &ndividuals we must learn to think

well collectively—that is we must learn to convevsell. (421)

It is largely through this progression of warraal®ut the nature of conversation leading
to his claim about the connection between thinkieg) and conversing well that Bruffee
establishes the foundation for how collaboratiomldde theoretically conceptualized in
composition studies. Specifically, collaboratiordarstood through tactical
configurations of individuals in conversation sorm@tdemonstrates the social
constructionist claim that our knowledge is depemdgon the discourse communities

that shape and give meaning to what we know andwewommunicate. Even though

Bruffee doesn't actually utilize the term “discogrommunity” in his early work, he
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does explicitly argue that social constructionigtdry views knowledge and language as
inseparable, even identical (“Social Constructi@id8). InKeywords in Composition
Studies Peter Vandenberg offers a general gloss on #sg lbunction of a discourse
community. He quotes Bruce Herzberg who explaias th

language use in a group is a form of social belmathat discourse is a means of

maintaining and extending [a] group’s knowledge ahuhitiating new members into

the group, and that discourse is epistemic or dotise of the group’s knowledge.

(Vandenberg 68).

While there has indeed been much scholarship tiegtepns both the goals and
methods associated with collaboration and the datish of “community,” some of
which | reviewed in the Introduction and ChapterQBruffee’s conceptualization of
social constructionism is still very much at wonkthe myriad conversations about
collaborative learning that his work helped toiati in composition studies, in part
evidenced through Herzberg's explanation of disseusituating knowledge and
discourse as “epistemic” and “constitutive” of ameaunity has the double effect of
situating discourse communities as both the sowtasd limits to what we can know
(and speak of) in advance. James Paul Gee uneailiwtys out just such a conclusion:

Discourses are not mastered by overt instructigarn(éess so than languages, and

hardly anyone ever fluently acquired a second laggtsitting in a classroom), but by

enculturation (“apprenticeship”) into social praes through scaffolding and
supported interaction with people who have alreadgtered the Discourse....This is
how we all acquired our native language and ourdibased Discourse. It is how we

acquire all later, more public-oriented Discourgegou have no access to the social
practice, you don'’t get the Discourse, you donitéhd. (“Literacy, Discourse” 7)
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Utilizing the notion ofdiscourse constitutio(which is also at work in Herzberg’'s
guotation), Gee says “various Discourses...constiigtas persons,” but he quickly
follows with a qualification, asserting that theiscourses “are changing and often are
not fully consistent with each other.” In other w@sy with various discourses come
conflicting notions of value and belief that at tas individual can only acknowledge
but never resolve; therefore, “there is no reakeen which we humans are consistent or
well-integrated creatures from a cognitive or sbaewpoint, though, in fact, most
Discourses assume that we are (and thus we dwtole, we are in them)” (7). Theories
of social constructionism fail precisely here wiagtempting to resolve ontological
claims about the collaborative nature of writinghwpedagogical strategies for enacting
collaboration in practice. As Gee unabashedly destnates, social constructionists
cannot help but theorize discourse as Discourde avdapital-D, as something like a
metaphysical sphere of practice one enters intas@ome kind of cultural possession
one slowly comes to acquire. Accordingly all dissmuis collaborative because “in”
discourse we are enculturated “through scaffoldind supported interaction.” But herein
lies the rub: through our pedagogical practicesotiiboration we can only really mimic
individual agency—play at being free and deliberegers of discourse—because what
we can know, how we speak, and to what limit weiaty communicate is ultimately
determined by the discourses from which we aretd@atexd. In other words, novelty is
impossible because what we are able to communhest®een predetermined by the

discursive limits established by the epistemic pcas of a discourse community.
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The problems inherent in accounting for the prouncof discourse using social
constructionist theory have already been thoroughtiqued by rhetoricians such as
Thomas Kent (“On the Very ldea”), Stephen R. Yaugio (After Rhetoricandinventive
Intercours@, and literary theorist Stanley Fish (“Anti-Foutidaalism”), although Fish’s
own version of social constructionism has itseliengone a similar critique
(Dasenbrock, “Do We Write”; Yarbrouglfter Rhetorig. According to Kent’'s analysis
in his essay “On the Very Idea of a Discourse Comitgii social constructionist theory
cannot reasonably account for two central questioaisarise from its foundational claim
that discourse communities account for and juskigir own categories of knowledge.
The first of these questions underscores the pmobliehow a discourse community can
reasonably establish the authority to argue whahtsoas knowledge if knowledge itself
changes from community to community. Secondlyng enust be a member of a
discourse community to fully participate in and agg that community, then how can
one recognize other discourse communities outdidaes own? Indeed, Kent
concludes that social constructionism is alwaysléido justified criticism about its
ultimate position as a theory of cultural relatnais

By claiming that our knowledge of the world is tela to a conceptual scheme,

social constructionists endorse the Cartesian ndhiat a split exists between an ‘in

here’—usually thought as mind or subjectivity—amd‘aut there”—usually thought
as world or objectivity—a split that is mediateddpetwork of social conventions,
mental categories, or simply loosely-held belig#hen they accept this position,
social constructionists run headlong into a wellhkn and, | believe, insurmountable

problem of relativism that, in turn, leads inexdyato a debilitating form of nay-
saying skepticism. (426)
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Moreover as Stephen Yarbrough points ounirentive Intercoursesocial
constructionists replace the metaphysical gap twegrtheorists assert exists between
mind and reality with one that exists between celtand reality, and in both cases
language is the mediating factor (57). Still md¢art Spellmeyer takes notice of a
“missing step” in the philosophy of social constragism: “the step between the premise
that perceptual schemas give shape to experiernctharconclusion that communities
make them.” As he continues by way of examplethi#f tree and the watcher [someone
looking at the tree and imaging the idea of a &itehe same time] are both givens of a
particular schema, then communities—collective assions of watchers—must be
givens in exactly the same way, made by the scheatanakers of it. And if everything
is a construct, then nothing, strictly speakingy ba constructed” (158).

Lest | come across as, one, an unwavering critsoofal constructionism who
refuses to extend charity and play Elbow’s “belngvgame” with its key theorists, or
two, as someone who simply wishes to beat a deese lwath criticism that has already
been well-articulated, let me remind readers tbaiemwing the theoretical shortcomings
of social constructionist theory is necessary taldsh a pragmatic motive for
guestioning the state of collaboration theory imposition studies today. It is obvious
that social constructionist theories of collabanatheed to be replaced with an
orientation that can account for discourse productievoid of metaphysics while
simultaneously acknowledging the deliberate workalfaboration itself in practice, as
something two or more individuals purposely purase¢hey interaatvith and not

throughdiscourse.
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As | have demonstrated, collaboration has been @aaffly established within a
social constructionist framework that positionadta mediating force through which
writing (and discourse in general) is automaticallgducecand as a tactical
configuration individuals assume in response toraraon task. So in pedagogical terms
collaboration gets manifested through various foomgroup work that somehow enact
the already-active communication within a discowr@@munity, the conceptual scheme
that sanctions what can and cannot be discursauglyorized by its members. Using
Yarbrough’s conclusion about Fish’s take on thehesgg of writing, “if the doctrines of
social constructionism are true then it logicatildws that everyone who teaches
composition is already doing what can be done lp $teidents improve their writing”
(After Rhetoric221); and thus we need theory that can accourdoitaboration as a kind
of deliberate activity. If collaboratioguist is if at the end of the day it simply names one
take on the social construction of knowledge, thedagogically collaboration can never
be more than simplgn activity something teachers do to keep their studentsgexga
Put another way, collaboration becomes at bestlgimmeans to divide labor, to
delegate responsibility, and to play at what isadiy at work pushing our discourse and
shaping our writing.

Following Yarbrough'’s logic, such a view necesgdelds us to conclude that
teachers of writing can at best only utilize cotledtion tactically to help demonstrate to
students how they already learn. In other wordialooration does not promise to make
us better writers, it just encourages us to praatiore deliberately the skills that shape

us into authorized members of a discourse communhitst is to say, if individuals do
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emerge from collaboration better writers, thatasduse they were able to connect the
internalized discursive practices of a “communitkimowledgeable peers” (to echo
Bruffee) with their own practical attempts at dejhg the appropriate skill sets that
mark a discourser as an authorized member of tmatrwnity.

We have thus arrived at a point where | can agase iny question about Ede and
Lunsford’s assertion about the “social dimensiomofing”: What difference does it
make? How does such a claim in theory actuallyfustir discipline’s dominant
pedagogical approaches (largely tactical onespllatworation in practice? To me, it
makes no difference. To echo Michael Spooner artl&an Blake Yancey, “if our
theory must call all writing collaborative, therol@aboration’ becomes moot and useless
as a theoretical construct” (“A Single Good Mind®)5Insofar as collaboration remains a
theoretical arm of social constructionism, in pi@ethere remains no reason to give up
collaboration as a pedagogical category to simpiy@ specific kinds of classroom
activities that involve multiple individuals worlgrtogether. Really, the only work
necessary for teachers is to decide which colldlveractivities to use and how best to
deploy them. Again, there is no difference at siakibeory; there is no actual
consequence. At the end of the day, a social agtginist can really only forward
collaboration to designate a particutéyleof learning because if collaboratiprst is
then all we can do pedagogically is dress it ugress it down to decide the best
configuration through which to construct thoseitattengagements that will promote the

specter of collaborative learning. In this way tears will always remain what social
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constructionism positions them as: classroom masagleo must defer to the

conventions of discourse communities to determihatywedagogy to pull of the shelf.

The Epistemic Mediation of Social Turn Collaboratian

As | have argued, for social constructionists ttesas of conversation and
collaboration function synonymously to describe ltbesmembers of a discourse
community share particular conventions that malk discourse community a
community in the first place. Remember that Kenrigtliffee, for example, implores his
readers to recognize how collaborative learningvVptes the kind of social context, the
kind of community, in which normal discourse occigommunity of knowledgeable
peers” (“Collaborative Learning” 644). From thesb constructionist perspective,
collaboration enacts how knowledge is generatednaaidtained through the normal
discourse of a knowledge community’s conversatWithin the field of composition
studies this perspective on the epistemic funatifotiscourse first gained popularity in
the early eighties, but rhetoricians and discoptsesophers (especially in
communications studies) have been engaged in sthdibate about epistemic rhetoric
at least since 1967 when Robert L. Scott publishedhort but celebrated article “On
Viewing Rhetoric as Epistemic,” which was then)®diliam Harpine notes, “a new,
radical way to understand rhetoric” (337). As Hagyexplains, “Scott’s article is
founded in a concept of argumentative justificationhetoric, viewed as an alternative to
analytic logic” (335). Or as Jeffrey L. Bineham &ips, “At base, Scott’'s assertion that

‘rhetoric is epistemic’ implores scholars to reththe relationship between
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discourse...and the processes and substance of kadgmvleScott’s thesis forwarded the
argument that what we know is inextricably tiechtw we communicate. “Epistemic
rhetorical theory,” continues Bineham, “advancesppsitions about both how people
know and the nature of what they know. It has,umsepistemological and ontological
implications” (43).

In Bineham's article, “The Cartesian Anxiety in Ef@mic Rhetoric: An Assessment
of the Literature,” he explains that one approackttidying rhetoric as epistemic
embraces “the social knowledge theory,” and hetsdmThomas Farrell as its
paradigmatic theorist (49). Nearly a decade beBvtdfee asserted that the work of
collaboration required individual discoursers téilsirate over a problem until consensus
is reached, Farrell had already articulated a riestitheory of knowledge that hinged on
the role of consensus. In “Knowledge, Consensus Rdretorical Theory” (1976), Farrell
suggested that if the idea of “knowledge” is tdihked to rhetoric it must be
conceptualized socially as that which comprisgmteptions of symbolic relationships
among problems, persons, interests, and actionsghamply (when accepted) certain
notions of preferable public behavig@, emphasis in original). Social knowledge, then
represents the characteristics of what Kuhn woalbdnormal science and implies that a
certain amount of consensus is needed to authwhagever counts as “preferable public
behavior.” But Farrell’'s conception of the episterfiunction of rhetoric rests on what he

calls a “peculiar kind of consensus”:
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That is to say, it rests upon a consensus thédtriswged to an audience rather than
concretely shared. This means that such knowledgs dot rest upon agreement
which is both fact and known to be fact. The asdionwf agreement may be
counterfactual. Some people may, in fact, disagidewhat is attributed. Yet it is
this assumed understanding of agreement—as anhegst rather than fact—which
makes rhetorical argument possible. (6)
Farrell's observation here is quite straightforwdoda certain extent social knowledge is
a fiction, something discoursers appeal to as mesnifea social body to establish that
social body’s identity. In other words, it doesmiaitter whether everyone actually agrees
on a certain point or shares an exact belief; wintters is that one’s audience agrees that
agreement is, generally speaking, not only a poggibut also an assumed necessity if
that social body is to share in some type of ctilleadentity. For a theory of epistemic
rhetoric, it is the collective identity of a commiyrthat social knowledge helps to
delineate. The idea of social knowledge thereferges a particular rhetorical function:
it makes possible room for the discursive give-taie that makes actual consensus so
difficult. As Farrell continues:
Rather than being fixed, permanent, and staticefbee, social knowledge is
transitional and generative. As individual probleans encountered and, through the
frustrating incrementalism of human decision-makim@naged or resolved, new
problems emerge; and with these, new knowledgebeattributed, based
reasonably upon the collective judgments which lmregiously been made. Not only
does social knowledge provide a context of relegdnoc artistic proof in collective
inference-making; it also establishes social prenesifor future attributions of
consensus in situations which have yet to be ertecenh (9-10)
Farrell basically explains in epistemic rhetoritsains how social constructionists

theorize the production of knowledge through thatienship between normal and

abnormal “science” (for Kuhn) or “discourse” (fooRy). There are “established social
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precedents” that function to guide “future attribus of consensus” when “new
problems emerge.” Theories of epistemic rhetons timform the social constructionist
paradigm that explains collaboration as the alwaysady discursive mechanism that
maintains the conversation of a knowledge commuiiityt is, meaning is circulated
through the “normal” discourse shared by knowletigepeers until “abnormal”
discourse, discourse that for some reason dodsanatonize “normally” with the
existing talk, prompts that community to assess dbinormality to determine if and how
their normal discourse must be adjusted to inc@tgowhatever interruption has
disrupted the original conversation. If that knodge community deems the abnormal
discourse legitimate, not only will it then be fettlinto that community’s normal
discourse, but by default it will also alter thahamunity’s knowledge, since knowledge
is mediated via that abstract mechanism Oakshesttdalled the “conversation of
mankind.”

The social precedents, whatever one chooses ttheafl, are what collectively make
up a community’s episteme, the body of knowledgeramunity shares through the
give-and-take of its discourse. No matter an episte ethereal quality, explains Farrell,
it nevertheless plays a primarily “affective or mative impact upon decision-making”
for that social body; it provides discoursers withat he terms a “zone of relevance” for
situating assumptions and deducing reasonable usinok (10, 11). In a later essay,
Farrell explains that social knowledge rsile-like in form,” which suggests “a regularity
found in the ongoing patterns of human experien€e.tonceptualize social knowledge

as rule-like “is important to the view of rhetoas a practical art” because it accounts for
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personal responsibility and one’s ability to eitbenform to or deviate from such norms
(“Social Knowledge” 331, 333). A similar theorypssited by James Herrick, another
prominent epistemic rhetorician in communicatiamndgs, who asserts that

rhetoric’s epistemic function in society can bersgesome ways to be the result of

its benefit of testing ideas...once an idea has bestad thoroughly by a group,

community, and society, it becomes part of whasehgroups take to be knowledge.

(gtd. in Harpine 336)

For Harpine, however, claiming that rhetoric isségmic relies on definitional
assumptions that theorists like Scott, Farrell, Hedrick take for granted. As he
explains,

When theorists say that rhetoric is epistemic,hehy imean thgbersuasiorhas an

epistemic quality? Do they mean to distinguish camimation that is persuasive, or

will they allow any communication to count as rhret® How broad, or how narrow,

a conception of rhetoric is necessary in order ax@rsense of the claim that rhetoric

is epistemic? (340)

It is here, | believe, where we can link episterhietorical theory to social
constructionism in the development of social tushiaboration theory in composition
studies.

What compositionists call “social-epistemic” rheétogssentially refers to the
epistemic rhetorical theory developed by the likEScott and Ferrell applied to the
social constructionist theory that Bruffee’'s scisiép explicates. One of social-
epistemic rhetoric’s proselytizers, James Berlidg epistemic rhetoric into what he

calls a “transactional” theory of rhetoric, whi@s one can see, restates how

compositionists have come to understand the ideadi$course community:
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Epistemic rhetoric holds that language is the keyrtderstanding the dialectical
process involved in the rhetorical act. Knowledgesinot exist apart from language.
Thus, the task of the interlocutor is not simplyitm the appropriate words to
communicate—to contain—a nonverbal reality. Langyagstead, embodies and
generates knowledge, and there is no knowledgeoutithtnguage. For epistemic
rhetoric, language is not, however, a single, miimolentity. Within each society
there is a host of languages, each serving asetitercof a particular discourse
community. Rhetoric and Realit§66-67)

Berlin describes the dual-function of language with discourse community; first, it
mediates knowledge, which is to say even thoughds/do not “contain” knowledge, the
language practices of a discourse community negkgs manage beliefs that count as
knowledge; second, it is through language that @reegate knowledge in the first place.
As Berlin continues:
Each community—whether made up of biologists, cositfum teachers,
autoworkers, ward members, or baseball fans—is¢ around a language peculiar to
itself so that membership in the group is deterahimg the ability to use the language
according to the prescribed methods. The specthlaagguage can serve an
inclusionary function because it prescribes anorees assumptions abaxternal
reality and the relationship of its members to this rgakinowledge of what is “real”
to the group can only be displayed by using itglege. (167, emphasis added)
In Berlin’s estimation, to understand social-episterhetoric is to understand how
members of a community can relate to and interdtt tvat which exists outside of the
community—"external reality"—and it explains thecglly constructed nature of what
that community believes about itself, what Berliould by extension logically call
“internal reality,” although he doesn’t say thisab. Again, we see a Cartesian split

between an “in here” and an “out there,” one thasibe bridged to fully appreciate the

complexity of one’s relative positioning in the WbrBut here is also where collaboration
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plays a role (within social constructionist episténgies), because as Bruffee explains
throughout his scholarship on collaborative leagnthe purpose of collaboration as a
pedagogical tool is to help acculturate new memimgeosan already existing discourse
community with its own language conventions and mregs—its own epistemic reality.
If knowledge is both generated and maintained tiindhe language practices of a
discourse community, then the only way to gainante into a community is to share in
the same language practices, which in turn is eeguasite for sharing the same
knowledge. Collaboration is therefore a pedagogioathod through which the internal
talk of a discourse community is externalized stoaslow new members access to these
language, (and, by default, knowledge) conventi@eswhen Bruffee posits his
definition of social constructionism, the one inigthhe asserts that social
constructionism understands concepts such astyreahd “knowledge” as “community-
generated and community-maintained linguistic &#jt Richard Rorty, the one from
whom much of Bruffee’s definition of social consttionism is built, when presented
with Bruffee’s explanation responds with uncompkchacknowledgement that
“yes...[this]seems true enough” (Olson 4).

Collaboration is therefore something that can yeatily occur within discourse
communities, because collaboration according teetorical epistemic theory is simply
the process through which such communities maikaawledge. Again, note how
according to Berlin epistemic theories explain lzage as the lens through which
communities view an “external” reality. Even thouggitial constructionism is in theory

non-foundational, just as is the epistemic rhettivat marks the type of discourse these
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communities share, implicit in these theories isd&a that situates discourse
communities in isolation from one another as aeseof microcosms, of little worlds, that
each view reality and knowledge in different terinsother words, social
constructionism does have unacknowledged metapiysigndations: abstract entities
like “language” and “culture.” In this way it beces hard to distinguish just how much
agency members of discourse communities actuallg bainvent the novel concepts and
perspectives that, according to epistemic rhetouc,language both mediates and

generates.

Composition and Rhetorical Invention

The above review of social-epistemic rhetoric aadelationship to social
constructionist theory is important because jlks With the latter, within epistemic
rhetorical theory a metaphysical gap gets posded,that separates an external reality
from an internal one. For social-epistemic theola@guage is therefore a tool, something
that exists and is made meaningful through itsumséntal use within particular
discourse communities. Moreover, the language egg¢lcommunities actually shapes the
reality these communities experience. This isaflle how social-epistemic rhetoric gets
presented in the literature, and thus an insidsidetoinary is manifested. We get stuck
in a certain sense, confined to the reality thatlaaguage allows us to experience
because we cannot get outside our language to agahe larger Reality within which

our communities (and their languages) are only@aeoosm.
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It is this metaphysical dilemma that social-episterhetoric and social
constructionist theory can at best only exacerbateconsequentially invite charges of
supporting a philosophy of cultural relativism. 38 why no pragmatic difference exists
between the theoretical imperatives of social aoicibnism, social-epistemic rhetoric,
and the pedagogical attempts at making this theorgble through tactics-based
explanations of collaborative learning in actiodl. @llaboration does within these
theories is demonstrate somewhat more explicitlgtwe already do. In this way,
collaborative learning becomes a kind of self-difegpedagogy that will work only to
the extent that our expectations about how ourestisdshould discourse are met through
how our students actually do discourse. If thegeeetations are not met, then it becomes
easier to set aside collaboration for some othdagegical strategy.

As | suggest at the beginning of this chapterwibek of re-conceptualizing
collaboration must begin with defining collaboratias a form of rhetorical invention.
“The terminventionhas historically encompassed strategic acts tioaige the
discourser with direction, multiple ideas, subj@ettter, arguments, insights to probable
judgments, and understanding of the rhetoricabtitn,” explains Janice Lauer. “Such
acts include initiating discourse, exploring alegimes, framing and testing judgments,
interpreting texts, and analyzing audiences” (2heWit comes to the idea of rhetorical
invention in the study of composition, Karen Butlefevre’s definition offers
rhetoricians and teachers of writing a fairly exgaa explanation of this idea. She

describes rhetorical invention as the attempt tbdib wise and eloquent:
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Conceiving rhetorical invention as a search fordee—a search for analyzing
subjects, audiences, and problems as well as gengpeeand judging ideas,
information, propositions, and lines of reasonindigres rhetorical invention closely
with inquiry or with ‘invention’ in the generic sse. (2)
In Lauer’s survey of theories of inventidnyention in Rhetoric and Compositisshe
classifies LeFevre’s approach as falling underaasaonstructionist paradigm because
it “characterized invention as a dialectical praceswhich the individual and the socio-
culture are coexiting and mutually defining” (100)deed, the thesis forwarded by
LeFevre is that invention, “conceived broadly asphocess of actively creating as well
as finding what comes to be known and said in teodirse of any discipline, is, | think,
best understood as occurring when individuals adedialectically with socioculture in a
distinctive way to generate something” (33).

In Invention as a Social ActeFevre points to how invention is often confthveth
conceptions of “individual introspection,” a prosdsy which “ideas are created in the
mind of an atomistic individual and then expresethe rest of the world.” Or as she
alternately words this idea, “Invention is [ofteeparded as an unfolding, a manifestation
of an individual’s ideas, feelings, voice, persagabnd patterns of thought.” She
explains that such individualized, “Platonic” coptiens of invention sketch an
“incomplete picture” and forwards her own thesiswtthe social act of invention. As
she explains, “rhetorical invention is better urstieod as a social act, in which an
individual who is at the same time a social bemtgriacts in a distinctive way with
society and culture to create something” (1). LeEes careful to caution that a social

theory of invention does not completely undermineantradict Platonic theories,
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especially when it comes to conceptualizing the aflindividual agency; but she
suggests that rhetorical theory has come to uratetdtow cognitive acts take place
within social environments, so that to theorizesimyon socially simply offers a wider
rhetorical context for understanding how invention

occurs through the socially learned process ohtarnal dialogue with an imaged

other, and the invention process is enabled byt@nnal social construct of audience,

which supplies premises and structures of beligf guide the writer. (2)

To understand invention as a social act, includnoge Platonic theories that
privilege the inventive power of the individual, Eevre creates a four-part continuum
that situates rhetorical approaches to inventioa linear relationship to one another. On
one end are “Platonic” theories, followed by “Imtak Dialogic” theories, which she
describes as theories that explain invention a®eegs that “is affected and indeed made
possible by an ‘otherness’ that is dynamically presn each I’ (54). The third realm of
invention she describes, the “Collaborative” applpas distinctive because its theories
posit how the physical presence of others is necgdsr invention. Finally, “Collective”
theories of invention, characterized by the worlEofile Durkheim, explain invention as
dependent on supra-collective forces and entitiescultures, bureaucracies, and
organizations.

LeFevre’s social act perspective on invention tgtowhich she constructs her
continuum easily translates into how other soamstructionists theorize communicative
interaction. For example, consider Kenneth Gergknis-part taxonomy that categorizes

how we discursively negotiate conflict. First, wvanamagine “internal others,” the

113



process through which we attempt to understanddwovwidentity is composed of a
multitude of voices that shape how we respond. ®might seek to understand the
“conjoint relations” that keep arguments taut tlgiothe discursive impasse of two
“conjoined” discoursers who have yet to remedyrthenflict. In other words, writes
Gergen, “I may be able to locate ways in whicls ihot you alone who is to blame, but
our particular pattern of relating” (157). Thirde Buggests exploring “group realities” by
which we recognize that “there is a way of seeiaggselves not as singular individuals
but as representatives of groups, traditions, fasibnd so on” (157-58). Fourth, and
finally, we might understand what it means to ggptite in “the systemic swim,” the way
in which we participate in and construct wider sbpiatterns that help us to locate
meaning (158). The similarities between Gergerxetamy and LeFevre’s are
significant, and not just in the way each taxondoipws a similar sequence of
categories. Rather we should notice how both Geagein_eFevre attempt to corral
incommensurable social theories as simply differtenations of a single, cohesive
explanation. For Gergen it is that we can undedstdinof our discursive conflicts in
terms of how others construct us as individuald, fan LeFevre all four approaches she
describes ultimately account for the social dynanticough which we create meaningful
relationships with the world via rhetorical actsmfention. As theoretical models, both
taxonomies certainly offer a convenient methodcfamparing and contrasting what are
large and multifaceted philosophical traditionst this convenience is also their
shortcoming, for obviously the categories consedatithin these taxonomies rely on

generalizations of complex theoretical traditions.
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We can examine, for example, how LeFevre constthetsCollaborative” arm of
invention on her continuum to see this kind of gahzation at work. | focus on this
particular branch of her social act theory of inv@m because with it she reviews how
some theorists suggest how the interactions betaedmmong individual agents are a
necessary condition for the work of invention toumelertaken in the first place. The
guintessential “Collaborative” theorist for LeFewsehe sociologist George Herbert
Mead. According to Mead’s gestural theory of commation, explains LeFevre,

One person acts, and in the act of making the gestalls out for a response in the

other. Something new is created here.... New mearirgthus brought into
existence by means of a social interaction inv@harsymbolic gesture and a
response. (62)
LeFevre correctly observes that Mead'’s perspettales the invention process out of
the mind of the individual and into the interactiofrreal people, where it may be defined
as an act, a response of another individual tmiéiator's gesture.” But when it comes to
how LeFevre uses Mead’s theory to explain what malkis particular approach to
invention collaborative, she relies on the med@presence of a tangible product or
specifically outlined activity, something collabtoes actually make or a specific process
they follow, to illustrate the practicality of caborative invention:

In contract negotiations or business proposal mgjtfor example, two or more

rhetors collaborate to invent, and in fact, to niiege, a text. One person may suggest

an idea; the other responds; the response becogesiwae to the first speaker, who
then generates another idea; the other responds agd so on. (62-63)
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Unfortunately while LeFevre’s description of Meatt®ory is more or less accurate, her
description of the discourse collaborators shaesd explain the purpose for which she
says this discourse occurs, which is “to invendl enfact, negotiate, a text.” The point
here is that LeFevre’s description of “collaboratiinvention not only fails to actually
explain what pragmatic difference Mead’s theorg@inmunicative interaction makes
when conceptualizing the work of invention, bualgo conflates collaboration with
conversation, just as Bruffee’s theory does. Thasé¢ collaborators are talking through
“contact negotiations or business proposal writisgéms inconsequential within
LeFevre’s explanation of invention; what mattersimply how we conceptualize the talk
itself as a kind of conversation.

Stephen Yarbrough has suggested that LeFevrelssiocl of Mead in her continuum
of invention theories is inappropriate, namely lseawithin such a framework there
leaves no room for Mead'’s “collaborative” inventitmyield pragmatic consequences
different from the consequences of other approatthegs/ention on the continuum. As
he explains:

| need to emphasize that Mead’s explanation ofodisse lies on no such continuum.

It differs radically from other theories LeFevragés on that continuum because each

of these, unlike Mead'’s theory, subscribes to #raesold metaphysical

distinctions—Ilanguage/reality, subject/object, mwatld, culture/nature, and so
on—and therefore each not only is subject to ddcocison but, more importantly,
also has no pragmatic effectsentivel8)

It is important to single out Mead because his aagh to theorizing communication is,

as Yarbrough suggests, significantly different to#trer theories LeFevre includes on her

continuum. One important difference in Mead’s tlyaisrthe belief that we exist in only
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one world, and it is through our interactions wotke another that we continue this
common world. As Yarbrough explains Mead, “Belielschemes of dual or multiple
worlds that function according to conflicting ladsprives us of the tools we need to
come to terms together” (19).

For Mead the world is made meaningful through thgaing progression of conduct,
and Mead uses the term “gesture” to name this atinds Donald Bushman explains,
“He [Mead] describes the uses of language as ‘aarsation of gestures,’ with the term
gesture referring to all human social activity, aayivity that is sensed by another and
that evokes a response in another” (“Conversatfid). Mead believes we use gestures
in anticipation of certain responses, and whenanticipations are not met we must
revise our gestures, and it is in this way that #egplains how communication works:

Communication is a social process whose naturtdiyishows that it arises out of

cooperative activities...in which some phase of ttteohone form, which may be

called a gesture, acts as a stimulus to otherartg on their parts of the social act. It

does not become communication in the full sensg,the stimulus does not become a

significant symbol, until the gesture tends to amthe same response in the

individual who makes it that it arouses in the ashé&elected Writing812)

From Mead’s pragmatist standpoint, communicatiahésword that signifies when
gestures have become meaningful, when human ititendzecomes intentional and
conduct is deliberative. From this perspective, Misaable to argue that it is through
conduct that truth is created.

As a concept “truth” is significant here becausgeibotes a kind of end; it is

something that gives our actions purpose. In tragmatist form, however, Mead does

not believe truth is something that exists outsilexperience, that it is something to
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which our beliefs must correspond. Instead, trathiMead is a concept that represents
the test of belief itself; it is what makes theliépfor certain beliefs to provoke actions
that sustain the continuance of the common worklhé explains,

The criterion of truth does not then transcend ggpee, but simply regards the

conditions of ongoing experience which has becoroblpmatic through the

inhibitions of the natural processes of men. THatgm of the problem lies entirely

within experience and is found in the resolutionndiibitions. (342)
Put another way, “Truth expresses a relationshigvdsen the judgment and reality...the
relationship lies between reconstruction, whichbéegconduct to continue, and the
reality within which conduct advances” (338). Emtted in this approach to truth is the
idea of mutually conditioning conduct; it is thrdugur mutual actions with others that
problems arise and are solved. Experience is @deref this interaction; it is not
something that exists separate from the cooperattreities of a group of interlocutors.
Yarbrough sees a connection here between his ube @ford discourse and Mead’s use
of the word experience. “According to Mead,” writéarbrough, “human interaction
within the world, what | call discourse, must baelarstood as being always already part
of the world and not as a different kind of entityd over against other entities” (14).
Truth therefore cannot be located outside the redilexperience, the realm of discourse,
because that is where all of our interaction whih Wworld takes place.

| offer this (what might seem tangential) explaoatof Mead’s theory of gestures
because it departs significantly from LeFevre’satosions about language and, by
extension, her conclusions about rhetorical inwentFirst, Mead suggests that what we

call language can be folded up into his much mereegal term “gesture,” which simply
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denotes those things we intentionally deploy likerks and noises when interacting with
others to foster communication. So words, body mmams, sounds, signs, all of these
things can be conceptualized as gestures we useromunication. Gestures are what
we use to interact with one another and the waird, the meaning of a gesture arises
through the process of communicative interactiselit For LeFevre, however, language
is a symbolic communication system. In the procés®ming to understand invention as
a social act, LeFevre writes,

| ask that we give serious consideration to twomeainclusions. First, language

should be viewed as an active force in the way ovestitute—not simplgopy—

reality; language thus plays an active role in esvperceive and think and invent.
Like social constructionist theory before hers, éefé cannot separate the concept of
language as a constituting force apart from theepnof knowledge as an epistemic
system of beliefs that exist within mutually defigidiscourse or knowledge
communities. Just take LeFevre’s second conclushenwants readers to consider:
“Second, language should be viewed in its develapraed its use as a dialectic between
individual and social realms” (96).

LeFevre’s basic premise that invention is a saals not in itself incorrect, nor is it
an unhelpful way to begin thinking about the satyahherent in how we come to make
sense of and interact with the world, includingestheople. But like other social
constructionists, LeFevre relies on the idea ofjleage as a system, as a scheme that
defines and gives meaning to our gestures. Meatheoather hand, suggests that our

gestures are not systematic but rather habitualvéie¢d not suggest, as LeFevre does,
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that language should be understood as a dialeckityd of reasoning, that individuals
negotiate within “social realms,” as if the bouridarof such realms are what fuels the
opposite end of the dialectical process of commatioo. Instead he would say that
language is gestural, that we interact with otleagbe and not abstract social realms, and
that language is not systematic because appealiag abstract symbolic system of
meaning will not always help us overcome the pcatproblems of communicating with
others.

The point here, of course, is that to conceptualiregestures (parole) as arbitrarily
connected to a system of meaning (langue) thatsesiger and above the ecology of
relationships we actually cultivate with other pleojpo easily positions the conflicts that
inhibit our interactions with one another as ongadal in nature and therefore to a certain
point beyond our control. When there is only oneaswmn world, however, a world in
which we must continually interpret one anothegstgres, in a world where the
meanings of our gestures are located in the spemifthanges in which they occur, and
thus when our discourse is theorized as causahansocially constructed, then all of our
conflicts are ultimately discursive conflicts. Aall of our discursive conflicts, our
breaks in communication, can be resolved whenlodetors use their discourse to
relocate the common world that our communicatiterarction serves to continue. In
other words, when interlocutors can recognize thettorical conflicts are not the result
of incommensurable worldviews, discourse commusiittelltures, languages, or the like,
and instead see that they more often than nottrieeai the failure to locate a common

object of concern, then the prospects for discersdmedy are made brighter.
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In short, Mead offers a theoretically viable expitaon of rhetorical invention, one
that can account for all of those things LeFevec#es rhetorical invention is good for,
without relying on the presence of metaphysicaésuds to explain how our gestures
become meaningful, how they become “significantlsgis’ as he calls them. Rhetorical
invention can therefore be conceptualized as tteedntion in which we participate with
one another and the world as we attempt to contimsecommon world with our

discourse.

Inventing the Collaborative Moment: Kairos and Reflexivity

On the one hand, science posits emergence, tliereance in the evolutionary
process of novel elements. On the other hand ati@nalistic procedure of scientific
method is deterministic, postulating that everymgvaan be causally explained by its
antecedent conditions. Hence a serious antinorsgsahbetween the principle of
emergence and the principle of causation, bothuessgubby science and scientific
philosophy; and this antinomy illustrates the natofa metaphysical problem, since
the assertion of the reality of one side seemstailehe allegation of the unreality of
the other. Its solution, Mead held, rests upondeygaate theory of time, which would
reconcile emergent novelty with causal conditioning

- Andrew Reck, Introduction to Mead3elected Writings

To move collaboration in theory away from socialsggmic and social
constructionist explanations that situate it aseziin essential quality of communication
in a discourse community or as an instructor-madggelagogical tool, one that can be
adopted or rejected by teachers at will, we firashre-conceptualize collaboration away
from explanations that can only locate it underrtietorical canon of style. At the risk of

sounding like a broken record, | repeat that intnoé®ur theory on collaboration, it can

at best only denote a type of procedural interactome that requires certain conditions of
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proximity and temporality. That is, within a soegpistemic framework collaboration
usually denotes a type of temporary engagementdegtwr among individuals who are
proximally linked and sharing some kind of work.

Now | wish to discuss how we can begin to think engpecifically about
collaboration as invention; in particular | wanthighlight the role of deliberation and
forethought necessary for invention if collaboratis to denote something more than the
always-already happening conversations within eadisse community. To this end |
want to forward the notion of what | c#lfieinvention of the collaborative momeat
phrase | have come to use to explain why we mus¢nstand the temporal dimensions of
collaboration in order to recognize what kind ofilaeration and forethought is necessary
for collaboration itself.

“Inventing the Collaborative Moment; or, Why 1 =13, is the title of a 4C’s paper
| wrote several years ago that was part of a pap@lit what my co-presenters and | were
calling the “collaborative imagination.” Unforturedy our panel proposal wasn’t
accepted for inclusion on the conference prograhyar, nevertheless the ideas |
tackled in that paper helped me articulate a prodlaad identified as a teacher, one that
took the shape of a question: “How do we encousaiggents to recognize the opportune
time for collaboration?* By “opportune time” | was referencing the claskiuation of
kairos what often gets translated as “right” timing am@pposition tachronos the
concept we use to denote linear time. | had notweked out the problems inherent in
theorizing collaboration within social-epistemiadasocial constructionist paradigms, yet

| had noticed that for many students “collabordtidenoted a temporary engagement
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with others that begins and ends when a collah@assignment itself begins and ends.
In other words, when collaboration comes to an(@sdeleological end) is also when
collaboration comes to an end (its temporal entdl}hA time this was an underdeveloped
idea and one | had limited language to articulate,| noticed that for many people
collaboration igemporallylinked to thetemporaryengagements with others that we
enter into “collaboratively” to complete some kiafitask. In my own experiences with
collaboration, especially with my colleague andatwdrator, John Pell, | noticed that our
collaboration was not strictly mediated by the #igeprojects on which we worked. The
value of our collaboration was for me located ie thyriad ways in which we were
learning how to understand new ideas and formulate ways of articulating those ideas.
Moreover, | recognized how even when John and éwet “working” on something
together, our collaborative perspective could ninetess inform my other “individual”
work as a teacher and scholar.

Thus | developed a curiosity about the idea ofatmitation in the study of writing,
curiosity that developed in such a way that youreme reading a dissertation on the
subject. The point of this anecdote, however, & thvanted to understand how to talk
about collaboration to students in a way that cautaimote the work of rhetorical
invention and promote in them, my students, arcdthicollaboration that extended
beyond those temporary engagements with other stsitleat begin and end with
particular assignments. Another way of framing fhrisblem is that | wanted to promote
in my students an understanding of collaborati@y ttould utilize in order to foster

relationships with others to enhance both theireusidnding of and ability to
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productively intervene in discursive conflicts. Tovent the collaborative moment,”
then, came to denote those times when we recogmesv idea or understanding or way
of saying something as being connected to the wbrketorical invention with another
person.

To explain how we can recognize these collaboratieenents, | return to the above
point | make aboutairosand how we must move away from the association of
collaboration with temporary engagements with athkr other words, we should move
away from conceptualizing collaboration as someghiwith a clearly articulated
beginning and end. In his recdd®Qarticle, “On ‘Getting It": Resistance, Temporality
and the ‘Ethical Shifting’ of Discursive Interaatid Stephen Yarbrough explains that
successful discursive interaction “requires usdbamly ‘account’ for the objects of their
[others’] attention but to adjust our actions teitlactions’ timing.” To interpret others,
to follow the give-and-take within discourse, “weishre-order time” (7). Yarbrough'’s
understanding of discursive interaction is pargiaiformed by Mead’s theory of the
gesture, which | briefly reviewed earlier. As Meadglains, “the existence of motion in
the passage of events depends not upon what igtpkiace in an absolute space and
time, but upon the relation of a consentient set percipient event"Jelected Writings
315). Mead suggests that our individual perspest{zensentient sets) are relative to
particular discursive situations (percipient eveni® suggest that our discursive
interaction relies on our ability to re-order tinaes, Yarbrough does, is to suggest that in

discourse the linear time ohronosis less important than the opportune timé&aifos
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Although popularly understood as right or properitig, the etymology dtairos
reveals a rich and complicated history in rhetdrilcaory. As Philip Sipiora explains,
kairoscarried a number of meanings in classical rhegbtleeory and history,
including ‘symmetry,” ‘propriety,’ ‘occasion,’ ‘dumeasure,’ ‘fitness,’ ‘tact,’
‘decorum,’ convenience,’ ‘proportion,’ ‘fruit,” anavise moderation,” to mention
some of the other common uses. (1)
For Sipiora, to understark@irosrequires that we recognize how the experience of
temporality is influenced by the appropriatenesdis€ourse in certain places and at
certain times. In other words, to understand somsdalk requires us to recognize the
ways we experience the temporality of discoursadfits
The “grasping of concepts” means to think in aipalar way at a particular time, a
function of epistemology. It is necessary, accagdmsophistic rhetoric, that a rhetor
“scientifically” know the various forms of the disarse €ide ton logoj in order to
avoid violating the rules of appropriateness (kairon me diamartejnto alter the
discourse for conveniencprépontos holon ton logon katapoikijiaand to choose
forms that are harmonious with each other. Allh&fse issues demonstrate the
magnitude okairos (4)
For our current discussion, it is necessary togeze that conceptualkairos points to
the qualitative dimension of time; it suggest tivake is not simply the linear progression
of seconds, minutes, hours, days, and years bewdulksethis might be how we
experience timén passingit is not necessarily how we experiertice passing of time
The temporal shifts we often associate with thesipgsof time really just point to the
temporal quality that we assign to experiencess ihwhy, for example, events that

happened a decade ago might be remembered ayg Habpened yesterday. Similarly,

this is why | can catch up with a friend with whaimaven’t spoken in several months
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and remark that “it feels like years” since we kagked. Still more, this is why two
people can “lose track of time” during a convematiTo conceptualize a moment as
such is therefore to play with time, at least ias@fs we use “the present” as the starting

point for remembering “the past.” As Mead explaiThe Philosophy of the Present

It is idle, at least for the purposes of experigmnadiave recourse to a “real” past
within which we are making constant discoveries tiiat past must be set over
against a present within which the emergent appaatsthe past, which must then be
looked at from the emergent, becomes a differesit. (36)

We understand time, in other words, through theokiai shifting and re-ordering of
experience that allows us to conceptualize thiikgs‘the present moment” in the first

place. John E. Smith offers a nice explanatiorhisf mecessity quality dfairos

| shall suggest thdtairos presupposeshronos which is thus a necessary condition
underlying qualitative times, but that, by itsélfe chronosaspect does not suffice for
understanding either specifically historical intetiations or those processes of nature
and human experience where ttheonosaspect reaches certain critical points at
which a qualitative character begins to emerge vameh there are junctions of
opportunity calling for human ingenuity in appretierg when the time is “right.”

(48)

Put simply,chronosis less important thakairos because we “experience” time through
the latter. When it comes to the timing of our disse, as Yarbrough stipulates,
We need to re-order time when our interlocutorsaateng within different ethical
fields than we because our fields’ temporal or@eesdifferent: events within them
have different temporal spreads, different rhytlumpatterns of emphasis, different

urgencies, and so on, such that what will congtitut exigency—to use Lloyd
Bitzer's term—uwill be different in each field. (12)

126



At stake in successful discourse, then, is theeshaming that not only makes discursive
interaction possible, but also determines whetrssrodirsers will be able to successfully
anticipate the future meanings they might coméntoes

When it comes to collaboration, what gets invemgetie ethical space for reflexive
dialogue through a kairotic reordering of time, @is supplemented by and dependent
on an ability to triangulate the “moments” necegdar novel discourse. For example,
when | write with my collaborator, John, we mussffitalk through the idea we wish to
render into text. But this talk isn’t meant to signpeach agreement on “what we want to
say,” for it is what we want to say that is thelgem, e.g., we must invent a shared
understanding of the object of our discourse befean—with any success at least—
render this understanding (translated through dis®) into text. As we converge on
meanings through our discourse, that is as we legecognize that we are sharing
ideas, so to speak, it is then that we can anteihee invention if discourse to articulate
these shared ideas. In this way our collaboratienrtiers” time so to ready our discourse
for textual articulation.

As Jerry Blitefield suggestskairosis less about the ‘right-timing’ of rhetoric and
more about a domain of time created for rhetortan@ which makes possible the
emergence of a multitude of meanings not attridatabany particular agent.” It is
therefore possible to considairosin terms of place, because as Blitefield continues

Shifting away from a human focus, rhetorical ageimese is in large part given order

to the confidence dtairos (a temporally bordered domain) and place (a phajlgic

bordered domain), a confluence in which rhetoricaé and rhetorical action are
marked off and contained. (69)
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What Blitefield suggests is that before the righiing of discourse can be assessed, there
must be a place for discourse to transpire. lerotvords, “prior to thdairos of

discourse, we must take into account the plackaifdiscourse” (71). The primacy of
place ground&airosin the world, not over and above it. While a sbca@nstructionist
might use this idea to argue why tactical configjores of individuals (in a space) is
necessary for collaboration, what is really sugegest an interactionist conception of
language as-always-in-passing. This is true insagdrcorrectly interpret Blitefield’s
central thesis to mean that we cannot handsdives of future discourse on the
expectations brought to bear on prior occasiordismiourse that took place at other times
and in other places; and insofar as place andriari the conditions fdkairosto

emerge in the first plac&airosis nontransferable; it is always amergentuality of
discourse-in-action.

If we understand collaboration as an inventive@t that requires collaborators to
invent the “moments” for their collaboration, iasons to ask what collaborators do to
ready this timing. Here | want to return to thetficharacteristic of my redefinition of
collaboration, that collaborators usdlexive dialogudo intervene in and enhance the
progression of their interaction with an objectiafcourse. The discourse collaborators
enter into is best described as a kind of reflexidogue that serves two primary
functions. First, it allows collaborators to dissively engage a common object (be it an
idea, problem, meaning, question, way of sayingetbing, etc.) and in the process they
come to create a shared perspective or “consersiyitto use Mead’s term, to interact

with the object. Second, this reflexive dialoguemsiertaken with the expectation that
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novel discourse will emerge—that this collaboratitrerdspace” as a pragmatist might
call it will yield a perspective that allows foretemergence of discourse that wasn’t
anticipated before the collaboration itself. Aay &t the beginning of this chapter,
novelty in this context simply refers to new wayshonking about and articulating an
idea that collaborators invent with their reflexadi@logue. Thus we can begin to
conceptualize the connections between and amongjtgprhetorical invention, and the
timing collaborators create for their reflexiveldgue. To invent the collaborative
moment, as | say above, therefore points to thegmton we ascribe to those occasions
when novelty emerges through our rhetorical inventwith another person.

We can further understand the reflexivity of cotiedtion by turning to what Donna
Qualley and Elizabeth Chiseri-Strater say aboutrttezaction with one another
collaborators engage. They point to a paradox ariteén collaboration, “that through the
process of interacting with others, individualgdiscover their selves,” and that it takes
the loss of self to realize one’s selfhood:

The paradox of collaboration also contains its psemBorrowing from Gadamer, we

might say collaboration allows for a “fusion of lmms” that results in an

enlargement of one’s perspective, what we call eetmomplicated understanding.”

If collaboration is to provide a way for studerasegotiate multiple (and often

contradictory) positions, it must involve two resare moves: a dialectical encounter

with an “other” (a person or idea) and a reflexangagement with the self. (111)
According to Qualley and Chiseri-Strater, viewirajl@boration as a “simultaneously
dialectical and reflexive” process is how to redagrthe transformative consequences of

collaborative inquiry. “As we see it,” they explalicollaborative inquiry exposes and

highlights the creative and ongoing dialecticakten that isalwayspresent between
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individuals and their worlds” (112). Qualley andig#ri-Strater examine the idea of
collaboration from a pedagogical lens, and theyatbrographic observations of their
own students to reach their contingent conclusalrmit the dialogic and reflexive work
of collaborative inquiry. Interestingly, they po#iat the production of a product (or the
completion of a project) is not what makes collabion valuable; indeed, they suggest
that reflexive dialogue—"dialogue that may leade construction and examination of
one’s own position"—is what makes collaborationraportant pedagogical concept.
Reflexive dialogue, therefore, “should be the afma pedagogy intent on enlarging,
complicating, or challenging students’ experienmed belief systems” (113).

In her monograpiurns of Thought: Teaching Composition as Reflelxigairy,
Qualley defines reflexivity as “the act of turnibgck to discover, examine, and critique
one’s claims and assumptions in response to aruaterowith another idea, text, person,
or culture.” But it also involves “a commitmentloth attending to what we believe and
examining how we came to hold those beligfsle we are engaged in trying to make
sense of an oth&(3, 5 emphasis in original). It is Qualley’s digttion between
reflexivity and reflection, however, that meritseaition:

Reflexivity is not the same thing as reflectiorihalgh they are often part of the

same recursive and hermeneutical process. Whepfigety we fix our thoughts on a

subject; we carefully consider it, mediate upoisélf-reflection assumes that

individuals can assess the contents of their owrdeindependently of others

Reflexivity, on the other hand, does not originatéhe self but always occurs in

response to a person’s critical engagement witloter.” Unlike reflection, which

is a unidirectional thought process, reflexivityaibidirectional, contrastive response.

The encounter with an other results in new inforamabr perspectives which we

must hold up to our current conception of thingse Juxtaposition of two different

representations often reveals their ill fit. In @rdo make sense, we are compelled to
identify and examine our own underlying assumpti@rsce we actually articulate
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these tacit beliefs, they themselves become opegflaxtion, critique, and perhaps,

transformation. (11-12)
| quote Qualley at length because her distinctietvieen reflection and reflexivity
reveals the difference at stake for collaboratdiemthey engage in reflexive dialogue,
especially as it concerns the function of theifl&etion” together. As Qualley clearly
explains, reflexive dialogue requires interlocuttrgonsider their own positions as
interlocutors, which is to say that collaboratoositl discourse in a vacuum. If they are to
share an object of discourse and engage in reflekmlogue that anticipates the creation
of novelty, they must take into consideration ttteaal positions from which they
approach the collaborative grounds of their intioac

When collaboration is explained simply as convapsatithin the boundaries of an
epistemic system like a discourse community, tleengd on which collaboration occurs
is preestablished; moreover, so are the aims tdlmmiation preestablished insofar as
collaboration serves as a method for doing workrammbers” of that discourse
community. But if collaboration is theorized asiaventive art, one that occurs when
individuals deliberately attempt to transgress adsform the limits of their discourse
through reflexive dialogue, it is reasonable tolyrthat collaboration does not occur
when common ground is located; rather it emergesmwdollaborative ground is
invented. To understand this claim, it might bephélto review how Yarbrough
theorizes the grounds for discourse, those perddeendaries that limit how and to
what extent discourse itself is possibleAlter Rhetoriche explains that because rhetoric

is often understood as the counterpart to dialettteehuman mode of response to
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discursive conflict is through the marshalling oétorical arguments. Rhetoric, says
Yarbrough, “as it has been traditionally understas@ symbolic substitute for war and
forms of agonistic struggle.” While “rhetorical tm@” is often preferable than “actual
force,” nevertheless there is always present thenfge of inevitable discord. His
description of how “fields” (another term for theognds of discourse) get established
highlights the relevance of conceptualizing collation according as an inventive art.
My hope, however, is that settlement by force ity amevitable when the parties
involved believe the field of play is closed prtordeploying rhetorical strategies in
struggles that will determine what the partiesdadithe configuration of reality
within the field will be. Rhetoric presumes thag fireld is already closed, and every
rhetor’s strategies could be divided into (1) ththes aim to persuade others that his
or her view of the configuration of the alreadysgd field is the best view, and (2)
those that presume that others have the same Vit @ield’s boundaries and seek
to gain better positions within it. | proposed avrepproach...that presumes (1) that
no field is ever closed in advance except by muaigatement of (not necessarily all
the) parties involved, and (2) that the determorabf the field is more important
than struggles for positionality within the fieloecause (3) fields that are arbitrarily
closed can be arbitrarily reopened and then redlds4)
The central consequence of Yarbrough’s proposdioout rhetorical fields bears upon
how we conceptualize whatever boundaries we asswisethat limit what, when, how,
and where we can speak. If collaboration invohegkexive dialogue aimed at the
creation of novel discourse, it makes sense thatpavhat distinguishes collaboration
from non-collaborative discourses is the establestnof the collaborative ground in
which collaborators’ inventive discourse emergesstll come across as suggesting that
we can clearly distinguish collaborative from nail&borative discursive ground, | am

not. In fact, the type of dialogue collaboratorghtibe said to engage certainly occurs

between individuals who might not identify themsshas collaborators, such as, for
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example, when a student and teacher discuss amidiesail together, or when a writing
center tutor dialogues with a student about a ptygelatter is writing, or simply when
two friends are discussing the NFL draft over bed@fsat | am suggesting, however, is
that collaborators becomes collaborators with @epee as they learn to deliberately
engage the reflexive dialogue that together thex earned to foster in the service (and

anticipation) of novelty.

Note

1. If you are keeping track, this is the seconcetlime mentioned a CCCC rejection.
It's interesting to consider how the papers that'dget accepted to the conference
usually yield generative value in other venuessdngould argue are much more

valuable than a single conference presentation.
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CHAPTER IV
THE TECHNE OF COLLABORATION: TRIANGULATION, RESISTACE, AND
INTERVENTION

In the previous chapter | introduced a new defmitof collaboration and specified
why collaboration should be conceptualized rhe#diycas an inventive art. At the end of
that chapter | discussed in some detail how thasidé noveltykairos, and reflexivity
figure into this redefinition. In particular | exphed that what collaborators do is foster
reflexive discourse with one another as a methothfenting novelty—a term | use to
signal new ideas and ways of articulating thosasd#iscursively. | did not, however,
carefully explain my redefinition of collaborati@s such because it was first necessary
to review why and how collaboration can be linkkdtorically to the canon of invention.
So in Chapter 4, | want to discuss what actuallypeas in collaboration. As | have
already proposed, collaboration points to the wayghich interlocutors use reflexive
dialogue to intervene in and enhance the prognesditheir interaction with an object of
discourse.

That collaborators foster reflexive discourse vatie another to invent novelty
broadly names what we do with and in collaborathon,it does not adequately explain
collaboration in terms that sufficiently move itawfrom the collaboration-as-
conversation model popularized through social apistemology. In other words, to say

that collaboration is better theorized when wethsedea of reflexivity to name the
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interaction collaborators engage with one anothey mdeed provide a more helpful lens
for understanding the roll discourse plays in dodlation, but certainly this is only
marginal. Collaboration-as-reflexivity does not sduike much of a stretch from
collaboration-as-conversation. To say that collabon is entered into for the sake of
novelty does provide us with a relatively unreséricend with which to explain why we
might utilize collaboration in the first place, otat is not limited to the material and
temporal constraints of isolated rhetorical exigesevhere “collaboration” is considered
temporary and ends with some kind of material petida. Take for example when a
team of professional writers finishes the drafaafrant or when students give their final
“group” presentations at the end of a course; tlaes@xamples of “collaboration”
defined by the material conditions associated watiain kind of production—a grant, a
report, a presentation. But to rely on the reldyivendefined idea of novelty to situate an
understanding of collaboration that departs fromiadaonstructionist models only seems
to amend how we theorize the ends of collaboratimhnot how we understand what
actually happens in the kairotic spaces of collation itself. This latter point represents
the ideas | will explore presently.

To recall one of my primary arguments, | have exygd why within social-epistemic
theories of rhetoric collaboration has no inventte@sequences because at best it can
only be engagestylisticallyas a method for enacting the practices that ajreadur
within things like “discourse” or “knowledge” commities, groups whose very
definition is constituted by the epistemic practitieerein. In my positioning of

collaboration as a reflexive relationship that abtirators engage to invent novelty, |
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have redefined collaboration as a kind of engagémviéh one another that intervenes in
and enhances the progression of our interactiom @bjects of discourse. If part of this
redefinition means moving away from using mateaia temporal constraints to define
collaboration, which is what | suggest, then theeittion of novelty that collaborators
anticipate occurs within the discursive space tb#daborators create. In other words,
unlike social constructionist explanations thatlakpconversation as something we enter
into—a “conversation of mankind” for example—colbstors should recognize that
“time” and “proximity” do not automatically aid ithe progression of their discourse;
they must actually create—invent—the right timfogtheir discourse. This is the claim |
posed at the end of the previous chapter. Now kweaexplain how collaborators do this,
how they re-order time to invent the discursivecgp@r their collaboration, and to do so
| propose turning to the classical concept techné.

So to continue the work of fostering a pragmatentty of collaboration, let me
suggest that to understand the difference betwekaboration-as-style and
collaboration-as-invention is to differentiate beem episteme and techiWdthough each
of these terms has a rich and contested histarhassical philosophy, an Aristotelian
approach suggests that episteme refers to a bdkhoefledge while techné refers to an
art or craft. Within social-epistemic theories bétoric, episteme points to the
intellectual boundaries of knowledge communitiesnore precisely it denotes the body
of knowledge and social practices one must “knawdrder to participate within and be
considered a member of a community. As distinainfepisteme, techné denotes a

productive power, one that is developed over timek\aith practice, a power to create
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and render—to bring about something. However tleyets one produces using his or
her “craft knowledge”—another way to think abouthteé—do not define a techné as
such because techné denotes technology, a kindctigal equipment that suggests an

informed capacity to invent that itself never stand always in development.

Techné and Collaboration: An Overview

If collaboration is to be conceptualized apart frepisteme, it must be imagined as a
kind of power or craft, one that we deliberateljizgt instead of unconsciously enact. In
other words, to move collaboration away from sotiah concepts that position it as
conversation that mediates the episteme of a diseaommunity, it must have an
inventive function, one that signifies a clefiferencebetween conversation for
conversation’s sake and collaboration for the sdkevention. To this end, we can
utilize the classical concept of techné to undestae power collaborators foster with
their discourse to intervene in and enhance th&raction with whatever ideas,
problems, questions, and the like motivate theliaboration in the first place.

What does it mean, then, to theoretically positiolaboration as a techné that allows
writers to intervene in the processes of rhetoiifmaéntion? First, it might be helpful to
review how the notion of techné itself developedlassical philosophy and rhetoric.
David Roochnik explains that the term “techné” ésided from the Indo-European root
“tek,” which means to fit together the woodworkaoivoven house. By the time of the
Homeric poems, techné “came to refer to the knogdeat skill of thetekton he who

produces something from wood” (19). With time te€lmame to mean “craft” or
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“productive knowledge.” As Roochnik continues, idtknowledge of a determinate field
(or subject matter), knowledge of how to shape ifpanaterial into a useful product”
(22). The idea of techné naturally came to dertgeattistic capacity necessary for
producing things that required technical knowledggipbuilding, medicine, animal
husbandry. By the time of Prometheus, writing wias ancluded on many lists of
technai. “Writing is techné,” Roochnik explainsgttause it requires mastery of a
determinate subject matter: namely, a fixed selerhents (letters) and their specific
rules for their proper combination (orthography gnammar)” (34). Before Plato would
criticize writing for these same reasons, Rooclmates that many praised writing for its
capacity to stand in for memory. As well writindatled humanity the capacity to
become more self-sufficient, less beholden to thieofvthe gods.

While Aeschylus’s Prometheus is hardly the figureered by nineteenth-century

Romantics...it is clear that writing tokens some mea®sf liberation from the gods

and fate; with this techné, human beings becomnie alagn Muse. (36)

From a rhetorical lens, writing becomes a sourdewdntion, a craft through which
humans come to control their lives through a navdlaf order and a new kind of
memory.

So the idea of techné came to suggest a capaatyetd technical force in the world
to intervene in the natural order of things. Inddlts is how Aristotle came to
understand techné. As Joseph Dunne notes, “FofAvistotle] techné is reason as
source of purposive change in the world” (250). Big areasoned capacitip make

that separates techné from other forms of prodagctidnich is to say that a “technician”
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can provide a rational account of his craft segaaa distinct from the products of the
craft itself. As Dunne explains, “The end determsittge form, and it is in his knowledge
of this form that his techne essentially residasd this knowledge is what accounts for
the technician’s reasoned capacity “to give a nai@ccountlpgos of his procedures—
an account which is rational precisely insofartasn trace the product back to the
‘causes’ @itiai) to which it owes its being” (250).

Because | propose that collaboration is not thecetdf something else, that it is
instead a deliberate engagement between individaasurce of causes, per say), it
makes sense why using a classical approach todeufght help to account for the
discursive work collaborators engage without fallback on metaphysics as a source of
explanation. For example, Ede and Lunsford calted early collaboration a kind of
“magic” while later scholars have used terms likgrergy” to explain the power of
collaboration While I do not want to treat what are offhandemhaeks as arguments in
themselves, | do suggest that scholars of colldlmor&ave as a whole inadequately
explained what exactlygccursin collaboration that distinguishes it from ottk@rds of
interaction. Therefore | believe it is reasonablednsider how collaborators together
foster an inventive techné for their discourse, tra does not reside in the minds of
each individual collaborator but emerges as a shampacity between collaborators to
engage the work of rhetorical invention with grea#iciency and effectiveness.

To further conceptualize collaboration alongsidetes, | turn to Janet Atwill's
masterful book on the liberal arRhetoric Reclaimedvhere she carefully interprets the

history of techné and explains how contemporaryorieans can profit from this history
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in their own adoption of the term. Atwill defineschné as a transformative power or
engagement, usually of the kind that transform#dirand transgresses various restraints.
In particular she describes techné according &etldefining characteristics, ones that
she develops throughout the course of her books& bkaracteristics together situate
techné as a capacity one must develop over tinfepwitctice and patience. Moreover
these characteristics show that a techné is reypreducible art from technician to
technician because at most a techné is only h&lf™*g the conventional sense.
Technicians bring to their techné unique visiorrsaibat their “reasoned capacity” will
produce, visions that change and develop as tliei€enacted. In this way Atwill
suggests a techné cannot be reduced to “a setlattiee postulates” (7). But before |
explain how Atwill’s explanation of techné bearsoamur thinking about collaboration,
let me review these three primary tiers in herrdgfin of techné.

First, a techné is not a body of knowledge (episielnecause that would imply it has
a systematic quality that can be mapped and subsdyguepresented. Techné should
instead be conceptualized as something like a pafdity, or capacity:

(1) A techné is never a static body of knowledge. Aecis described asdgnamis

(or power) and a set of transferable strategiet, dontingent on situation and

purpose. A techné neither represents reality noorpasses a set of deductive

postulates. (7)
So a techné is heavily contingent on the visiotechnician casts for what is possible
through the manipulation of certain objects (exaterial) in the world. This vision is

contingent precisely because fhasitioningof the technician in relation to her craft is
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never wholly stable. As the technician accountf@nges in the world, so too must she

account for changes in the technical orientatianlsimgs to her subject.

(2) A techné resists identification with a normativéjsat. The subjects identified
with techné are often in a state of flux or transfation. For example, when an art is
employed or exchanged, characters frequently chéregeidentity. They cross the
boundaries that separate animals from humans an@isatom immortals. Since a
techné is always transferable, no matter how antlthe plan or strategy, it is never
confined to a specific human or god. In other wptdshné is never “private”
knowledge, a mysterious faculty, or the produaimifjue genius. (48)

With this second characteristic, Atwill's descr@otialso points to the mythological roots
of techné as a power that allows subjects to drossdaries and engage various limits
and constraints, transgressing and in the procassforming them, which leads to the
third characteristic Atwill explains to define tedh its inventive quality.
(3) Techné marks a domain of human interventionianeintion. What is at stake in a
techné is neither subjectivity nor virtue. In battcient literary and technical
treatments, techné is defined against the forcegodéssity, spontaneity, experience,
chance, compulsion, and force; it is often assediatith the transgression of an
existing boundary—a desire for “more” that challes@r redefines relations of
power. In contrast to philosophical knowledge,@nte is defined by its relation to
situation and time. A techné is knowledge as pridaogcnot product; intervention
and articulation, rather than representation. (7)
A techné functions neither to produce knowledgeta@omehow transmit it, so in this
way a techné is not epistemic. Moreover, neithertischné teleological in the
Aristotelian sense of this term because predetethamds cannot define it. Atwill’s
triadic definition of techné suggests it referenitespower to transform the perceived

limits of one’s subjectivity through inventive emggament with the world. To situate this

in terms that highlight the pragmatic work of colbaation, one’s rhetorical agency is
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heavily influenced by the limitations to our disceeiwe perceive at any given time and
place, constraints that can be transgressed adewedops the capacity to recognize how
these constraints are actually lapses in “techhigailon. As collaborators develop a
shared capacity to “see” discursive remedies teeltenstraints, they foster the
technology necessary to develop and “transforng’ kimd of rhetorical agency.

When considered alongside the idea of rhetoricadntion, techné is thus the
apperceived power within one’s subjectivity thati@pates the potentiality for discursive
interaction, for what we consider, that is, to edrsively possible. If we agree with
Stephen Yarbrough that discourse is the human robueraction with the world
(Inventivel4), then it makes sense for techné to denotpétmeived potentiality of this
interaction; potentiality that of course is pattiainderstood in terms of its limitations, of
what is and is not possible with our discoursewat collaborators foster for their
inventive interaction is a unique techné that tesdentification with a normative
subjects and “deductive postulates.” Already tipisraach renders insufficient any
attempt to reduce collaboration to certain tactcadfigurations or step-by-step
processes, which is to say that we cannot “pomtdilaboration as such because it
speaks to the reasoned capacity individuals develtpeir discourse to transform and
transgress particular rhetorical exigencies. Tthierexplain the inventive interaction
that marks the technological quality that emergesilaboration, I turn to three
concepts—triangulation, resistance, and intervertithat provide some helpful
definition for developing a pragmatic belief in tteehné of collaboration. | denote these

concepts as qualities because it is through anrstaseling of each of these ideas that
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one fosters a qualitative knowledge necessaryeninone’s own recognition of the

technology collaborators foster.

The Quality of Triangulation

Atwill’s multi-tiered definition of techné beginsith her explanation that we should
imagine it as a kind of power diynamis one that denotes an ability to manipulate. We
can understand the idea of manipulation here invisags. As Atwill explains, the
“earliest uses of techné found in Homer and HeBiegluently convey the sense of trick
or contrivance” and techné “is often associateth etaté or ‘deception,” and the
product of a techné is often a ruse—somethingishadt what it appears to be” (52-53).
So on the one hand techné-as-manipulation candoeiated with trickery, one’s ability
to manipulate others with shrewdness and cunningtéthné also refers to a craft or
trade, one “that can generate economic capitalthiglatter case techné “is generally
identified with artifice as opposed to nature.” Ttg “the material of techné may be
taken from nature, [but] by skill the artist proégcsomething that nature on its own
could not create” (53).

In this second sense techné-as-manipulation refeyse’s ability to take some kind
of raw material and manipulate it into a good, tra might carry “economic capital.” It
is from this second sense of techné that we démizréerm “technology,” but there is
generative potential in attempting to balance lodtthese conceptions of techné side-by-
side to imagine the hybrid notion of “techniqued fhanipulate a raw material like

speech, for example, requires technique if we ohtaur words to persuade others.
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“Technique is both a rational, conscious capaatgroduce and an intuitive,
unconscious ability to make,” explains Byron Hawk.

This dual conception of technique moveshnéaway from a reductive, generic, a-

contextual conception of technique toward a semsetéchnique operates through

human bodies in relation to other bodies (animatkiaanimate) in larger, more

complex contexts (372).

Understanding the persuasive power of languager@seath Hawk’s conception of
technique because not only must we intend our $pieloring about certain effects, but
we also must possess the capacity to adjust oguége to whatever resistances arise
within the local contexts of particular rhetoriesgagements. Discourse requires
technique, in other words, because we enter intonoonication with expectations about
what our words and gestures vdb, but we must possess thewerto adjust these
words and gestures accordingly because communicatioever a straightforward,
uncomplicated process.

To recall Mead, we continually adjust our words gedtures to account for the
breakdowns in understanding that make communicaigmessary in the first place.
Sometimes this linguistic adjustment is a conscmosess, like when we explain an
abstract concept in concrete terms, or when wedatavith others who do not speak the
same “language.” But most of the time this lingaisidjustment occurs under the radar;
it is, to echo Hawk, “an intuitive, unconsciouslapito make” shared meanings with
whomever we discursively interact. Our discursivieliaction with others, however,
always occurs within environments, “complex corgéxthere we exist “in relation to

other bodies (animate and inanimate).” In shomydfwish to account for how our
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discourse with others is meaningful, we must taite consideration the ecological
factors that at any given moment influence the wayshich we adjust our words and
gestures to better serve the purposes of commionaggelf. It is therefore not enough to
stipulate that we engage (just) each other to cacisshared meanings for our discourse
because our discursive interactions always orctire world which is to say that
interlocutors always discoursdout somethingCommunication is therefore never
dialogic because there is always a third compoaewbrk in our communicative
interaction, those objects of discourse about whielcommunicate in the first place.

In this way social turn theories of collaboratiaoye inadequate because they rely on
the metaphor of conversation to explain what caolfators “do” with their discourse.
Collaborators enter into conversations with onetlagroas a method for enacting
knowledge within a discourse community, but a disse community is defined in
epistemic terms by conversation itself. Just Il paradigmatic “conversation of
mankind,” discourse communities are recognizedchky‘tonversations” in which their
members interact with one another. Collaboratiomfthis perspective is therefore
undertaken for the value of conversation itselis lalk for talk’s sake. If the world is
part of how social turn theory explains collabaratiit is rendered into the concept of
artificial but distinct “discourse” and “knowledgedbmmunities that comingle in the
larger world itself. A discourse community is lidittle world within the bigger world,
and our “talk” only makes sense within the contefta/hichever little worlds recognize

it as authorized discursive behavior. Theoreticgligaking, a conceptual split is
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therefore established that our discourse must brmigween an “inside” in which our
talk is familiar and an “outside” in which it isrgign.

Philosophers of language who rely on these kindoteptual splits to delineate one
discourse community from another can be said toracaban “internalist” theory of
language that positions meaning as something #istseprior to discourse itself. From
an interalist perspective, meaning is somethingdbts transportetihroughlanguage to
other people, and thus the conceptual split betvaaein here” (the mind) and an “out
there” (the world) that language itself servesridde. The conversation model of
collaboration fails pragmatically because it caramtount for novelty—how individuals
might use their discursive interaction with onetheo to invent new ideas and ways of
articulating those ideas. From a social turn pertspe novelty is not really “novel”
within a discourse community because the commuts&yf (however one decides to
define it) has to authorize any “abnormal discouesel therefore render it a viable
epistemic contribution to an existing conversatibthis explanation of collaboration
sounds too heady and abstract, it should. My psitd show why the conversation
model of collaboration does not provide us witheutiheory to understand what
collaboration is and how it works. Moreover it &aib position collaboration as
something we voluntarily choose to enter into, wHiargue is an imperative quality of
collaboration if we are to recognize its pragmatiasequences in terms that depart from
theories of social construction.

If we turn to Donald Davidson’s theory of communica interaction, specifically

what he calls “triangulation,” we are given a pragically viable theory of discourse that
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can account for thieechniquerequired for any kind of effective communication.
Moreover it provides us with a useful heuristic éonceptualizing the techné of
collaboration, the inventive craft dynamiscollaborators foster with one another to
engage their discourse. In the remainder of the@e | will explain Davidson’s concept
of triangulation and then explain how it informsattham calling the techné of
collaboration.

Triangulation basically names how Davidson envisithre work of communicative
interaction, the process of discursive exchangenter into with others to communicate.
Davidson’s approach has been labeled “externgbstbpposed to “internalist”) because
it positions the relationship between thought gmeksh as intersubjective and therefore
inherently dependent on the actual interactionséen discoursers (and thus “external”
from our individual minds) to account for the meanof our “language.” | have been
putting this term—Ilanguage—in quotations becausad3an promotes the radical
argument that abstract schemes like “discourse aamtias,” “cultures,” and, yes,
“languages” do not exist, at least not in the waat philosophers have traditionally
explained what these things are. As he explains,

A language may be viewed as a complex abstractbhjefined by giving a finite list

of expressions (words), rules for constructing nregful concatenations of

expressions (sentences), and a semantic intelipretdtthe meaningful expressions
based on the semantic features of individual wdrdiBall not be concerned...with
the details of how such objects should be describetkfined. (“Second Person”

255)

What Davidson does care about, however, is howodise—our actual gesture

interactions with one another—works.
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In his seminal essay “A Nice Derangement of EpisapBavidson answers the
following question: What must interlocutors shaveihderstand each other’s utterances?
Note that Davidson does not attempt to theorizguage as a conceptual system; instead
he approaches the problem of language looking#®ptath of least resistance, which is
to say he is primarily concerned with what happardiscursive interaction itself, the
messy and unpredictable moments in which we agtugkract with others using words,
gestures, and marks. As Davidson explains, to staled discursive interaction we have
to make a distinction between what a speaker m@dhshis or her words and what the
words actually mean. He points to malapropisms&fprime example of this distinction. |
might say to a friend, “For all intensive purpose® party has been canceled,” without
realizing that the correct phrase is “for all irteeand purposes.”ihtendmy utterance to
convey the conventional meaning of this latter paravhich means “for all practical
purposes,” but thiteral meaning of my utterance is something all togetikéerent. If
my friend picks up on the malapropism, it mightila guffaw, but my misspoken
phrase is likely to go unheeded because we botaratashd what intendmy utterance to
mean. “All that is needed” to understand discurgixehanges like this one, says
Davidson, “is a firm sense of the difference betwedatwordsmean or refer to and
whatspeakersnean or refer to” (98). We associate the meanirgpecific words with
conventions or “theories” of what a word means daseprior experience with that
word. But our theories of what words mean are heays sufficient for actually
interpreting another’s discourse, especially wheneone uses “language” in a way that

doesn’t align with our expectations (e.g., as witilapropisms). In these instances we
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can usually adjust our expectations to arrive atintended meaning. “To put this
differently,” explains Davidson, “the theory we aally use to interpret an utterance is
geared to the occasion. We may decide later waldwale done better by the occasion,
but this does not mean (necessarily) that we hdedtar theory for the next occasion.”
We might realize in retrospect that our interpietabf another’s discourse could have
been more effective, in other words, but this esdion does not guarantee the efficacy of
future discursive interaction. “The reason for tBisas we have seen, perfectly obvious: a
speaker may provide us with information relevannterpreting an utterance in the
course of making the utterance” (101).

It is in the work of how we constantly adjust oxpectations about how discourse
“means” in the actual moments of its use that Destidexplains why we do not need
conceptual entities like “language” to accountdwcursive interaction. Rather all we
need is a working concept of what Davidson gadler theoryandpassing theory

For the hearer, the prior theory expresses hows peepared in advance to interpret

an utterance of the speaker, while the passingyhedmow hedoesinterpret the

utterance. For the speaker, the prior theory istWhaelieveghe interpreter’s prior
theory to be, while the passing theory is the thémintendsthe interpreter to use.

(101)

Philosophers have tended to theorize language absaract system of signifiers
(langug that exists prior to our speegbafole). To understand the latter we must have
access to the former. According to Davidson, howew~vbat we call “language” really
just amounts to a set of expectations (prior tles)rabout what certain sounds and marks

mean. What these sounds and madtsially mean is contingent to the occasions in
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which they are deployed. Thusly, and “for all irge@ purposes,” we cannot rely on the
idea of language to account for discursive undedste. “What must be shared for
communication to succeed is the passing theorys Beavidson. “For the passing theory
is the one the interpreter actually uses to in&tran utterance, and it is the theory the
speaker intends the interpreter to use. Only g¢hmoincide is understanding complete”
(102). Sharing a “language” in the conventionalkgetertainly makes communication
convenient, but as Eli Dresner explains in his sanynof Davidson’s theory, “this is not
to say that convention is a prerequisite for intetgtion.” As he continues:
For one thing, understanding can be attained withetsons adhering to the same
convention. It is sufficient that each party kndvesv to interpret the different
idiolect of the other. Furthermore, it is not aseggtial condition for communication
that the contemporary linguistic behavior of tw@ple engaged in conversation be
the same as their behavior yesterday, in virtuelidwing some kind of convention.
Regularity, albeit a flexible one, is not the istigee. Rather, what is essential is that
persons will be mutually understandable on eaclered® occasion. (“Davidson’s
Philosophy” 164)
Davidson therefore takes the process of interpogtatut of the minds of individual
interlocutors and locates it within their discuesimteractions with each other and the
world. This is why, hypothetically speaking, twaliniduals who do not speak the same
language can nevertheless learn to communicateeaith other, because with enough
interaction they learn to adjust their utteranceartive at enough passing theories for
understanding. Granted, this understanding mighuribe partial and fragmented in the

beginning, but this is only a matter of degree vidh enough time and interaction their

mutual discourse will require less effort.
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So to recognize the difference between prior arssipg theory accounts for an
understanding of how interlocutors respond to oraleer’s discourse, but remember that
we interact with otherm the worldand so we must also account for the objects of
discourse interlocutors actually share. Here isre/iividson’s concept of triangulation
emerges. As Dresner notes, “Davidson maintainswkassign meaning to another’s
utterances not by translating them into our owgleage, but rather by associating them
with things in the world surrounding us” (“Radicdl24). Triangulation therefore names
the process through which interlocutors adjustrttisicursive interaction to share objects
of discourse. In “The Second Person,” Davidsondafuto the necessity for triangulation
in this way:

So we can say...that if anyone is to speak a langulge must be another creature

interacting with the speaker. Of course, this cameoenough, since mere interaction

does not show how the interaction matters to tkeatares involved. Unless the
creatures concerned can be said to react to theation, there is no way they can
take cognitive advantage of the three-way relatich gives content to our idea
that they are reacting to one thing rather tharirearo(263-64)
It is through the process of triangulation thaértdcutors actually discourse because
discourse itself presumes discouab®ut somethinglherefore when interlocutors
converge on passing theories, they are convergiregshared meaning of an object of
discourse. | use this term “object of discoursethie same way | employ it in my
definition of collaboration; it can mean an idemlgem, meaning, object, or whatever
“thing” in either the concrete or abstract sensgstitutes an object of attention.

It has required a fair amount of explanation totgehis point, but triangulation

undergirds the technological work of collaboratimtause first and foremost
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collaborators must learn to actively share objettdiscourse. That is, collaborators don’t
just engage in conversation for the sake of comaens; moreover they do not discourse
with one anothesimplyto locate shared objects of attention; ratheabaltators are
deliberate about heightening the efficiency of ¢éhaiscursive interaction. Remember
that, first, techné points to a powerdynamiswith which we create (or manipulate)
something natural into something that nature oows would not have created.
According to Davidson'’s theory of triangulation, Weturally” adjust our discourse with
one another to converge on shared meanings abaltject of attention, which is to say
that triangulation is not the exception, it is thée; it is how we come to understand
utterances in the world.

If collaboration is to yield pragmatic consequendtesvever, it has to be more than
simply a “natural” process. Keep in mind that adoog to social constructionist
epistemology, collaboration names the natural meee of conversation through which
individuals get assimilated into the conceptualesplof a discourse community.
Collaboration is not a natural process if we themii as an inventive techné because
collaborators must foster tladynamiswith which they willenhancehe triangulation
process through which they communicate. So in aesén understand the concept of
triangulation as a critical component in the tecbhéollaboration is to recognize that
what collaborators foster with one another is dma@ed capacity to share objects of
discourse. The more effectively collaborators apdite the passing theories necessary to
share meaning, the more effectively they can uske teflexive dialogue to trace the

invention of new ideas and articulations that haneerged within their discursive
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interaction. One way to imagine what collaboratmiag about or “manipulate”
technologically with their discourse is thus caliawareness of the triangulation process
itself.

But to fully understand the concept of triangulatie must account for the third
point in the triangle, those objects we discouedgotit” at any given moment of
communication. | say these are the objects we drsed‘about” because a fuller
interpretation of Davidson here suggests that tbegects are just as important as the
utterances of each interlocutor because what tiésances mean will be shaped by
how we interact with an object. An externalist thyeof discourse might therefore
stipulate that objects of discourse interact wghust as much as we interact with them.
We therefore must account for this triangulatedrittion, and we can do so with the

idea of resistance.

The Quality of Resistance

To continue in my consideration of how Atwill's nikliered definition of techné
informs how we can conceptualize the techné ofbaltation, | turn to the second tier of
her account. As Atwill notes, often the subjectsezhné—the artistic vision technicians
engage with their craft—are in a state of flux &mraghsformation. Moreover,

when an art is employed or exchanged, charactevsgtwho employ the techné]

frequently change their identity. They cross tharmaries that separate animals from
humans and mortals from immortals. Since a techdéways transferable,
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Atwill continues, “no matter how brilliant the plam strategy, it is never confined to a
specific human or god. In other words, techné igné&rivate’ knowledge, a mysterious
faculty, or the product of unique genius” (48). iKee mind that Atwill is describing how
the idea of techné works in the contexts of cladditerature; nevertheless her expansive
interpretation of techné provides contemporaryatieiins with a generative lens
through which to imagine the technological worktthaes into our discursive
interaction.

When we recognize that discourse is always theyatoaf triangulation and not just
the two-way exchange often associated with diafogistwill’s insistence that techné
never amounts to “private knowledge” or “unique igsihhmakes sense because the craft
knowledge we associate with techné originates tifraur exchanges with one another
andwith objects in the world. From a rhetorical staoip, what gives collaboration its
practical difference is in the deliberate attemptloe part of collaborators to heighten
and enhance this work of triangulation. Indeed, vgiges successful collaborators their
edge is the capacity they share to triangulate thighworld in ways that enlarge the
potential for rhetorical invention. And how collabtors foster this capacity is to
recognize how they each individually and togetlosoant for the resistances involved in
triangulation itself.

This idea of resistance, the second quality | hedo the techné of collaboration,
points to the critical role objects of discoursaypin the give-and-take of our
interactions. What we come to “know” about an ob@daiscourse through

triangulation—what we come to share with interl@cst—is knowledge of this object’s
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resistances. To put this in simpler terms, jusiw@smaterials actions are constrained by
objects in the world (for example, my ability td down at any given time is constrained
by things like chairs, gravity, social conventioasd the occasional pain in my lower
back), so too are our discursive actions constdamyethe ways in which objects resist
our beliefs (e.g., “meanings”) that we share witteos about these objects. As

Yarbrough explains,

what interlocutors come to know together is the svidne objects resist their
intentions toward it. We can describe these rasigtm as relations within the objects,
and between the object and other objects. Thefsése relations, what the objects
will come tobeto the interlocutors, is unified by their commetationship with, or
attitude toward, the object. (“On ‘Getting It 5)

Yarbrough provides a helpful example of “resistdnoehe context of discursive

interaction, one | will quote at length:

For example, if you and | come from different sbgiups and have no common
“language,” when | point at a couch and say “cougdti will not necessarily think
my word “couch” indicates a “couch.” Such an objeety not even exist for your
society. You might think that “couch” indicates tlear, or furniture, or obstacle, or
that it could be translated into your languagerame,” or “sit down,” or any of a
thousand different things until interactions witie iobject | had indicated to be a
“couch” take place, such as my pointing to anotiwerch not leather and saying
“couch,” or saying “Sit on couch” and then sittiog the couch followed by “Sit on
floor” then sitting on the floor. If you were toijoin sitting on things and calling
them “couch,” and so on, and observing not onlyreactions but the couch's
reactions to the interactions—to its resistanceonisent, as it were, to our intentions
toward it—before too long we would both have a fd&a of how the other uses the
word “couch” as we gradually triangulate upon a nwn object of the discourse.
The important thing to note is that botaridthe couch “resist” your possible
misinterpretations of my use of the sign “couchdtnly will | resist if you interpret
“couch” to mean “edible,” but the couch itself widdsist if you try to eat it. The
couch, as it were, has its own say in the conviersats)
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Yarbrough’s example is useful because it takespatimgtical (although nonetheless
reasonable) scenario to demonstrate how an objeisapurse, in this case a material
object like a couch, “interacts” with discoursarghe process of triangulation. While this
example brings with it a quality of obviousnes® foint Yarbrough makes is tradt of

our discursive interaction requires this type ajagement with resistance. Therefore if
collaborators intend to heighten and enhance thairgulation with objects of discourse,
they must learn to anticipate and account for Hoew tdiscourse “resists”; how to adjust
and readjust their expectations (prior theoriegrtose at passing theories more
efficiently.

When we step back to consider what is at work indiscourse, one can see that our
words are selected because they represent thpds=sble articulation that can be shared
with another person at any given moment with aealpf discourse. Yarbrough’s
example of the couch is helpful because it illusgan very clear terms how objects
resist our interactions with them (e.g., a couchnesist our belief that it tastes good).
But we can turn to an abstract example of resistamevork, one that further
demonstrates the quality of resistance in thedué&ation process. If during a church
service the pastor holds up a piece of bread aedsuhe phrase “the body of Christ,” |
will have to share a similar field of perceptionutederstand his meaning. Far from a
hypothetical example like eating couches, thisvery common utterance to hear, one
that gets spoken tens of thousands of times eveek\wt various church services around
the world; the utterance is part of the ritual pestngage to ready the elements for their

use in the sacrament of communion. So if | am wewustand the pastor, especially if | am
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to understand that the pastor is not crazy—thaiamerecognize a piece of bread from a
human body—I have to interact with the bread aslgect of discourse in way that
aligns with the pastor’s interaction with it. Irctathere are two primary objects of
discourse, a piece of bread and the idea of Chilisttly, objects that will resist my belief
if I propose that the bread is literally Christedy. But to debate this idea we then get
into the theological problem of transubstantiatiemjt helps to recognize what is meant
by this theological doctrine—yet another objectisicourse that requires our attention.
The point | wish to make is that very rarely areaver focusing on only one object of
discourse, that to engage in discourse both efflili@and effectively we must possess the
skills to address multiple objects simultaneoukiythe case of the communion bread, |
will probably need to consider the myriad otheiidfglthe pastor associated with the idea
of Christ as an object of discourse. So if | wemaporarily stymied by the pastor’'s
utterance about the bread being Christ’s body,ifaindiecided to talk with her after the
service, we would have to triangulate with thesdtigla objects of discourse for me to
understand that the pastor is making a theologiesérvation rather than a physical one.
Certainly she does not believe that the physicalitygs of the bread are identical to the
physical quality of a human body, but she may weell believe that a mystical
transformation has occurred.

So what does the above example mean in refererm# tiscussion of
collaboration? If | were to partner with this pastfor example, to write an essay about
the rhetoric of transubstantiation, we would havelentify the various resistances to

these objects of discourse as a method for develapshared perceptive of and vision
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for what we might be able to say together withia éissay. The tricky business of
theorizing collaboration within an externalist thgof discourse is that one runs the risks
of unduly amplifying the “moves” collaborators hawemake in response to one another
for the work of collaboration itself to proceedkeithe bicycle rider who crashes because
he pays too much attention to the interrelatedstaslbalancing, pedaling, and steering,
S0 too can a theoretical discussion like this enept readers to overanalyze what is
much like the work of riding a bike. Indeed, asl@obrators learn to discourse with one
another, it takes practice and a fair amount af &and error for them to recognize how
they “triangulate,” but soon enough the immediatthes effort will subside as
collaborators more readily converge on passingriegavhile learning how to relate.

And learning how to relate—figuring out how to shan object of discourse—is another
way to understand the idea of resistance as a coempof the techné collaborators
foster. To this encethosbecomes a critical concept in an externalist thebr
collaboration.

To understand resistance requires one to congideathical stances discoursers
assume within an environment. Externalist theottyatit will also call from here forward
interactionist rhetorical theory, understands thase ethical positions determine what
how we account for the objects of our perceptibtare than simply accounting for an
individual's character, an interactionist theoryettiosconsiders how certain beliefs
about the world are made possible through the ébpétationships we recognize from
perspectivevithin the world. In this way, how we interact with ottudjects in the world,

including people, influences what we are able tootk” about those objects. The
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connection to the idea of resistance should berappaere. In interactionist rhetorical
theoryethosdoes not refer to the cultural relativism implicitsocial-epistemic rhetoric;
how beliefs can be neither right nor wrong becausdndividual characters are
determined by and confined to certain “networkskoéwledge and belief. For this
reason an externalist conceptiorettioscan be stood oppositely and in response to
classical conceptions ethossince in the latteethosis more or less universally defined
by character traits. The virtues Aristotle outtine theNicomachean Ethiggor
example, are distinguishable qualities that mamtiaeir meaning across contexts.
Interactionally, however, and departing from awdtly relative epistemology,
Yarbrough writes that one&thos*describes a familiarity with how things relatedoe
another with respect to a particular purpose iardiqular place, a familiarity with the
topoi used habitually to solve certain kinds of probleand answer certain kinds of
guestions” [hventivel71). Those who are able to imagine the perspectfethers,
those who can willingly assume new ethical stanaesthose who are better situated to
respond to the exigencies that stymie our intevasti They are the ones who can use
discourse to invent arguments, to foster undergtgndnd to create novelty if need be,
all for the purposes of maintaining interaction,imeining Mead’s continuance of the
common world.

Elsewhere I've tried to explain how this discursoamtinuance of the common world
can be understood through a virtue ethical apprtaatvention that provides a non-
relativistic, non-foundational lens through whichunderstand what makes rhetoric

“good” (“Rhetoric, Virtue”). In short, because weedeings who use discourse to
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negotiate and make sense of our experiences mdHd, and because of our ability to
respond to exigencies, we also seek resolutiong@toblems that upset our habits of
belief. By virtue of rhetorical invention existirgliefs can be maintained and novel
beliefs created in the face of our day-to-day elgpees. From the purview of rhetorical
interactionist theory, the discourse we share téhworld does not exist prior to
interaction itself because discourse is the intevacwhich is the claim Mead uses to
support his theory of truth; it is the idea thaglfuDavidson’s theory of communicative
interaction; and it is the premise from which Yangh constructs his interactionist
theory ofethos

A rhetorical interactionist approachethos combined with Davidson’s account of
communicative interaction, informs the inventiveeraction that collaborators engage
when they are no longer simply conversing for cosagon’s sake, but instead using
their discourse to anticipate something novel, Wweeit be an idea, observation, or
textual articulation. In interactionist terms, etdbrators foster discourse that helps them
to recognize ethical relationships between objestdyuding themselves, objects that
continually resist systematization within the synbbounds of something like “normal
discourse.” That is, objects in the world, incluglabstract objects like ideas, become
meaningful as we learn to negotiate their resigamg our expectations. As Mead
explains, “Meaning is a statement of the relatietwieen the characteristics in the
sensuous stimulation and the responses which tileguwt.” He continues, “If the
occasion for the consciousness of meaning is notdan the habitual act may it not also

be found in the conflict of acts?Sélected Essay9). It is in both the development of
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expectations (habits) and the challenges to thegsectations (conflicts/resistance) that
meaning emerges, and it is through this contindpistment of expectations that we
communicate.

The techné of collaboration therefore suggestsvins in which collaborators
develop a sensitivity to the flux and transformatito echo Atwill, that a good technician
traces and anticipates as they perform their drafact, Joseph Dunne explains that
those who can be said to possess a techné dolyonrehance to determine the
outcomes of their craft. But neither do they presunstatic and reproducible product,
which is to say technicians cultivate sensitivity the craftwork itself, the dynamic
process of molding something natural into sometyighetic.

Success is to be achieved in them not so much éyitkg one’s gaze fixed on the

preconceived form which one will impose on the matgeas by a flexible kind of

responsiveness to the dynamism of the materidf.itses sensitivity or attunement
rather than mastery or domination that one strigeq256)

In collaboration individuals use their interactimncultivate discursive practices that
lead to iterations of novelty, but their communiicaf unlike within a social
constructionist framework, is not meant to ineviyadorive at some manifestation of
“consensus” in the epistemic sense. Rather coliabms use their discourse to heighten
each other’s sensitivity to the rhetorical workifention. Put in Davidson’s terms, one
can understand collaboration as enhanced triangalahacted to foster the convergence
necessary to arrive at understandings that makerita invention better. What
collaborators foster with their techné isn’t juslkt they fosterdiabitsof discourse that

establish enhanced communicative relationships enthanother. Collaboration is
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therefore not a static marker of a type of discewnsan epistemic model for knowledge
production; it points to a fluid discursive engagatthat over time individuals can more

readily manipulate in order to, as J.L. Austin ntigly, do things with words.

The Quality of Intervention

If we theorize collaboration as an inventive arte ¢hat informs the work of a techné,
then it makes sense that we consider the ethicdli@aing of collaborators in response
to a common of object of concern. In the previaus $ections | have explained how to
use the notions of triangulation and resistanceisgally to recognize the “external”
quality of collaboration theorized as a discurdeehné. But if collaboration is to be
imagined as an inventive art, and indeed, to unaedsmy redefinition of collaboration
as a method of intervention individuals engagertgpess their interaction with an object
of discourse, we must also consider a third quadityollaboration’s techné, one that
compliments triangulation and resistance as chamatit markers of the reasoned
capacity needed to collaborate.

The idea of intervention is pulled directly from rdgfinition of collaboration but it
also echoes how Atwill understands the value dinéas she articulates it in the third
tier of her interpretation of this classical terhechné, as she explains in this regard,
“marks a domain of human intervention an inventiahis.often associated with the
transgression of an existing boundary—a desiréore’ that challenges or redefines
boundaries” (7). If collaborators foster a techmétheir collaboration, then this

engagement anticipates the transgression of sqmeeofyboundary or limit. In particular,

162



| suggest the limits collaborators engage areithied of their individual apperceptions of
objects of discourse. The reflexive dialogue thatka the kind of talk collaborators
foster therefore serves two primary functions. tFitsallows collaborators to discursively
share a common object, or rather, a set of obgecthey come to share an enhanced
ethical positioning in relationship to this setodsjects, a kind of thirdspace, one that
belongs to neither collaborator in isolation frame bther’s discourse. Second, the
dialogue collaborators share is undertaken at legsrt with the expectation that novel
discourse will emerge—that this collaborative tepdce will yield perspective that
allows for further discursive interaction aboutidea, problem, question, or what have
you. So the techné of collaboration is what emevgegsn collaborators recognize that
their discourse engages and transforms the bowsdafitheir individual rhetorical
agency, the agency that gives them the power tmdise about certain things in certain
ways at certain times in certain places.

So collaboration as a kind of intervention speakthé deliberation collaborators
bring to their discourse as well as the discuraigency they foster to enhance the work
of rhetorical invention. But the idea of intervamtiis what also gives the techné of
collaboration its strong pragmatist bent. One vzayrtagine how to forward
collaboration in composition studies “consequeni$yto recognize how collaboration
transgresses and transforms boundaries in ordeiden the possibilities for future
action. In fact, thinking about collaboration asirad of intervention in these terms
harkens back to how John Dewey defined pragmatish®25 “as an extension of

historical empiricism, but with this fundamentaffelience, that it does not insist upon
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antecedent phenomena but upon consequent phenonotngoon the precedents but
upon the possibilities of action” (“American” 196).

If there was ever an educator who supported thgnpa#ic work of collaboration it
was Paulo Freire. Although he never discussedmmiédion as a distinct pedagogical
concept, all of his work as a progressive literadyocate builds on the necessity of
combining perspectives in order to transgress amstorm the material limits of our
experience. To be a progressive educator who spé&altse people,” says Freire, “one
must convert the ‘to’ to a ‘with’ the people. Arfug implies respect for the ‘knowledge
of living experience’ of which | always speak, twe tbasis of which it is possible to go
beyond it” Hope19). Freire believed that learning was at its kndstn “limit situations”
are engaged, when discernable obstacles that ingotidal consciousness, or
“conscientizacdo,” are overcome through reciprocabgue and interaction. There is
always a temptation with Freire to over-romanticaesome cases simply write off, the
Marxist jargon that gives his prose its sense géncy, especially when reconciling the
liberatory calls to action advocated by Freire witAmerican contexts that hardly
represent the oppressive material realities outlro€h Freire wrote.

| bring up Freire because he provides a rich starsé of generative vocabulary to
conceptualize what it means for discourse to irieevin and provide agency for critical
action in the world. To this end | turn to his motiof “untested feasibility” because it
nicely extends the quality of intervention as | ergfand it within my theoretical
approach to collaboration. Untested feasibilitam®ther name for conceptualizing what

collaborators anticipate with their reflexive diglee, particularly when deciding what it
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means to attach the qualifier “novel” to this kiofddiscourse. That is when it comes to
howa collaborative’s discoursmnticipatesfuture rhetorical exigencies, particularly when
anticipating how a collaborative’s discourse wdMe to answer for as-yet-to-be-
encountered problems of articulation, this is wiewgre’s concept might prove
especially useful from a heuristic standpoint. Remnore, when positioned as a
speculative instrument untested feasibility repmésa concept with which collaborators
can imagine the possibilities for how their dissminames the world, as Freire would
say. But before | comment on this point, let mefyiturn to the pragmatic dimension of
untested feasibility.

In their essay on Freire’s relationship to pragstathilosophy, Kate Ronald and
Hephzibah Roskelly explain that both pragmatism ldretatory pedagogy promote the
testing of experience as the primary method thromgich limit situations are
transformed and transgressed. “Being able to hitgakigh limit situations means being
able to see them as problems rather than as garehthus being able to act to change
them as well as reflect on the consequences oatian” (615). Untested feasibility
becomes a useful concept because it points tarthgined limitations of our critical
perception that inspire praxis, that critical iplesy between action and reflection.

Critical literacy for Freire involves movement bewswn participant/reflector,

reflector/participant; for the pragmatists, too,vament between

doing/reflecting/doing constitutes the path of ieag. Central to both the pragmatic
agenda and Freire’s praxis is the necessary caondmtween action and reflection;

this connection leads both Freire and the pragisdtisa sense of hopefulness, a

belief at least in contingent possibility. For bgthilosophies, belief means a

willingness to act and the assurance that refleatioaction will lead to better, more
helpful acts. Freire calls this kind of hope “unéesfeasibility”. . . . (614)
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As a critical term used to denote the potentidhit exists beyond the constraints of limit
situations, untested feasibility therefore has pokential as a speculative instrument,
especially since its very terminology, the ideainofletermined possibility, calls upon us
to keep in mind the pragmatic qualities of contimgeand consequence when assessing
discursive feasibility. Of course, what is feasilsl@ot necessarily guaranteed, but to
offer guarantees betrays the metaphoric functidieadibility for Freire, namely because
“feasibility” is a term that denotes the necessag of imagination to anticipate how to
transform and transgress limit situations.

Put another way, untested feasibility as heurgsits for a kind of unchecked
imagination. As a speculative instrument unteseedibility can therefore be utilized as a
lens through which to imagine the pragmatic potds of our discourse. Berthoff
explains the import of Freire’s pedagogy is ineitsphasis on inviting students to
imaginatively experiment with language:

The experience of recreating their language becdheesodel for transformation of

the world they inhabit. The power source of thealaimed imagination: they can

envisage real change in their lives because theg &aperienced real change in the
literary process.
Understanding the heuristic potential of Freiretsrkvis located in the intersections of
how we conceptualize transformation and “reclainmeagination.” There is nothing
mystical, magical, or metaphysical here. “Consceation must be demystified,”
exclaims Berthoff. “Critical reflection is an adtis praxis: it is transformation”

(“Remembering” 308).
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The pragmatic possibilities for untested feasyiis a kind of intervention are most
recognizable when I return to the argument for epiwalizing collaboration as a
pragmatic techné. According to the externalist@gles of triangulation, the technical
work of collaboration is to construct triangulatateraction that illuminates the untested
feasibility of our discourse. As I've already debed, what collaborators craft is the
reflexive dialogue they use to anticipate novetdisse. Accordingly, using Janet
Atwill’s interpretation of techné as a domain ofé@mtion and intervention, | utilize
Aristotle’s definition of techné as “a certain statvolving reason concerned with
production” (1140a) but with the added componenttdrvention. In this way, the
techné of collaboration isn’'t so much a “reasoregubcity to make,” which is a pithier
way to interpret Aristotle’s definition of technBybinsky 6); it is perhaps best described
as a reasoned capacityaoticipate Of course, even for Aristotle the product is wbiat
defined a craftsman; it is his skill, theasoned capacitthat is used to explain the
craftsmanship. In thlicomachean Ethi¢#ristotle says the following:

Every craft is concerned with coming to be, andetkercise of the craft is the study

of how something that admits of being and not bemges to be, something whose

principle is in the producer and not in the prodé&ctr a craft is not concerned with
things that are or come to be by necessity; ndr things that are by nature, since
these have their principles in themselves....A cthén, as we have said, is a state
involving true reason concerned with productionckaf craft is the contrary state
involving false reason and concerned with product{@140a)

While for Aristotle a techné is not defined bypt®ducts, it is nonetheless product-

directed, but with collaboration no material prodnecessarily has to develop in order

for the techné of collaboration to be successfeigaged. Keep in mind that | have
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defined collaboration primarily in terms ethos as a shared discursive commitment to
not only invent but also intervene in the perceilnsults of a collaborative’s ability to
articulate whatever subject their discourse engageshence the potential of untested
feasibility as a speculative instrument to namse kimd of critical perception.

When the notion of techné as a domain of inveraiod intervention is combined
with the idea of untested feasibility, it makessethat the techné of collaboration could
be described as the ethical relationship discosirs@mnipulate to anticipate the feasibility
of their discourse. Remember, | am utilizettposin the interactionist sense, which is to
say it speaks to the relational dynamic that botistrains and directs our apperceptions
and, by default, our discourse with the world. Timdp this back to Freire, the techné of
collaboration is what collaborators engage to aafhared conscientizagao:

Reflection upon situationality is reflection abole very conditions of existence:

critical thinking by means of which people discoeach other to be “in a situation.”

Only as this situation ceases to present itsedf @snse, enveloping reality or a

tormenting blind alley, and they can come to pexedias an objective-problematic

situation—only then can commitment exist. Humanlkenaerge from their
submersiorand acquire the ability tatervenein reality as it is unveiledntervention
in reality—historical awareness itself—thus représe step forward from
emergenceand results from theonscientizacaof the situationConscientizacacs

the deepening of the attitude of awareness chaistateof all emergenceQppressed

109, italics in original)

To a certain extent Freire’s explanation of consitzacdo might be too abstract for us to
recognize its relevance for understanding the wabidollaboration, but the resistance
one might have to this comparison is itself antation to consider what Freire means by

emergenceEmergence is Freire’s term for the initiationcohsciousness that is required

to pursue limit acts, engagements that challemgi¢ $ituations, and for collaboration to
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be a limit act we must first experience the resistaof trying to coordinate anticipation
in the first place.

The point here is that to foster the techné necgssanticipate the untested
feasibility of their discourse, collaborators mhstable to share a disposition that allows
them to observe the changes in what they can ktest-in what “objects” they are able
to share discursively. In a way, the techné ofadmikation can be described as the power
or dynamisthat gives collaborators an enhanced ability teeobedifferenceswhich is
how Dewey actually defines the work of inquiry:eéealuate aims and experience side-
by-side, or as he says elsewhere, to make acintgiligent: “[I]Jt means foresight of the
alternative consequences attendant upon actingjivea situation, and the use of what is
anticipated to direct observation and experimeBDgriocracy and Educatial29).
Patterns of inquiry, the observed consequencesrtdin modes of action, are for Dewey
what create the quality of continuity that we uselistinguish useful from non-useful
habits of action. Indeed, like James and Peircerbdfim, Dewey equates knowledge
with the way we develop habitual responses to thieipation of future consequences.
As Melvin Rogers says, “Continuity between actiod @roduction is the origination of
knowledge, which, in turn provides points of depeetfor future encounters with an
uncertain world that either reaffirms that knowledy throws it into question” (94). In
Logic: A Theory of InquiryDewey develops the term “pattern of inquiry” istoshguish
the sustained commitment necessary to probe prabeyond the surface value of

simple asking questions. We can turn to Dewey bmxthe way he pragmatically
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situates the work of inquiry serves as conceptlus fpr linking untested feasibility to
Atwill's sense of a techné’s interventions.
To understand inquiry, Dewey suggests that whabwade for are patterns to help us
assess the practical consequences that a pargmolalem has yielded. As he explains,
The search for the pattern of inquiry is, accorflingot one instituted in the dark or
at large. It is checked and controlled by knowledfythe kinds of inquiry that have
and that have not worked; methods which, as wasguaiout earlier, can be so
compared as to yield reasoned or rational conahgsibor, through comparison-
contrast, we ascertalmow andwhy certain means and agencies have provided
warrantably assertible conclusions, while othergeh#t andcannotdo so in the
sense in which “cannot” expresses an intrinsic imgatibility between means used
and consequences attained. (“Patterns” 483)
Through the identification of patterns of inquirgWey suggests logic is used to test the
methods used within the borders of an experimeav&uate their usefulness. “Inquiry
as a mode of conduct is accessible to objectivdystwrites Richard J. Bernstein in his
sketch of Dewey, “and the function of logic is isarn the methods and patterns of
inquiry in order to provide us with a guide for teetand more successful inquiries”
(102). Before | continue, however, let me share ®gsvdefinition of inquiry, for even
his articulation of what inquiry is helps to illun@te the discursive situations
collaborators createiriquiry is the controlled or directed transformatiof an
indeterminate situation into one that is so detaate in its constituent distinctions and
relations as to convert the elements of the orilgataation into a unified wholg483).
Embedded in this definition is what Dewey calldrateterminate situation, which names

the context in which the need for inquiry arisé$s ian occasion that “evokes inquiry”

and is “uncertain, unsettled, disturbed.” But tagiiose such a situation, discourse is
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required that can map possible directions thasfaam an indeterminate situation into a
determinate one. As Dewey explains, “In the inteti@ course of transition and
transformation of the indeterminate situation, digse through the use of symbols is
employed as means. In received logical terminolpgypositions, or terms and the
relation between them, are intrinsically involvgd83).

The social dimension implied with Dewey’s undersiiag of what constitutes a
pattern of inquiry should not be underemphasidedact, inquiry is what Dewey
considers to be the principle activity human beipgssue to anticipate and direct future
action. As noted above, inquiry differs from quesing because the former can become
its own object of study and reflection, and thisvisat gives inquiry its dynamic
potential. Bernstein notes, “A successful inquagults in knowledge, and knowledge
can now be characterized as the warrantably askeeptioduct of inquiry” (110). As
Dewey explains ilbemocracy and EducatiofiTo have andeaof a thing is thus not just
to get certain sensations from it. It is to be dbleespond to the thing in view of its place
in an inclusive scheme of action; it is to forededrift and probable consequence of the
action upon us and of our action upon it.” He couns,

To have the same ideas about things which othenes, ba be like-minded with them,

and thus to be really members of a social grouthesefore to attach the same

meanings of things and to acts which others att¢86)
Inquiry is the dynamic process through which weadke to test our meanings in light of
our actions within an indeterminate situation, taimain Dewey’s diction, that prompt a

common response. Keep in mind the “individual” &salcial” are not mutually exclusive
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for Dewey, so to individually respond to an exigemaplies simply one mode of
thinking about how our individual agencies are édko those of others and a shared
common environment. | like how Dewey words it tiMay: “There is not, in fact, any
such this as the direct influence of one humangemanother apart from use of the
physical environment as an intermediary” (33). inguequires deliberately holding
some form of experience as an object that can bereéd as such, but to communicate
this observation requires there to be a sharedsispn that can recognize the very
object under consideration. To this end, thereisurch thing as purely individual
inquiry. As Dewey says, “participating in a joirdt&ity [is] the chief way of forming
disposition” (34).

The import of understanding intervention as a dquali the techné collaborators
foster with their discourse can therefore be foumbDewey's call for us to develop
sensible methods of deliberating about the po#sésilof action in an uncertain future. In
other words, to bring Dewey’s empiricism in linethvFreire, the emergent critical
consciousness we harness to transgress thoseatotssthat limit the potentiality of
discourse we can understand pragmatically as tggcdl rectification” that is invented
as we probe the concrete ground of our discursitegactions with the worldSo what
does it mean to say that as a techné collaboretiosed as a method of intervention in
the processes of triangulation? In short, collatimnebecomes a way for individuals to
deliberately step outside their limited points @w. But more importantly it is when
collaborators recognize that their capacity forteheal invention is enhanced because of

how they are pushed to the limits of their disatggpotential through their purposeful
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interaction with one another that the techné ofabalration displays its consequential

affect.

The Novelty of Theorizing Collaboration

Whenever definitions are suggested, theories cquresdi philosophy expounded
upon, or metaphors extended and established, alhiwh | have been doing in this
chapter and in my dissertation as a whole, bottev&riand readers must wrestle with the
challenge of forcing clarity into abstraction. Owlee course of these last three chapters |
have been challenging readers to understand tseeamlogical commitments that must
be given up if we wish to embrace pragmatic agemowr practices of collaboration
over and above theory that leaves no room to cdnakpe how such agency is possible.

In his lectures on pragmatism, William James sutggethat beliefs were
“instruments of action” valuable to the extent tipegved true (78), and for all the
pragmatists, including the ones I've discussedhis present chapter, “true” beliefs are
those that sustain continuity of action. The heigrieflection | have offered in this
chapter through discussion about the qualitiesiafigulation, resistance, and
intervention serve as a critical lens through whickest one’s beliefs about
collaboration, and this is how | suggest collabam@tan develop their own interpretation
of collaboration using these concepts from the gkbbinteractionist rhetorical theory.

One pragmatist principle demonstrated throughdtssussion is that like pragmatism
itself, the reflexive discourse and inventive teelollaborators foster “is uncomfortable

away from facts” (James 26). Collaborators begith wiacing the practical consequences
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of their discursive interaction to, again echoiagés, initiate the discovery of “all sorts
of definite working values in experience” (27). Boeése working values are fallible and
therefore collaborators must recognize the nedubld their articulations contingently
until better, more productive discourse emergesa €ertain extent, then, one
consequence for theorizing collaboration as anntive techné is the recognition that the
reflexive discourse collaborators foster directigages the indeterminacy of meaning
and its articulation. But here is where collabamatshows its pedagogic hand.
Indeterminacy gives our discourse its pragmatitueibecause it requires substantial
work to engage the untested feasibility of thisitedminacy. In other words,
collaboration makes us better writers and discaogrsecause it requires a heightened
awareness of and therefore more taxing engagemtnthg hermeneutic processes of
identifying and sharing objects of discourse ancldieg how best to render them
textually. For sure, working “alone” is a much easind less arduous process.

But for those who are willing to recognize thatlabbration can yield discourse
greater than the sum of its individual parts, asnavell are willing to embrace the messy
work that comes with engaging collaboration’s tegtthen there is much to be gained in
reconsidering the place of collaboration in thelgtaf rhetoric and composition. To
review three of the important arguments | havetpdsover the course of the last two
chapters, | over the following summary:

« First, collaboration implies that individual intecutors have fostered a discursive

relationship with each other, one that is markea loigliberate commitment to

reflexive dialogue.
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« Second, what collaborators foster is novelty, mmteuse to denote the emergent
meanings and articulations that a collaboratioiprates. It names what gets
created when two or more individuals attempt taslpgrspective. Therefore
“novelty” in this context simply points to new wagsboth thinking about and
articulating an idea.

« Third, collaboration implies that limits of somenklihave been engaged and
transgressed if novelty is its outcome. In this wapjlaboration can be
conceptualized as a techné, a technology with wtiadlaborators use to interact
with and invent discourse that enhances their ezrlgagt with objects in the
world.

Something | have not been able to discuss at anggHdas what some critics will
negatively credit to this externalist theory oflabbration: that collaboration so
understood requires an excess of time and persogalgement that many people,
whether students or teachers or researchers, staphot afford. Collaboration no doubt
takes both practice and patience, but pragmatisgiaking all of our reflective practice
requires time. Such an ethic is reflected by Deimeyjow We Think“Reflective
thinking is always more or less troublesome bec#usgolves overcoming the inertia
that inclines one to accept suggestions at thee falue; it involves willingness to
endure a condition of mental unrest and disturbai®). For a pragmatist, reflective
thought is what allows us to test the effectiveredssur beliefs, and for pragmatist
collaborators, to use their reflection deliberatelyanticipate novelty is nothing short of

what Emerson once called the still, quiet voiceakp® out of experience: genius.
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Notes

1. See my discussion of Reither and Vipond (“Wgtas Collaboration”) in Chapter
2. Also see Ede and Lunsford’s “Why Write...Together?

2. See Dewey, “The Postulate of Immediate Empimgis
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CHAPTER V

THE POST-PROCESS OF COLLABORATION IN COMPOSITIONPAGOGY

So far this dissertation has focused primarily @aheretical discussion of
collaboration, beginning with a review of its coptieal history within the critical
terminology of social constructionist epistemololyyaddition, | have offered a
substantive theoretical argument for redefinindatmration according to an externalist
epistemology rooted in pragmatist philosophy artdractionist rhetorical theory.
Because my redefinition of collaboration remairidyapen-ended, contingently based
on general principles rather than well-defined psas, | have deliberately avoided
giving this redefinition a formal moniker and instehave chosen to call it, rather
generally, an externalist theory of collaboratibty. approach therefore has been to
suggest an “externalist” avenue of thought forirddimg collaboration in composition
studies. | have not, however, spelled out whatdpproach does or even should look like
in practice. In this way, | have resisted buyin@ithe theory-practice binary that might
tempt readers to imagine that externalist collatmmashould follows certain rules or
adhere to particular configurations of individuaigrking in proximity. In fact, proposing
that collaboration conforms to such standards wagdcus of my critique of social turn
collaboration theory in Chapter Two. Neverthelessa readers might reasonably
contest that a study such as mine is much too &taaiand abstract, that theory by

itself always begs for evidence that can demoresttajpractical value. In short, one
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might reasonably ask what are the pedagogical aatptins of “externalist” collaboration
theory.

But to question the pedagogical implications dfieoty is not quite the same as
guestioning how a theory works in practice. Therfer type of inquiry is pragmatic in
scope and implies that theories become meanindfehwve can identify the differences
they make in our experience. The latter type otiing however, begs the question that
there exists a conceptual gap that must be bridgedeen theory and practice for either
one of them to have pedagogical legitimacy. Whenl#tter question is posed, it is
implied that theory and practice represent two sEpantological spheres, one that is
wholly conceptual and the other that is wholly miale Within this framework,
pedagogy functions as the mediator between thdsses it is a practical art that bridges
training (knowing) with practice (doing). It is tlefore understandable that in the
discipline of rhetoric and composition there exatsrong pedagogical imperative to
articulate the practical applications of theoryyexsally since the modern history of
composition studies is rooted in tteachingof writing. Yet throughout composition’s
disciplinary ascension into the realm of a “legaier’ academic field of study, debates
have persisted about how best to negotiate thdongside practice.

One commonplace argument to which compositionistguently appeal is that theory
and practice should not be conceptualized apant #ach other since they both represent
vital ways of thinking about the work we do as tears of writing. In “What’s at Stake in
the Conflict Between ‘Theory’ and ‘Practice’ in Cposition” (1991), John Schilb

presents just such an argument. It is problematttefine theory apart from practice, says
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Schilb, because “each of these terms bears coatoagimeanings and thus proves
unstable.” That is, both categories are construstetphantasms conjured up by each
other” (91, 94). In a gesture to Stephen North®tomy of the “methodological
communities” of composition professionals that bdines inThe Making of Knowledge
in Composition1989), Schilb suggests “the very act of labelyngups one or the other
is a reaction to disorienting shifts in the terrdiay inhabit” (96). Debates concerning the
relationship between theory and practice are aralatonsequence of composition’s
expanding disciplinarity, especially sense it isdea to define standards for scholarship
(95). Schilb’s proposal at the time was for Engligpartments, journals, and national
organizations to sponsor “forums that address #neety of disputes obscured by these
terms,”theoryandpractice and to “juxtapose them for rigorous evaluatio®8), Given
that two decades have passed sense Schilb’s ditstlappeared in the pagesRifietoric
Review it is easy to suggest in the present that sirtgaging out all the different ways
these terms can mean is something of a fool's drr@specially if one’s goal is to simply
deconstruct the ideas of theory and practice theesewhich is what Schilb admits is
one of his goals (91). In other words, simply idigitg the different ways we reify terms
does little to address where the need to decortgtrase terms comes from in the first
place.

So when Schilb posed the question “what’s at staké®@n rhetoricians and teachers
of writing imagine their work in the dichotomousrtes of theory and practice, he should
have asked whether the tension generated betweeupiposed split between theory and

practice could be avoided altogether. But thisxecdy what Lester Faigley set out to do
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in Fragments of Rationality: Postmodernity and thej&cttof Compositionpublished

one year after Schilb’s article. Faigley’s purpast consider how “composition studies
has maintained a modernist tension between fornthads, coherence and
fragmentation, and determinacy and indeterminaaysistently privileging the former
over the latter” (14). He draws attention to thespmodern” epistemologies proffered by
Richard Rorty, Clifford Geertz, Thomas Kuhn, ane ike—all of whom

compositionists have used to articulate their ustd@ding of social constructionism—
and points to how at best the discipline has otdyegd lip service to these theorists while
still maintaining the primacy of a foundationaligtpduct-centered pedagogy even
though it has been dressed up in non-foundatigmalcess” garb. Even though
“composition studies professes to value process not process for its own sake but
rather the process of teleological development tdvagporoduct” (14). “What's at stake”
for Faigley therefore is whether a “postmodern”ting pedagogy is even possible, one
that runs counter to mentalities that construe gegwitself as a conceptual balance
between something called theory and somethingcaléed practice.

The only line of scholarly inquiry to actually imiag what a “postmodern” (which
from here forward I'll call “non-foundationalisttheory of composition would actually
mean for the teaching of writing is the schoolh#dry that today gets labeled as “post-
process,” even though that term is something ofsmomer. As noted by Lee-Ann
Kastman Breuch, “post-process” unfortunately camneéan “anti-process” in many
circles: “Because process is so often the topaisifussion in post-process scholarship,

post-process has come to mean a critique of theepsamovement in composition
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studies,” and thus post-process scholarship oféen ‘ghortchanged.” (120). The
perennial criticism that post-process theory fasdblat it has no practical application; of
course it didn’t help matters when several higHifg@ost-process theorists glibly
suggested in the 1990s that writing itself coult/m®taught, but | will return to this
criticism momentarily. Therefore | do not want taygest that collaboration cannot be
taught, even though the externalist theory thatrmb my understanding of collaboration
in this dissertation is the same theory that infopust-process theories of composition.

As the title of this chapter signals, | neverthglbslieve we can locate the
pedagogical value of an externalist theory of dmitation by connecting it to post-
process composition theory. Rethinking how collalion is understood pedagogically
might require some teachers to give up attemptsalt@v for collaborative interaction in
the classroom without diminishing the individualiter as composition’s privileged
pedagogical subject. As Faigley notes-magments of Rationality,

Where composition studies has proven least reaepiiypostmodern theory is in

surrendering its belief in the writer as an autonamself, even at a time when
extensive group collaboration is practiced in maming classrooms.

As he continues,

Since the beginning of composition teaching inl#te nineteenth century, college
writing teachers have been heavily invested irstaeility of the self and the
attendant beliefs that writing can be a means lbidsscovery and intellectual self-
realization. (15)

While Faigley questions how we identify the sulgectwhom our pedagogy is directed,

what post-process theory has historically challengehe primacy of process as
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composition’s privileged pedagogiaabject In both cases there is an amplification of the
modernist tension Faigley names, tension that pladlery and practice in opposite
directions, especially when it comes to the forrtiataof pedagogy as such—theory
rendered into craft. If non-foundationalist, pragiméheory were actually informed the
organization of a writing classroom, one consegeenght therefore be that teachers
privilege the interactions between students andvibrdd, including the discourse they
create through these interactions, over the “selfalery and intellectual self-
realization” students supposedly tap into throughape, single-authored writing.

Regardless, crafting an externalist theory of cafation into a clearly articulated
pedagogy is therefore something of an impossilsle, @t least insofar as we continue to
demand something called “practice” from somethiisg ealled “theory.” | nonetheless
believe that teaching students about collabordtimm an externalist perspective is not
inconsequential. Indeed, | hope this final chapterides compositionists with
motivation to recognize the possibilities of incorgting a new language of collaboration
into their teaching, as well as the courage tonalitudents to experiment with
collaboration in ways that might seem counterintaitvhen viewed alongside our
discipline’s emphasis on the individual writer be primary agent in how we
conceptualize the teaching of writing.

Moreover, an externalist approach to collaboratian bolster the legitimacy of post-
process composition theory because we can linkalgothtion to a non-foundationalist
approach to teaching. In the next section | brieglyiew the emergence of post-process

criticism and offer a summary of what | understaraild be the central precepts of a
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post-process writing pedagogy. Next, | explain hbese precepts apply to an externalist
theory of collaboration. | conclude with a briesdiission that returns to the original
guestion about the teachable qualities of an ealistrapproach to collaboration. In the
end, | suggest that if we credit post-process theath forwarding legitimate claims
about how discourse works, in addition to takingoaesly pragmatism’s imperative for
heuristic reflection, what we can therefore “teaishhow to foster and evaluate those
moments that collaborators engage in reflexiveodia¢ as a strategy for inventing novel
discourse. What students “learn” is the messy wbwdeliberately engaging discursive
production alongside discursive reception. The nedteteraction that collaboration
requires opens opportunities for students to censiciusly engage the ever-changing
rhetorical dynamics between themselves, their wandd their audiences. In short, a

post-process pedagogy rooted in collaboration ptesa rhetorical education.

Post-Process Theory on the Process Horizon

The emergence of post-process composition the@pban well documented by a
number of scholars interested in its potentialctainging the way compositionists
conceptualize the work of teaching writing; howewdsfining “post-process” is difficult
because there is not a single definition that epdinted to as conventioral.
nevertheless defer to Joseph Petraglia who explastpost-process theory simply
points to thinking that rejects arguments thatimgitand communication in general can
be reduced to well-defined formulas or framewotkghis way post-process theory

should not be conceptualized as anti-process, nermgh post-process critics do suggest
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that process pedagogies can easily be renderedyistematic formulas for teaching
students how to write. Certainly the idea of preagtslized as a heuristic metaphor for
understanding how writers negotiate the produatiotexts has its merits, but as
Petraglia says, “we now have the theoretical angisral sophistication to consider the
mantra ‘writing as a process’ as the right answex teally boring question. We have
better questions now, and the notion of procedsmger counts as much of an insight”
(53). To suggest that the teaching of writing carbereduced to systematic formulas
and neat pedagogical expressions is not a pantiguidical suggestion, and for anyone
who teaches writing this kind of insight is commensical. Even though John Trimbur is
not considered a post-process theorist, he wasgfihe first scholars in rhetoric and
composition to temper suggestions that processgogganight have its flaws.

If fact, Trimbur is actually credited for coininge term “post-process” in his review
essay foCollege English“Taking the Social Turn: Teaching Writing PosbEess.”
Evaluating what were then new books by Patriciz&iz C. H. Knoblauch and Lil
Brannon, and Kurt Spellmeyer, he explains howtaité¢ texts “locate their concerns in
relation to the much publicized literacy crisisAmerican education” (108). When read
together, these texts underscore a common coneethd development of critical
consciousness through the teaching of writing.h&tttime, books like E. D. Hirsch’s
Cultural Literacywere popularizing new debates about literacy trrning to older
ones, like “Why Johnny Can’t Write,” to echo théamousNewsweekover story that
appeared in 1975) while at the same time profeatsdan composition studies were

championing the rise of process pedagogy over wiegttermed current-traditional
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rhetoric. As Trimbur explains, “the distinction txeten product and process, which
initially seemed so clarifying, not only proved ceptually inadequate to what writers do
when they are writing, it also made writing instian appear easier that it is” (109).
Once product-centered pedagogy was replaced bggsamentered pedagogy, “the
canniest among them [students] recognized thaéstgand authenticity of voice were
the privileged means of symbolic exchange,” andnnronic turn, Trimbur notes how
“teachers’ desire to operate outside oppressivéutisns and avoid the errors of the past
only reinstituted the rhetoric of the belletridfiadition at the center of the writing
classroom.” Far from reprimand, however, Trimbueslaot intend “to accuse the
process movement of self-deception but to recalhiady sense of breakthrough that
many writing teachers, myself included, experienicettie name of process pedagogy”
(110).

Trimbur’s review functions as a reflection on hdwe process movement has not
tempered anxieties about how teachers negotiaitedindority in a writing classroom,
and if anything it has showed us the limitationbaheving “a particular kind of
discourse, whether storytelling or essayism or-fnindationalist theory, can be
privileged as the means to liberate students oro&mapits practitioners” (118). So when
Trimbur uses the term “post-process” he is notrrafg to a school of theory but instead
referencing the temporal shift in composition’s ggaojgical focus, one from process to a
kind of critical/political advocacy as evidencedthg books under review in his essay. In

short, Trimbur asks readers to consider how thelpnas of teaching writing, especially
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those challenges of negotiating teacher autholalygside student agency in the
classroom, still persist “post” this turn to prosgedagogy.

In a sense, Trimbur is responding to teachers aingrwho welcomed process
pedagogy as the long-awaited anodyne to curredititvaalist teaching. As an example,
when Maxine Hairston published “The Winds of Changeomas Kuhn and the
Revolution in the Teaching of Writing” in 1982, sékectively declared the emergence
of a new paradigm in the teaching of writing, ohattemphasized the primacy of process
over product in composition instruction. Hairstomkained that this new process
paradigm “views writing as a disciplined creatiwtidty that can be analyzed and
described,; its practitioners believe that writiragn de taught” (448). Even though
Hairston acknowledged that the process paradigrekéschy and leaves many problems
about the teaching of writing unresolved” (450); éethusiasm for process pedagogy
communicated a sense of equilibrium insofar agtteery and practice of teaching
writing was concerned. Process theory seemed toallgtinform process pedagogy, in
other words, and the result for Hairston is a nevagigm, a completely new way of
imaging writers at work that trumps all the oldedpgogies.

It should be noted that those compositionists oftexlited as the first generation of
process theorists did not herald process pedagogyaw paradigm that would
completely change how we imagined the teachingraing. Nor did they believe that
utilizing the metaphor of process as a pedagogieatistic always resulted in effective
teaching. In fact, one of these early process tbimoiPeter Elbow, suggested that the

value of process pedagogy can be located simgipwit lessens the stakes of writing
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itself, allowing students to approach the work @iposition with less trepidation. When
describing freewriting in his essay “Freewritingdahe Problem of Wheat and Tares,”
for example, Elbow notes “that there is no suchdhas freewriting badly,” and as we get
more comfortable with this messy activity of spitjiwords onto the page, “we can move
in and out of the freewriting mode at various motaen the writing process” (85, 86).
Freewriting is therefore not a part of the “inventi stage one must move through to
enter the “drafting” stage, it simply names a sigat activity writers might engage to
render words into text. Donald Murray, perhapsdasiest prophet of process, reflects
on how his early advocacy of this pedagogy wasntagpreted by compositionists who
believed he was defining how writing should alwhgstaught. “I considered processe
way of speculating about writing, a play of possibieaning: many seemed to take it as
theway of teaching the writing act.” As Murray conigs,

| considered the writing process as a way of séjparghe knowing from the not

knowing, or, to put it differently, a way of orgamg knowing so the writer could be

launched into the more important world of not kniogvi(“Knowing Not Knowing”

60)
An advocate of expressivist pedagogy, Murray beliewriting allows individuals to
render the unknown into the known, i.e., it alldassdiscovery and the exercise of
imagination. He admits, however, that it is difficio teachwriting from the position of
the unknown. “As a writer | was comfortable witht kmowing but as a teacher | was less
comfortable. | needed the answers to the questignstudents who were not content
with not knowing were asking” (62). In short, Mwris describing what happens when

students are not content to experiment with theitivg; when all they want is for
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teachers teell themwhat and how to write. Murray’s reflection on “rlatowing” is
therefore a reflection on embracing the speculatiggk of teaching—on embracing
teaching rooted in “not knowing,” i.e., experimeida.

What today gets labeled as “post-process” compwsttieory is built on the work of
a number of scholars who speculated that writirdpgegiesn generaltoo often rely on
tenuous “internal” (as opposed to external) thesooiediscourse that misconstrue
language as a community-mediated, systematic geted and conventions that when
properly followed result in successful texts. Ihetwords, post-process theorists
guestioned the efficacy of teaching writing as sétsonventions, rules, and grammars.
The scholar most associated with post-processabaol of theory is Thomas Kent, who
actually did not utilize the term “post-process’d@scribe his work until the publication
of his edited collectiorRost-Process Theory: Beyond the Writing Procesaéigm
(1999). Similar to the questions Trimbur raiseS&Tiaking the Social Turn,” the post-
process theory Kent has popularized interrogatedniitations of process pedagogy; but
unlike Trimbur, Kent's focus is not so much on sswf power as it is on what exactly it
means to teach writing in the first place. As Kexplained six years before Trimbur’s
review essay was published,

| believe that neither discourse production nocalisse analysis can be taught as an

epistemologically centered body-of-knowledge, dntdla are serious about finding

better ways to help our students improve theirimgiand reading skills, we might

rethink our traditional ways of doing business attémpt to account for the powerful

paralogic/hermeneutic dimension intrinsic to thedurction and analysis of discourse.
(“Paralogic Hermeneutics” 40)
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This latter line of inquiry helped Kent and otherake the argument that for many
teachers of writing “process” simply replaced “puotf as the thing students work
toward to make the grade. Put another way, theaflpeocess became the synthetic
marker to which a student needed to perform inraimée labeled a competent writer
within composition’s disciplinarity. As Gary Olsamtes in the lead essayRost-
Process Theory

The problem with process theory, then, is not sochmthat scholars are attempting to

theorize various aspects of composing as it isttiegt are endeavoring (consciously

or not) to construct a model of the composing psecthereby constructing a Theory

of Writing, a series of generalizations about wgtthat supposedly hold true all or

most of the time.
As Olson notes, the problem with process schotatisat they “are attempting to
systematize something that simply is not susceptibkystematization” (8). lronically,
Olson champions post-process theory because itdabarfthe rhetoric of assertion” (9),
yet he does so, rather unfortunately, on the b&ekstraw-figure rendering of process
pedagogy. It is justifications for post-processttyesuch as Olson’s that have prompted
critics of post-process thought to simply writeft as an intellectual exercise that has no
practical value for teachers of writing.

But post-process composition theory also gets evritiff because some of its most
vocal advocates, like Kent, Olson, and Sydney Dplior example, have supposedly
suggested that teaching composition is impossitatse “writing” as such cannot be
reduced to an epistemological system of rhetonuales and discursive conventions.

Obviously such a suggestion would invite criticissapecially if it were interpreted as an
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attack on the idea of teaching in general. Takekample the way Bruce McComisky

rehearses his refutation of post-process:
Post-process theory, as Dobrin and Kent descrjlbedeived its very generative
impulse as a paralogic and oppositional reactiairesg what is arguably composition
studies’ most valuable pedagogical strategy—teacthia composing process—yet
post-process theory offers no pedagogical stravégg own; regarding actual
writing instruction, then, it is purely a negatidialectic. (40)

Another line of criticism against post-processviglenced by Richard Fulkerson, who

essentially writes off post-process theory becaasée claims, it rejects process

pedagogy in the same way that process pedagogyeaéjeurrent-traditional rhetoric. As

he explains, composition theorists created a neeprbcess theory by arguing that
pre-process teaching constructed writing as an-auwdt an extended, complex
process, not a process of ‘discovering’ meaningponething worth saying, not a
recursive, messy procedure, but a simple set ofities that any competent writer
could perform ‘on demand’.(96)

In other words, Fulkerson points to how processagedy gained popularity in part
through its construction of current-traditionatisaching as backward and wrongheaded.
But now the process theorists are also being tlesgdbackward, hopelessly retro

from the perspective of ‘post-process’ theoristse $mall revolutionary post-process
group looks down their noses at old-fashioned ‘psstfolk, and want to drag them
into the 2% century, a brave new postmodern post-process (perpmf
composition. (97)

Fulkerson calls Kent's position on the teachingvating “radical” (98), and then he

pretentiously asserts that advocates of post-psabe®ry don’t actually teach anything

when they enter the classroom.
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What the various post-process and “social” pedagolgave in common is that they
don’t “teach writing” (in the sense of explainingnous invention and revision tactics
for students and directing the students to pragtiseng them) but do require it, while
focusing on reading instead. What | mean by sathagpost-process teachers do not
“teach” writing is that there is no indication fronrite-ups of their courses that they
[the teachers] try to explain to students, and g rehearse, such practices as
various techniques of invention, principles orizcbf revision, the rhetorical use of
titles and introductions, etc. Instead, the stuslantd instructor read some texts
together, usually texts on liberatory topics, oftath all the writings being about a
single theme for a semester. Then the students abibut the readings and their own
worlds. (113)

As a critique of post-process theory, Fulkersos’sore bitter than it is thoughtful,
evidenced especially by his vague anecdotal evelbased on the “write-ups” of “their”
courses that Fulkerson uses to suggest how poségs@dvocates are irresponsible
teachers who simply encourage students to writetaleadings “and their own worlds,”
whatever this is supposed to mean. Such a redyntirspective on post-process theory is
not uncommon, but keep in mind this perspectiy@imarily in response to the supposed
claim by post-process theorists that writing carbetaught. But where does this claim
come from? Have post-process theorists indeed stegjthat at best teachers of writing
can only get their students to “read some textsttoagy” and write about them without
pedagogical rhyme or reason?

In his essay “Paralogic Hermeneutic Theory, Poaed, the Possibility for Liberating
Pedagogies,” Dobrin includes an epigraph that rélddscourse can teach the acts of
either reading or writing,” a line taken from Thasrtgent’s 1989 article “Paralogic

Hermeneutics and the Possibilities of Rhetoric.isTik the type of claim critics of post-

process hold up as evidence that Kent and othé+gposess thinkers offer nothing of
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practical value to teachers of writing. In oneltd tmore recent studies of post-process
theory, Helen FosterSetworked Process: Dissolving Boundaries of ProeessPost-
Processthe author similarly quotes Kent in order to suamiae this negative view on
teaching. “As for the potential repercussions affmayic hermeneutics,” Foster writes,
“Kent says the theory would require us to re-thimk student/teacher relationship...we
would also understand that writing and reading redrbe taught, for nothing exists to
teach™ (9). While both Dobrin and Foster are sythpéic to post-process claims about
the limitations of process pedagogy, they both epsgsent what Kent has actually
claimed about teaching; in fact, they both misquGtat and fail to acknowledge that he
has never suggested it is impossible to teachngriti

The epigraph Dobrin utilizes is presented as adstédone sentence (beginning with
the capitalized “No”), but this is not what Kentites in his essay. Here is the full
guotation, one that suggests an idea noticealdysliemgent from what is implied in the
truncated quotation Dobrin constructs: “Althouglesplly designed composition and
literature courses can sharpen and expand a swigaiting and reading know-how, no
course can teach the acts of either writing orireid37). Next, the piece of quotation
Foster utilizes comes from a relatively clear erptéon Kent offers about how
conventions of writing are valuable “backgroundIsKiones that are teachable and ones
students should learn.

If we accept these claims [the principles of pageldvermeneutics], we cannot ignore

the pedagogical consequence of our position: vgiéind reading—conceived

broadly as processes or bodies of knowledge—camntaught, for nothing exists to

teach. In order to be understood on this poingddto repeat the commonsense
observation that certain background skills, suchraterstanding of grammar, can be
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taught, but the acquisition of these skills nevgairgntees that a student will be able
to communicate effectively; no framework theoryaoly kind can help a student
predict in advance the interpretation that somesse may give to an utterance. So,
any composition or literature pedagogy that presusueh a framework assumes that
writing and reading consist of a well-defined prexéhat, once mastered, allows us to
engage unproblematically in communicative intemctiParalogic Rhetoricl61)
| don’t see Kent suggesting anything here thataopable composition instructor would
counter; certainly effective writing requires muudlore than simply possessing
background knowledge of certain discourse convastiand nothing we teach can
guarantee that our students will become—as a diescit some particular pedagogy—
better writers or readers. Students can certaielrfi” something like grammar or how
to write a thesis statement for a research papéthis doesn’t mean students will
assimilate this knowledge in such a way that alltvesn to, as Kent says, “engage
unproblemtaically in communicative interaction.”
Those who write off Kent’s claim that teaching & possible are therefore writing
off a claim Kent never made. He finally acknowledge 2002 that this
misrepresentation of his position on teaching is trat “haunts me and often hounds
me.” As Kent explains,
| have never claimed thabmpositioncannot be taught, for we certainly may teach
systematically and rigorously subjects dealing viibhv texts operate, how texts
shape understanding, and how texts function witlfierent social contexts. My
claim that writing cannot be taught means simpét the need to know a bunch of
stuff before we can effectively communicate (wrgpeak, employ appropriate
gestures in public situations, select the rightegtand so forth). Certainly, we need to
know some sort of language (a system of signs umds) before we can
communicate, but we don’t need to share a commuyukzge in order to

communicate. Knowing a language and knowing hotntack about by employing it
are necessary but not sufficient for communicat{tfarincipled Pedagogy” 432)
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Another post-process theorist, Stephen Yarbrougpees with Kent's general assertion
that teaching writing and reading as bodies of Hedge is impossible. But Yarbrough
goes further to suggest that teaching a courseriimgvis not much different from
teaching a course on living. In other words, whe&mksays that people “need to know a
bunch of stuff” to effectively communicate, he etigely asserts that knowing how to
write requires knowing far much more than simplyto use commas and when to
avoid the passive voice; in fact, to successfulgnmunicate with others we must be able
to successfully interact with them, and successteraction requires successful
navigation of an environment, which itself requike®wledge about that environment,
and so forth. Yarbrough simply takes this idea #aitens it: learning how to write
requires the same skills needed for learning angtblse:
| still think teaching a “composition” or “how-toite” course makes about as much
sense as teaching a course on “how-to-live.” Weleam about and teach students
how people have lived, are living, and might lives can teach them how the
conditions in which people lived made their ways$ivihg necessary and possible;
we can teach them how people’s beliefs about thosditions have affected how
they live; we can teach them how the requiremeottife differ under differing
conditions, and so on—but we cannot teach themtbdive as suchAll we can say
about the teaching of life we can say about thehieg of discourse because once we
erase the distinction between language and thivagare and culture, we have erased
the difference between saying and doing—and sthedlifference between
discourse and life After Rhetoric213)
Certainly on its surface, Yarbrough’s explanatienécidedly more pointed than
anything Kent has written about teaching, yet fothiient and Yarbrough the point is

not that we should stop teaching students abotitwyrand the common habits and

expectations certain groups bring to written disseuywhat we should give up is bad
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pedagogy that pretends writing is sometrasgsuch something that exists within its own
epistemological matrix. The post-process theodsgsie that any writing pedagogy that
fails to acknowledge the artificiality of processtruction does a disservice to students
who might come to associate certain ways of wrigffgctively as the only ways to write
effectively. But again, any competent instructomddeachtheir students about the
artificiality of discourse no matter what spec#iicgle a composition course takes,
whether through principles of rhetorical theorytam modes of academic discourse, or
heuristic strategies like teaching writing as acpss.

To understand post-process as something othef‘@iméirprocess,” one must grasp
how post-process composition theory explains thBcaality of our discourse,
specifically with what Kent calls “paralogic herngertics,” his account for how discourse
works without appeals to grammar, language, disoommunities, and other
manifestations of conceptual schemes (e.g., corre)t As he explains, “both [Donald]
Davidson and Derrida agree that an irreconcilaplé exists between the sign or
sentence and its effect in the world. Becauseisfdplit, what Davidson calls ‘the
autonomy of meaning’ and Derrida calls ‘displacetyieve can never be certain that our
hermeneutic strategy—our use of signs—correspandadther hermeneutic strategy.”
In other words, when speakers of the same “languabe utilize the same “grammar”
discursively interact, appeals to either languaggrammar as systems that maintain the
stability of a discourse’s meaning are misinformeainely because we communicate
through paralogic hermeneutics, the constant inééing and reinterpreting of discourse

SO as to arrive at common “passing” theories ofnimgain the actual moments of
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communication, and since no two rhetorical situgtiare ever completely identical, this
constant hermeneutic guessing is required for conmcation to proceed. Kent does say
that

social conditioning, the sharing of certain comnpoactices, helps narrow the split

by supplying a heuristic starting place for intetation; that is, in day-to-day

communicative interaction we assume that our neighbmploy the same
hermeneutic strategy that we do, although, of ecgure may be wrong. (“Paralogic

Hermeneutics” 28)

What we call language, the signs we draw upon halytto communicate with others,
might therefore more accurately be described aschdé communicative theory—a
common cache of gestures and words we draw up@aube®thers use these same
gestures and words in a similar way.

What post-process composition theory posits, tlsea slightly less philosophical
description of how the principles of paralogic hermautics inform the work of
composition teaching. To this end the most extensnd in my view the best
explanation of post-process thought, is Kent'seztltollectionPost-Process Theoryin
the book’s introduction, Kent claims that most posicess theorists “hold three
assumptions about the act of writing: (1) writisgoublic; (2) writing is interpretive; and
(3) writing is situated” (1). To say that writing public is to acknowledge that even
though we sometimes write privately, that is, mlasion from others, discourse in
general is always a public act, a kind of commuiiveanteraction based on our previous
experiences of using discourse with others. AsiidastBreuch explains, “Emphasizing

the public nature of writing reminds us that beyending correctly, writers must work
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toward communicating their message to an audiefi&8), and this holds true even if a
writer has no immediately discernable audienceideitsf herself. On the surface these
three claims are not provocative, but Kent indiséd when taken together they negate the
claims of pedagogues who insist that learningritevean be boiled down to learning
certain formulas, rules, conventions, or processes.

To argue that writing is interpretive, Kent's sedarharacteristic of post-process
theory, is to acknowledge that both the receptimh@oduction of discourse is a
hermeneutic act. The implications of such an olzteym warrant teachers of writing to
use the products and our procedures of our disepuisat we use to explain things like
the writing process, for example, as heuristic neaestead of rigid guidelines. But as
every teacher of writing can probably testify, teiag the difference between how to
expect our discourse to work (prior theory) and hioactually does work (passing
theory) is much easier said than done. In othedsjanovice writers don't just struggle
with putting words on the page—how to get from fpages of written text to ten pages
of written text—they also struggle with how to racde the differences between speech
and written discourse. That is, successful writec®gnize that written discourse is just
as malleable as spoken discourse, and to do ewlerequires the same skill base, one
that is rooted in the work of paralogic hermeneatihaving the ability to effectively
anticipate how others will use discourse and imegrpne’s own.

Finally, to say that writing is situated simply @mnglcores that discourse is only
meaningful when we place it within a context. “Besa writing is a public act that

requires interpretative interaction with othersgpkains Kent, “writers always write from
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some position or some place; writers are never vo&/hPost-Proces8). The flipside
of this observation is that the products of oucdisse, like a written text for example,
are never stable entities that perfectly trandtat@ situate to situation. Another
contributor toPost-Process Theorgeorge Pullman, explains that texts are

the diaphanous effect of multiple interpretativiogt by people who may or may not

share contexts or interpretative practices, who arayiay not occupy the same

context at the moment of the text, who may in femte the text in common only as a

site of combat over other issues such as contel awircumstance of which the text

is merely a sign or even an epiphenomenon. (27-28)

The point Pullman suggests is that contexts capmua fixed, that even if we can
successfully anticipate how someone will internat written discourse tomorrow, for
example, the day after tomorrow might be different.

Surprisingly, there exists a dearth of criticisratthoints to how post-process theory
aligns with the classical rhetorical tradition. Wsave suggested at several points already,
there is very little that post-process theoristgoadte that runs counter to how most
teachers of writing already think about their wdrka sense, post-process theory
presents a novel conceptual vocabulary for actunglizow classical rhetorical theory
informs the work of teaching composition. In pautar it underscores the philosophical
work associated with teaching writing—how we shahigk about the unstable nature of
discourse and how to explain this phenomenon testugents. Ann Berthoff, certainly

not conventionally labeled a post-process thearestertheless connects how our

philosophies of discourse influence how we teacBxplaining reflexive inquiry as a
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strategy for “forming” composition (one of her mgh@ars for writing), she insists that

teaching writing must always be framed as a sp&cealandeavor:

Unless we think philosophically about thinking, whdikely to happen withmindis
what has already happened wittocessit will be used and manipulated within the
framework of positivist assumptions and thus wilt help us develop a pedagogy
appropriate to teaching the composing procé&3se Making of Meaning3)

Berthoff essentially calls for process pedagogadsetmore rhetorical, to recognize the
ever-changing relationships between writers, regdeard the texts they share in order to
become, as Kent would say, better hermeneutic gteesBhe enemy of rhetorical
sophistication, as far as Berthoff is concernegpositivist philosophy that looks for one

to one correlations between our words and our mganiAs she writes,

Positivist presuppositions are everywhere to badan current rhetorical theory, and
they are the chief cause of our woe. Let me offeolamical summary. Positivism is
a philosophy whose epistemology is fundamentakbpeaistionist. The positivist
notion of critical inquiry is a naive misconceptiohscientific method—what is
sometimes called “scientism.” Positivists beliehattempirical tests wield true facts
and that’s that; they do not understand that ssiesnest hypotheses. Underlying all
positivists methods and models is a notion of lagguas, alternately, a set of slots
into which we cram or pour meanings, or a veil thatt be torn asunder to reveal
reality directly, without the distorting mediatioh form. (If that sounds mystical, it's
because if you scratch a positivist, you'll findhastic: neither can tolerate the
concept of mediation.) | believe that we shoul@ceihis false philosophy, root and
branch, and in doing so it is important to reattzat we are in excellent company.
(62)

The company Berthoff names include noted pragnsaiistliam James and C.S. Peirce,
but she also names I.A. Richards, Susan LangerAHreti North Whitehead. To this
same list | would append Thomas Kent and the pastgss theorists, including Donald

Davidson, the philosopher to whom Kent is most Iotdd. Just as Berthoff rejects
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positivist epistemologies that ignore the contirges of experience and expectation,
what rhetorical theory has always aimed to negatsd too do the post-process theorists
reject positivist pedagogies. The difference witis tatter group, a difference Berthoff
hints at in the quotation before the above longeemrt, is that they specifically are
addressing the reality that many teachers of vgitincritically adopt positivistic
attitudes that betray the paralogic hermeneutidkwa actually do to communicate.
What post-process theory offers is a call to contpossts to acknowledge the
legitimacy of a non-foundationalist (e.g., non-pesstic) theory of discourse as the
starting position for teaching students how to ustad the way our words work. Insofar
as we are teaching students how to become bettee, competent writers, the flexibility
of our methods matter. Our responsiveness to howtadents negotiate the discursive
terrain in class should be reflected in their onatuming responsiveness to the plasticity
of language and the written word. In other words,want our students to develop
rhetorical sophistication and be sensitive usedisdfourse. Post-process therefore
represents an approach to theorizing compositianismon-foundational and open to
contingency. What is noticeably absent in soméefarticulations of post-process are
“pedagogic” formulas that teachers of writing capr@priate and graft into their
teaching, but criticism of post-process theoryhis tegard completely misses the point.
If we want a non-foundational writing pedagogy thesmneed to stop pretending that
theory and practice are two separate conceptuilesrthat must be mediated
pedagogically. This is not a claim originally fomdlad by advocates of post-process, for

this is exactly the kind of argument made by atl ¢hassical American pragmatists: C. S.
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Peirce, William James, G.H. Mead, and John DewayeTor example what Dewey
writes in “The Need for a Recovery of Philosophyliich should certainly be considered
one the best treatises on the fallacy of philoscadidualism:

For the static, cross-sectional, non-temporal ieadf subject and object, the

pragmatic hypothesis substitutes apprehensiortlihg in terms of the results in

other things which it is tending to effect. For th@que epistemological relation, it
substitutes a practical relation of a familiar typeesponsive behavior which changes
in time the subject-matter to which it applies. Timque thing about the responsive
behavior which constitutes knowing is the spedfiterence which marks it off from
other modes of response, namely, the part play@dinanticipation and prediction.

Knowing is the act, stimulated by this foresighgecuring and averting

consequences. The success of the achievement regdsestanding of the foresight

by which response is directed. (226-27)

With some slight tuning, Dewey’s emphasis on theegdential processes through which
apprehension of knowledge takes shape is the hegitnent Kent uses in his
articulation of paralogic hermeneutics. We can ngvedict with complete certainty how
our words are going to mean, just as we can neegligi with complete certainty that
our knowledge of something will hold as we entdufa exigencies. Hermeneutic
intelligence is like pragmatic intelligence, thédéa Dewey says is akin to “creative
intelligence, not a routine mechanic” (229).

While theorists like Kent have resisted explicgalission about the pedagogical
value of post-process theory in any conventionatext, several recent scholars of post-
process theory have risen to the occasion, incfudee-Ann Kastman Breuch and
Matthew Heard. According to the latter, post-pracd®eory “when carefully mapped

onto more familiar pedagogical strategies...can letpally instituted in ways that

build toward a promising and workable future foitimg instruction” (283-84). Toward
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the end of his essay “What Should We Do With Pastpss Theory?,” Heard explains
that process pedagogy and post-process theorynmeedntradict each other.
| have seen the perceived conflict between posgs®eals and the reality of
students’ experiences brought into a harmoniouspanductive dialectic, with
students ultimately benefiting from the dual ati@mgiven to their individual “prior”
theories (shaped through culture) and also thetrggaation in moments of “passing”
with dominant discourses. We as instructors haweigue opportunity to foster
students’ growth into adept producers and analyaledsscourse, and therefore we
need to figure out together how we can best catadywl facilitate the metacognitive
awareness of postprocess using our own ‘prior tegerthe resources and methods
we already employ. (291)
Heard offers rather detailed discussion of how d®dome to “practice” a post-process
pedagogy in his writing courses, a reflection thartainly recommend to critics of post-
process. More importantly, Heard demonstrates wbsit-process theory inherently
demands of teachers: to experiment with its priesipedagogically in order to develop
their own practical methods of teaching “post-pescéThat is to say, to teach post-
process is not to teach something (or rather, gbmg) in particular; it refers to the
philosophy of language from which an instructoipesds to the writing his students
produce. To teach students that writing is a predes example, is not necessarily
antithetical to a post-process philosophy, espgonien an instructor uses process
pedagogy as a kind of prior theory, to echo Dawigisdhich students use to anticipate
how their written discourse will develop. What aspprocess mindset stipulates in these
cases, however, is that the instructor couchegltf@eof process in heuristic terms,

presenting it as a kind of inventive strategy, sieove instrument, or simply a guiding

metaphor, one that is helpful to the extent thademts use it to become the rhetorically
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savvy discoursers we encourage. Of course, if wernrdéo those original teachers of
process like Donald Murray, this is exactly howgass pedagogy was utilized.

| have offered this brief review of post-procesmpaosition theory because it
suggests possibilities for what a non-foundatiatalomposition pedagogy looks like in
philosophical terms. But as Heard points out abtivejake any kind of non-
foundationalist philosophy applicable to one’s specircumstances, teachers must
develop this practical avenue of application famntiselves, pragmatically testingnat
they teach withhow wellit promotes the discursive values teachers waait shudents to
adopt. To this end, | want to suggest how collatimnaspeaks to what I interpret to be
the pedagogical consequences of post-process cdimpdbeory. Collaboration, in other
words, is the practical application through whidiale come to experientially
understand the principles of paralogic hermeneutiasnt to therefore explain how one
might conceptualize an externalist theory of call@on within the framework of a non-
foundationalist pedagogy, one that supports themg¢tenets of post-process theory, but
before | do this, in the next section | offer aloverview of what specifically a non-
foundationalist composition pedagogy might stipailay way general principles teachers

of writing can use to test the post-process qualityeir instruction.

From “Non-Foundationalist” to “Externalist” Writing Pedagogy: Some Provisional

Guidelines

When understood as a guiding philosophy, post-m®cemposition theory paves a

road for teachers of writing to understand the gedaal implications of non-
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foundationalist epistemology. Non-foundationalishany sort usually gets conflated
with postmodernispwhich at the sake of oversimplification simplyerences
philosophical arguments that assert there is norgt@r permanent point of stasis on
which to plant appeals to truth, rationality, memyiand the like. In short, postmodern
philosophy dismantles epistemological foundatidhdernalist language philosophy such
as interactionst rhetorical theory, for examplglaxs why some supposedly non-
foundationalist theories are actually foundatiofiké social constructionism and sociol-
epistemic rhetoric. Indeed, social constructiothisbry is quite modern insofar as it uses
ideas about cultural relativity to account for gfeenomenon of incommensurability,
when two or more competing arguments, beliefs,comtg of view seem hopelessly
deadlocked.Kenneth Bruffee, for example, supposedly forwaramn-foundationalist
theory when he argues that consensus arrivedatghrcollaboration enacts the work of
a discourse community, but this supposedly amorphmetaphysical concept of a
discourse community is a foundation, a ground orclvbpistemological appeals are
given root’ Because the term “non-foundational” (and its véoia) has been frequently
used by rhetoricians and compositionists to des@dhools of theory like social
constructionism, | find it necessary to drop thent@nd employ in its place the term
“externalist,” the same marker | use to name mypmhef collaboration. While this latter
term is in many ways just as generalized as thme teon-foundationalist,” it not only
encourages readers to separate interactionistritettheory from other supposedly
“non-foundational” theories, but the term also d#éadrom no negative prefix (the

“non”), which some might interpret as needlesslgagtional and contrarian.

204



An externalist theory of writing, therefore, mustreehow offer an adequate
explanation for why writing should not be taughtiigh conceptual schemes, whatever
artificial systems of language use (rules, gramp@osventions, etc.) that mark the
discourse communities in which they are to beatetl in college. In this section |
connect post-process composition theory to a pianas list of guidelines that a
externalist writing pedagogy would support. | pregbese guidelines as ones teachers of
composition can use to help articulate the postgse quality of their pedagogies. In
addition, these guidelines can be utilized to pratipally test pedagogy after the fact, to
determine how well the principles of post-procesgenbeen actualized in our actual
teaching.

So an externalist writing pedagogies would gengmalpport the following claims:

The most important object of inquiry is the paraddgermeneutic process.

« Our written discourse is a form of communicativeeraction, subject to the
same contingencies of all discourse.

« The most effective writers are those who can grdie the prior theories of
their readers and adjust their written discoursmatngly.

« The most effective assignments are those thatnegreative experimentation
with discursive conventions.

« The products students compose are only continggatbable in relationship to

the rhetorical awareness that reflection on thelypecton of those products

evidences in a student’s discourse.
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The most important object of inquiry is the paralogc hermeneutic process.

Many iterations of process pedagogy imply thatstfages of writing, what we do
from one moment to the next when we actually corapss to speak, is the most
important object of inquiry in a composition courBest-process theory emphasizes,
however, that if the teaching of writing is redusadely to the teaching of process, that
is, to a narrow articulation of “how to” lessonatimove students from stage to stage—
how to invent, how to draft, how to revise, howetlit—students are presented with a
false and potentially unproductive outlook on wtegt work of composition involves. As
Berthoff writes inThe Making of Meaning

Composing is not a process like playing a gamermifis or cooking a meal; there are

no hard and fast rules, and it does not proceedéndirection—in a straightforward

manner. Composing is not a linear process, thouwt W creates has a linear form.

(20)

With that said, understanding paralogic hermensugigces compositionists an
explanatory space in which to couch ideas like ¢pss” or any other strategies for (or
metaphors of) composing as examples of prior the&nyor theory,” as you will recall,
is the term that Donald Davidson uses to denoteweware prepared for others to
interpret our discourse. As part of the triangalagprocess within Davidson’s theory of
communicative interaction, prior theory anticipaflest cannot account for) passing
theory, how others actually do interpret our disseuDavidson’s theory of
communicative interaction has been interpreted byraber of post-process theorists

who clearly explain the difference between priod @assing theories, so | will simply
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point out here that for Davidson successful comation boils down to coherence, the
convergence and sharing of meaning, and this ressinccessful hermeneutic gues$ing.
To put this differently, successful communicatiamcuars when two or more
interlocutors can anticipate how others will usstgees (like words) to mean. It is
through the constant process of adjusting bothwards and how we take these words to
mean that prior theories converge into passingrib®0As Stephen Yarbrough explains
the process,
Triangulation refers to the response and countgrenese of (minimally) two
interlocutors to a third object that both can cdma&lentify as the “common cause”
of their respective responses. This process dfdand error, vision and revision,
action and reaction, allows the interlocutors’ @sges to ‘converge’ upon a common
cause. Moreover, this process of learning togettett thingsare is thesameprocess
as learning what the words that refer to thoseggnmeari. (“On the Very Idea” 495)
To therefore say that the most important objech@éiry is the paralogic
hermeneutic process is to suggest that studentsitoig should be invested in the
deliberate examination of how discourse works @nléivel of hermeneutics. In other
words, when writers can come to terms with theityetiiat our language is inherently
unstable, that our words and how we deploy themnmeaer be fixed so as to ensure
successful future communication, that we are alvieysng to adjust our prior theories,
then they are better prepared to rhetorically eadhg “processes,” or rather “acts” of
composition. As Yarbrough might suggest, they ateel prepared to rhetorically engage
what he calls the phases of discourse, his reirgtion of how the traditional rhetorical

appeals of logos, ethos, and pathos can be exglaiitkin an interactionist rhetorical

framework.
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As an example of how to emphasize the paralogiméeeutic process that accounts
for our discourse, Yarbrough’s rendering of thetohieal appeals is quite useful on a
pedagogical level. For many teachers of writing, rtietorical appeals often get rendered
in our teaching as interchangeable parts of dissufarbrough uses the production of
car as an ongoing example of this kind of thinkiAg.he explains,

the assumption seems to be that the associatioosgathought, emotion, and ethics

are merely coincidental—much as one might assuateatbar’s color, shape, and

material are coincidental—and that one might wiéddlraan argument’s ethical appeal
without affecting its rational or emotional appeaiist as one might alter a car’s

color without affecting its shape or material. (91
Using interactional rhetorical theory, Yarbrouglpksns why this assumption is
incorrect and explains that our communication i®agoing process, that we use
discourse to interrupt, alter, and redirect. Whendiscourse is viewed as a unitary
process, we can think of the rhetorical appealeesenting phases through which our
gestures and words are made meaningful. Callingettiee cognitive, ethical
apperceptive, and affective phases, Yarbrough explow we converge on meanings
through this hermeneutic process of adjusting gheories (the cognitive phases), but
the topical relationships that condition perspegtifiow we relate to things” (the ethical
phase), often must be altered to adjust to brokeeaations “either about how our
interlocutors will interact with things with wordsry about how things will interact with
us” (the affective phase). He explains that if expectations were never broken in our
discursive interactions, “if everyone thought apdise as we do, and if we were gods

who could rightly predict the behavior of all thengll the time—we would never
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experience emotion” (502, 503). Even though the ggiick summary of Yarbrough’s
take on the rhetorical appeals, it neverthelessemts one way teachers of writing can
teach students about the paralogic hermeneutiepsatirough which we communicate.
Having an explanation for how to think about thetdnical appeals as interrelated
phases of our discourse instead of as a set ath@rgeable parts obviously yields
pedagogical appeal since, for me at least, | wanstondents to think rhetorically about
their writing without reducing the rhetorical apfse# qualities we use to dress up a text.
Extending his car metaphor, Yarbrough explains dstourse
is not some thing that can be broken into partsparidogether again like a car.
Discourse is an intervention in an ongoing, complex normally habitual process.
Writing is more like driving a car than building@n(508-09)
So when it comes to locating the paralogic hermen@uocess as the most important
object of inquiry in a composition course, this giynmeans that in all of our
explanations and responses, in our assignmentdigcuksions, writing is never treated
like a closed system. In fact, when it comes tatétaehing of writing, Davidson’s
concept of prior theory, just like Yarbrough’s renicig of the rhetorical appeals, can be
adjusted to denote those ideas with which we usaticipate how our composing will
work, what will be required in order to render wdhadr words we believe will become

effective written discourse.
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Our written discourse is a form of communicative irteraction, subject to the same
contingencies as all discourse.

Obviously related to the above discussion of thalpgic hermeneutic process, this
second guideline underscores the fact that outemriliscourse operates the same way as
our spoken discourse, according to the principfemmunicative interaction, a fact
that many teachers of writing either do not undergtor have never carefully considered.
One of the potential hazards of an over-determpredess pedagogy is that students
never have the opportunity to reflect on and subsetly incorporate this knowledge
about communicative interaction into their underdtag of writing. From an externalist
perspective, when the subject of writing is preséras a closed epistemological system,
a student might come to conceptually separateemritiscourse from other forms of
communication, what no doubt contributes to mamyn#oof “writer’s block” and other
instances of stymied discourse. As Reed Way Daeeklnotes,

An author’s understanding of what the words hehersses is never perfectly

matched by a reader’s, and, therefore, theoriggpthst such a shared understanding

as necessary for communication aren’t going to viorkvriting. (“A Response” 524-

25)

In the end, teachers need to emphasize that wrigpepking, and even reading are all
forms of the same hermeneutic process, which pastegs theorists account for using
paralogic hermeneutics.

Thomas Kent suggests that an externalist pedaggaposts the following claims,

ones that exclusively point to the work of commatiie interaction:
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() writing and reading are kinds of communicaiiveraction; (2) communicative
interaction requires triangulation; (3) triangubatirequires us to make hermeneutic
guesses about how others will interpret our uttezan(4) the process we employ to
make our hermeneutic guesses cannot be codifipdp(sequently, no system or
framework theory can predict in advance how utteearwill be interpreted; (6)
therefore, neither writing nor reading can be rediio a systemic process or to a
codifiable set of conventionP#éralogic161)

Kent follows these claims with the stipulation tkaen though things like grammar,

paragraph cohesion, and so forth are often codifiexdconventions of discourse and

useful as “background knowledge,” such conventimnthemselves are not sufficient for

communicative interaction. As Kastman Breuch pomits Kent “does not suggest that

teaching writing is impossible; he suggests thatheng writingas a systerns

impossible” (123). The pedagogical takeaway of usid@ding that our written discourse

is a form of communicative interaction can therefbe developed into a continual

commitment to highlight the contingencies of owadirsive conventions.

The most effective writers are those who can antigate the prior theories of their
readers and adjust their written discourse accordigly.

As is my intention, | hope this tentative discussid an externalist writing pedagogy
shows that hardly any radical adjustment is reguinehow many of us probably already
conceptualize the work of teaching writing. Perhtyis third guideline is the one that
most reflects the reality that a non-foundationating pedagogy does not dismantle
commonsense knowledge about composition. Just asusecontinually adjust our
discourse with interlocutors so as to promote threvergence of passing theories, so too

does our writing require constant hermeneutic gogsbat anticipates how others will
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read our words. To write effectively, then, reqgsitieat we correctly anticipate how an
audience is prepared to interpret our discourse.

From James Kinneavy'’s articulation of the “modeftiiscourse, to Linda Flower’'s
distinction between writer-based and reader-baseskpfrom Peter Elbow’s conception
of private writing, to Mike Rose’s analysis of tHanguage of exclusion”; from
Jacqueline Jones Royster’s meditation on voicBlaiocy Sommers study of response
“between the drafts,” scholars in composition halweays emphasized in one way or
another the importance of anticipating an audidacene’s writing. But in a similar way
to how Yarbrough makes an argument against tre#ttimghetorical appeals as
interchangeable building blocks, so too can wektlhimout audience from an
interactionist perspective. Many students of wgtget introduced to the rhetorical
triangle in composition courses, that figure whicimnects the idea of an audience to a
writer/speaker and a text/discourse. Certainlyeh&heuristic value in utilizing the
rhetorical triangle to isolate certain elements ohetorical situation to better understand
the situation, but each of these elements canydasiimisrepresented as different parts of
our discourse if the three corners of the rhetbticangle get emphasized more than the
lines that connect them. In other words, the h&anslue of the rhetorical triangle is
located in its ability to illustrate how one’s ception of a speaker, for example, affects
that discourse’s intended audience, which in tumuianeously influences how we
conceptualize the content of a discourse itself.

It is valuable then to encourage students to devalbealthy conception of what an

effective writer does as a means to illustrate thette is no body of knowledge or
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specifically defined skill set that can ever be taged on our way to becoming better
writers. In her discussion about a writer’'s ageimclyer essay iPost-Process Theoyy
Barbara Couture contends that actualizing

personal agency is a constant process of matcheitpble expressive resources with

our design for our own lives, of adjusting to thossources, and of noting how they

coincide with or differ from our intended expressi(44)

Using Charles Altieri’'s understanding of what héscawillful acts,” Couture suggests
that we conceptualize writing, i.e., the inscriptf discourse, as a form of design that
experiments with writing skills that get develogbdough emulation of “recognized
discourse practices.” As she continues,

The process of achieving alignment with certairogeized discourse practices, for

instance, discourse styles and ways of knowinglires choosing what to value on

the basis of some formula for one’s own happineeslizing that choice, and then

negotiating that choice with others to see it m=liwithin our lives. (43, 44)

In short, we might say that effective writers fe&w anticipate the prior theories they
read in “recognized discourse practices” and thinauggotiation of these prior theories
through activities like rereading, revision, aneépeeview, we attempt to “realize” our
discursive expression in text.

The catch here, however, is that from a non-foundat perspective there can never
be “correct” ways of adjusting our discourse foraandience. That is, making appeals to
grammar or certain conventions of academic diseoassthe “right” way of doing things
in our writing misrepresents the rhetorical natfreur communication. As | constantly

tell my own students, when it comes to rhetoric #redprinciples of communicative
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interaction, our writing can never be “good” (aatele marker of value) because at best it
can only be effective (at communicating the meamegntend an audience to

understand).

The most effective assignments are those that regeaicreative experimentation with
discursive conventions.

“In emphasizing the mutability of our prior undenstling,” explains Dasenbrock,
“Davidson establishes creativity and innovatiothatvery heart of communication” (“A
Response” 525). When teachers of writing contiryudiliect the attention of their
students to the paralogic hermeneutic process whilghasizing that effective writers
learn to recognize and anticipate how their writlestourse is affected by the same
interactive conditions that affect their spokercdigrse, they illuminate the contingent
operations of communicative interaction. But studeme placed in composition courses
because colleges and universities want their stuatsiy to foster the discursive skills
that will make them successful (usually academachimunicators, and obviously
students can expect that in college they will haveerform discursively in ways that
might be unfamiliar and will require the developrmehskills they do not yet have.

To encourage the discursive skill set a compostgacher wants for her students, she
obviously designs writing assignments that regsivelents to practice these skills. But
from an externalist perspective the most effecisgignments are those that require
creative experimentation with discursive convergiofo echo Couture’s argument that
as agents of discourse we identify “recognizedalisge conventions” in which to

develop our communicative skills, so too must cosmpmnists identify “recognized
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discourse conventions” for their students to eneudattd with which to experiment. As
Dasenbrock notes, “We attain our own voice, a Deamibn approach to usage suggests,
not by slavishly following nor by desperately avamireceived conventions, but by
playing off them” (525). | have no stake in makengargument about what types of
discourse conventions, “modes” of argument, stgfesriting, and the like should be
included in the teaching of a composition coursdact, attempting such an argument
would run counter to the provisions of an extestaliriting pedagogy offered here. What
matters, however, is that students are given aspgaee and time to experiment with
conventions of discourse order to recognize how conventions of discoarse
contingent and interactiveBy this latter term, interactive, | mean that whiecomes to
communicative interaction we are always engagihgrstthrough our use of discourse
even when those others are not immediately presgttysically identifiable. Discursive
conventions are conventions because other discoums@ted them and still others
emulate them, and thus writers can benefit fromearpenting with such conventions as
a means of honing their hermeneutic guessing. Asdfeoster reminds us, “Language is
the source of conventions, not the result of thema, they come to light only in the act of
language making” (“Contingency” 152). Or as Matthideard has observed, it is
necessary “to emphasize conventions and strategiastive, living prior theories
gathered from real interaction between writers amdiences” (295). While certainly
teachers might value certain conventions of diss®ower others in the writing
classroom, what makes an assignment effectivevisamal to what extent it asks students

to play with these conventions as a means of dpugjcaheir prior theories about them.
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The products students compose are only contingentixaluable in relationship to the
discursive awareness that reflection on the produin of those products evidences.

Like many of these guidelines, this last one pdiotehat many might consider
conventional wisdom. Process pedagogy, aftersafgunded on the notion that if writers
can reflect upon and identify the different parftsheir writing processes, they are better
positioned to intervene and remedy problems assatiaith writing in general. Post-
process composition theory is founded on the olasexrv that, upon reflection, our
communication is paralogic and thus resistant thfa criteria; it is thoroughly
hermeneutic. At the risk of sounding aphoristiéeetive writers are reflective writers.
The longer | teach composition the less concerraed With the final products my
students compose; what | care about is a studebifity to evidence knowledge about
her writing, how it is and is not effective, andahwell she can reflect upon her own
discursive awareness of this effectiveness. Inrotloeds, it doesn’t matter, for example,
if my students can write a summary according totedex standards to which | imagine
good summaries conform. What does matter is thastomjents can talk about what they
did as they composed a summary, why they did W Wwell it adheres to certain
conventions, and maybe even how it could be doifierently.

To this end multiple and varied opportunities fagodirsive reflection are absolutely
necessary if teachers want their students to utadhetshe paralogic hermeneutic process
that informs their communicative interactions. Byadirsive reflection, | simply mean
that students consider different questions abait thscourse, how it works, and why

they write in certain ways. In fact, the questians limitless depending on what a teacher

216



wants students to direct attention towards. No endltte specific direction teachers
encourage reflection, students should always bepted to consider the how and why
of their prior theories, how and why they have assd their discourse will work in
certain ways. “In my own experience,” notes Heard,

| came to realize that practicing postprocess thesguires a moment-by-moment,

class-by-class commitment to the goal of teachingng through engagement and

interaction. Without this commitment, instructorayrfind themselves slipping back

into habits that subtly reinforce writing as a ttmbe mastered. (294)
Addressing his role as an instructor, Heard’s olz®n holds true for students as well
since they, too, often conceptualize writing as@.tWhat he calls a “moment-by-
moment, class-by-class” commitment to engagemairdaraction is where discursive
reflection is most important. Many standard elera@fitcomposition courses, such as
instructor feedback, peer-review, and one-on-omderencing represent “passing
moments,” as Heard suggests, “where the prior tbeoiff students and teacher meet, and
create new discourse that in turn affects the pheories of both parties” (297).
Discursive reflection in this case means that wespdo reflect upon the passing theories
of our discourse in retrospect as a means forirgyibese prior theories in anticipation
of their future deployment.

N——

| suggest that opportunities for discursive reftatshould be multiple and varied
because the overall experience of reflection istraffsctive when we have multiple
perspectives through which to evaluate our dis@ursa composition course, discursive

reflection can be encouraged through formal anormél writing assignments, various
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forms of group interaction, different types of irétal analysis, peer-review reflections,
individual and group conferencing, and, for whichill make a case below, collaborative
writing. Some might suggest that valuing the distug awareness students develop
through reflection on the processes and produdisenf writing is undercut by the reality
of assigning grades, which of course must be calledlaccording to whatever (arbitrary)
standards of evaluation we use to assess studdatrpance. But as Heard suggests,
“grading does not necessarily paralyze studentgldpment of metacognitive
awareness within a postprocess environment,” araduwts the discursive space created
during conferences as evidence. He notes,

| came to understand that the most helpful andemtittally postprocess moments

during the quarter ultimately took place during-@meone conferences, wherein

individual students and | collaborated to solvepgheblems that were affecting their

writing.(298)
In other words, the metacognitive reflection thatwrs during one-on-one conferences is
how, for Heard at least, he came to value postga®theory pedagogically. “My
students commented that the time spent in indiVidoaferences was the most
productive and useful activity for them during tigarter,” Heard concludes, “and their
comments altogether credit the postprocess claamnli¢larning takes place through the
kind of collaborative negotiation that postprocestraces and that these conferences
enabled” (298-99).

It is not coincidental that Heard references catakion twice in the conclusion of
his essay; indeed he credits the “collaborativeotiagion” fostered in student

conferences as evidence of how post-process tlwaorproductively inform a non-
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foundational writing pedagogy. But as Heard nadtes students say they most benefited
as writers in these conferences, confessing tleaetkialuable interactions between he
and his students were significantly limited in camgon to the time these students
actually spent in class. Therefore, | believe fosteopportunities for sustained
collaboration, like the kind of collaboration thdeard shared with his students, can
benefit students of writing in ways that exemptife guidelines of an externalist writing

pedagogy that | have been suggesting.

Collaboration and Externalist Pedagogy

In response to the consideration of whether arrealist writing pedagogy is
experientially possible, | wish to continue my dission of collaboration by explicitly
connecting it to post-process philosophy. The eist theory of collaboration this
dissertation develops is linked most directly tetporocess in my suggestion that we
cannot predetermine the outcomes of successfdlmmttion, at least not when it comes
to material production. The same applies for composwhen informed by post-
process: there is no generic system of criterindaa be met to ensure an effective
written text. Collaboration points to a discursredationship fostered by individuals who
want to engage in novel discourse; it is not anatuatethod for mediating the epistemic
workings of a discourse community. As a technolfgyrhetorical invention and
intervention, collaboration is valuable for the wal which individuals come together to

foster reflexive dialogue. Collaboration is a nanrfiulaic process of interaction
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discoursers must deliberately initiate and cargfidflect upon in order to pragmatically
test the effectiveness of their discourse.

As | pointed to above, Matthew Heard’s appeal ttaboration is the most effective
method through which to pedagogically enact theqipies of post-process theory. |
want to mention several other scholars who havehezhsimilar conclusions. In
Fragments of Rationalif\Lester Faigley says that at least since theniateteenth
century, “college writing teachers have been hgamilested in the stability of the self
and the attendant beliefs that writing can be amm@ self-discovery and intellectual
self-realization,” and this continues to be theegdsven at a time when extensive group
collaboration is practiced in many classrooms” (1®)'Paralogic Hermeneutics and the
Possibilities of Rhetoric,” Kent points to the poagerance of “monologic writing” in
composition courses, writing that “always stopst dnever engages the other in open-
ended dialogue and collaboration” (38). This latyge of writing, what Kent calls
“dialogic writing,” occurs “when students enterartollaborative—and therefore
hermeneutic—interaction with the other” (37). FaJl Foster, collaboration is the
perfect method for negotiating the discursive dotslthat concern the ethical demands
of teaching writing. “The turn toward the sociabahe emphasis on difference create
unpredictable, often unstable interactions thataftan lead to conflicts.” Conflict, he
says, is more than the petty clashing of opinibméan the collision of divergent
attitudes, values, judgments, and personal temparancompounded in any classroom

group dedicated to recognizing difference” (15@lldwing the lead of David Bleich,

220



Foster believes that students and teachers muestitgrengage conflict through dialogue
and sensitive forms of disclosure via collaboratiiszourse.

The only limitations to connecting collaborationpost-process composition theory is
that no one has yet considered with any detail whb&boration might mean when it
informs a post-process perspective. That is, eweangh Heard, Faigley, Kent, and Foster
all point to collaboration as a productive modengjuiry in a writing classroom, none of
them tease out what they mean by collaboratiomués. $ndeed, post-process theorists as
a whole have failed to consider the pedagogicalications of post-process through a
externalist explanation of collaboration. More thaenty years ago, Lisa Ede and
Andrea Lunsford, anticipating Faigley’s similar ebgation inFragments of Rationality
reminded the field of composition in their boBkgular Texts/Plural Authorsow
“collaborative learning theory has from its inceptifailed to challenge traditional
concepts of individualism and ownership of idead laas operated primarily in
traditional ways.” They continue, “Students may kvtogether on revising or on problem
solving, but when they write, they typically wriédone in settings structured and
governed by a teacher/authority in whom power se@’ (118). Ede and Lunsford
challenged the discipline to experiment with exexhdollaborative writing in the
classroom, especially in ways that substantialljawout the privileging of single-
authored texts. In addition, this challenge is taved by the post-process indictment of
product-centered pedagogy that places ultimateevatuthe material inscriptions that

students produce despite process rhetoric thattasgbherwise.
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But what does collaboration look like from a pedgigal perspective, especially
when we give authority to students over the dioecof their collaboration? Ede and
Lunsford resist outlining definitive guidelines foollaborative writing because they
believe such outlining would undermine the spificollaborative inquiry to widen the
potential for discursive novelty; it would undercas they put it, our ability to
“problematize both theory and practice” (122). Ndlveless, they do offer some guiding
principles for teachers who want to experiment wittollaborative writing assignment:

Poor collaborative writing assignments are arddien the sense that one person could

really complete the assignment alone: such assigtsnead only to busy work and

frustration.... [They] also fail to provide guidelsér students about the processes
they might best use to complete the assignmenttefédy. Students are simply
assigned a topic or a project and abandoned tatiaggjthe minefield of
interpersonal and group processes.(123)

Certainly Ede and Lunsford are correct in theieasment that instructors should
provide helpful strategies for students to negetihe intersections of their collaboration
with one another, but to say that to do otherwigams casting students aside,
abandoning them in the “minefield of interpersoawadl group processes,” seems like an
overstatement. From the perspective of an extestrihkeory of collaboration, this is what
students should be doing when they engage eachtatioeigh a collaborative writing
assignment. That is, when teachers leave collakeratiters on their own, they have the
opportunity to create and develop the discursileimnship necessary to engage in
successful collaborative writing in the first pla@ertainly they should be given

direction and even resources to understand th&tudsive engagement (such as

collaborative heuristics, for example), but jumpingdo their collaboration and learning
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on the fly is necessary for that reflexive dialogo@rganically grow out of this
interaction. So where Ede and Lunsford are right ibeir suggestion that teachers
should provide collaborative writers, especiallgxperienced ones, with pedagogical
coaching, or as they say, some “guidelines foresttslabout the processes they might
best use to complete the assignment effectivelg.thls end, John Pell and | have
written a forthcoming essay for college studenwudlcollaborative writing, one that
offers novice collaborative writers twelve diffetdreuristic, process-oriented strategies
for actually engaging in the work of collaboratiweting, but as an advocate of post-
process composition theory | certainly won'’t hoftlthese strategies as the only
strategies teachers might use to instruct studdyust collaborative writing.Unlike the
advice of Ede and Lunsford, | suggest there iséredous value in letting new
collaborative writers struggle with the varioussimations they are sure to experience.
Moreover, | don’t believe that a collaborative wrif assignment need be any different
from a non-collaborative writing assignment. Iflablration with another student is
presented as an option on an assignment, no spealeslor requirements need apply as
far as the assignment details are concerned. Tipoge of collaborative writing from a
pedagogical standpoint is to heighten éxperienceof composition; a bad collaborative
writing assignment would probably still be bad evfethere was no collaborative
requirement. In other words, instructors need mtielse that some extra element should
be included to make a collaborative writing assigntrsomehow truly “collaborative.”
To suggest that such elements exist, moreoves,fadltback on an arbitrary material

division between collaboratively composed and @raglthored texts.
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| have suggested that we can use an externalmtytioé collaboration to demonstrate
how collaboration itself, especially collaboratiweting, can be deployed productively as
a working model of what a non-foundationalist wigtipedagogy might look like in
practice. To briefly return to the guidelines préase in the last section, | will draw a few
connections between those and the working teneda ekternalist theory of
collaboration that were developed at the end ofp@hvdour. Now slightly amended for
brevity, those tenets are:

1. Collaboration refers to the dynamic commitmegtinieen two or more
individuals to engage in reflexive dialogue in arteeanticipate novel discourse.

2. Collaborators negotiate the ethical spacesef ttollaboration through concerted
efforts recognize, retrace, and reengage momermtisadrsive novelty.

3. The primary purpose of collaboration is discugsto anticipate novel discourse,
so collaboration may or may not result in matguralduction.

4. Collaborators attempt to transform and transgties imagined limits of their
discursive inquiry, which requires both a commitintenthink alongside another
person while consciously shaping effective disceurs

These tenets nicely complement the guidelinesriandernalist writing pedagogy
through a relatively focused articulation of whall@borators might do when they make
the paralogic hermeneutic process the primary olojetheir inquiry. As | suggested in
Chapter Three, reflexive dialogue requires intartors to consider their own positias
interlocutorsin response to each other; it requires them tkthbout their discourses

discourseit opens opportunities, in other words, to idgnéind examine the paralogic
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hermeneutic effects that have influenced the pssioa of their discourse. Moreover,
while | have already explained how we might conagefpte the idea of novel discourse
within an externalist theory of collaboration, irtk there is heuristic potential in thinking
about how the anticipation of passing theory—asayeted at interpretations—might
also help us to define novel discourse for studenéspedagogically accessible manner.
To recognize how writing is subject to the samesuwnd contingencies of all
communicative interaction, the work of collaboratiespecially collaborative writing, is
one method through which to encourage studentsateerthis connection on their own.
Collaborative writing requires a healthy combinataf talking and writingvith another
person While certainly collaborative writers at somemgsiwill write separately, they
nevertheless must talk through their writing ay tbft text that reflects their shared
discourse. The more (and varied) opportunitieshterccan provide for collaborative
writers to experiment with the simultaneity of skieg/writing, the more “real” writing
becomes for students as a form of communicativeaction, one that requires the same
kinds of hermeneutic guessing they perform in tghmut their day-to-day interaction
with the world. And this holds true when we consitlte third guidelines for a non-
foundational writing pedagogy, that effective wri€an both anticipate the prior theories
of their readeraind adjust their written discourse accordingly. Codiediive writers have
the very intimate spaces of their discursive retathip in which to test out these prior
theories on each other; they have more freedonaandcreased potential to hone their

skills at this kind of deliberate hermeneutic guags
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Collaboration also provides the discursive spaacghith students can experiment
with various conventions of discourse, the fountidgline, through the anticipation of
novel discourse that an externalist theory of cafation stipulates. The last guideline,
that the products students compose are less inmpahi@n the discursive awareness that
results from reflection on the production of thgseducts, resonates with all four tenets
above because it is through reflection that we ttaosexperience, and it is through the
accumulation of experience that we establish theiwvg knowledge from which to
shape and anticipate things like prior theoriesgf@mple, or the discursive awareness
that allows us to name the novel qualities of ascalrse.

So to ask, then, a direct question: Is collaboret@achable? The answer, like the
guestion posed to post-process theorists abouhehetriting is teachable, is both yes
and no. Post-process theorists assert that wigingt teachable if we conceptualize
writing as a body of knowledge that operates adgngrtb its own epistemological
systems. On the other hand, we can certainly “teemtiventions of discourse, naming
themas conventionsout teaching certain conventions of discourses s mean that we
are teaching writing, at least when writing is greied as something with its own
“thingness.” Similarly, if collaboration is broketown and presented as a series of
discreet steps that collaborators follow to actuedillaborate, collaboration is certainly
not teachable since collaboration as such doesxisit There is no right or wrong way
to collaboratively foster the reflexive dialogudlaborators share, nor is there a right or
wrong way to identify the novel discourse collaltora anticipate, for this is what

collaborators must do themselves as a functiohaf tdiscursive commitment to each
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other. So just as post-process theorists insistthing cannot be reduced into a “how
to” mode of discourse, so too does an externdlesirty of collaboration resist such
reduction. Furthermore, just as post-process thsouse externalist philosophy to
explain the paralogic hermeneutic character of comoative interaction, an externalist
theory of collaboration simply explains how thisraounicative interaction functions for
individuals who enter into a collaborative relasbip.

An important observation about my discussion ofatmiration and post-process
composition theory is that | have resisted disawgsgiith any detail what these things
might look like by way of concrete, road-testedrapées. That is, while | have
mentioned a few ways in which to enact collaboratiad practice the values espoused
by a non-foundational writing pedagogy, | have egtlonly pointed in certain directions
when it comes to the development of actual assigtsnactivities, discussions, and
everything else for which as teachers we are resplenfor planning, implementing, and
assessing in the classroom. But this is purposkeédause as a theorist of collaboration,
one who values externalist, non-foundational valuden’'t want to tell teachers what to
teach. The externalist theory of collaborationfenfs meant to initiate discussion about
how we conceptualize the work of composition, idiadn to what it means to actually
share work in the work of composition. | think of/self as both a realist and an idealist
when it comes to collaboration and the teachingoofiposition, and in this way |
recognize that collaboration cannot completely réehthow we teach composition in the
university; however, | do believe that as a disogrhetoric and composition can

embrace something like a collaborative ethic, ¢ra¢ €ncourages instructors to
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experiment with extended collaboration while makgyogd on the challenge set forward
more than two decades ago by Ede and Lunsfordtdgaahers of writing who have
certainly established their collaborative work assolute testament to the pedagogical
value of collaboration. Byron Stay observes, howetat to be “successful”
collaborative writers like Ede and Lunsford “reejig] a level of sophistication and
commitment not easily transferred to the classrammd, the success of these teams does
not mean that classroom co-authorship is eithesiplesor desirable” (43). Certainly
Stay is correct, since after all, collaborativetens who have had success like Ede and
Lunsford have also had decades to hone the sagtisti of their collaborative voice.
But | would argue the only difference between #fexive dialogue that two freshmen
writers create together and the reflexive dialogju@red by collaborators like Ede and

Lunsford is simply a matter of degree.

Coda: Why Teach What is Not Teachable?

With an externalist theory of collaboration thedhgpractice debate that exists
between process and post-process thought dissaleeguestions about how students
might come together collaboratively to negotiattiprior theories of discourse and
writing, anticipating these expectations and figdimays to effectively render text. My
arguments have been primarily theoretical, takemfinteractionist rhetorical theory,
pragmatist philosophy, and the limited scholarsimpost-process pedagogy that the
field of composition has produced. Understandadibyne compositionists resist

capitulating to theory that might seem completeitenable pedagogically, theory that
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leads teachers down a “hall of mirrors,” to echeftitle of an essay about non-

foundationalist philosophy and composition pedagogpavid Smit. As he writes,

proponents of non-foundationalist philosophy (hesuhe term “anti-foundationalism”),
often seem to imply that our language and knowlaxdbe world is an infinite hall
of mirrors, in which diction and syntax, rules eammar, the neurological structure
of the human mind, and what we call reality reflecé another with no ultimate

source of all the shifting mirror images. (36)

Smit projects what is an understandable frustraterards such theory because, as he
explains, if theory “is to have any relevance tmposition and rhetoric, it must offer
some convincing suggestions about how we ougldaoht writing, suggestions which
seem to be organic or integral to the theory” (41).

Like so many others, Smit divides a line betweeotiy and practice, how we think
and what we do. Such a perspective obviously h@suseconsequences for the prospects
of something like post-process composition theargng own externalist theory of
collaboration. But Smit makes an interesting obaton, one that is certainly worth
consideration when weighting the potentialitiesanfexternalist writing pedagogy even if
we have theory that “seems to accurately descaobeesaspect of the way language
works or the way language reflects the materialdyar does not necessarily follow that
the best way to teach is to model instruction afiat theory.” He continues,

A certain state of affairs may not necessarilyheeliest model for how to teach

othersaboutthat state of affairs. Similarly, a certain kindoehavior may be the goal

of instruction, but simply having students engagthat behavior may not necessarily
be the best way to teach it. (45-46)
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My externalist theory of collaboration is certaimhyplicated by Smit’s observation since,
after all, my advice has been (to a certain ext@mgyage in that behavior” of
collaboration as a means of learning what collafimmas and how to manipulate it. On
the other hand, I've also used this chapter toidentiow post-process pedagogy might
help us conceptualize collaboration pedagogically.

On the flipside, an externalist theory of collalima also informs why post-process
is not “anti-process.” While post-process philospghimportant because it underscores
the instability of discourse, process thinking ésdful in the way that it can help us
historicize our understanding of how particulart$exwe have composed came into being,
and in this way process thought helps to widenaswareness of our passing experiences
with writing. That is, it can help us to better enstand how our expectations were both
met and had to be revised during the actual aatsmfosing. In this way, process theory
is helpful because it provides us with a vocabutarypreaking down our experience by,
however arbitrarily, identifying the various staase assume in the process of
composing. We develop prior theories through exgmee, through observing how our
meanings get conveyed and understood in passitigisiway, we can view language as
a kind of theory, a set of hermeneutic expectattongly on as prior theories, but ones
that must be adjusted to enact passing theorigtai@lg a responsible composition
teacher knows, and makes sure students know, tretttivey write will be interpreted
according to certain expectations and conventioatsthe existence of expectations and

conventions does no dictate what those studentsrcsimould actually write.
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If on the surface an externalist writing pedagogports the post-process idea that
there is nothing to teach when teaching writing, ithere is no static body of knowledge
that constitutes “writing” that can be transferfeain context to context or spliced into
tip sheets or skill sets, then one obvious limmtatio an externalist writing pedagogy is
that “writing” becomes a consequence, an actigtynething we do in response to some
exigency. That is, the subject of a compositioropees the study of one’s writing, for
example, not a study in how to write. This migh#¢reea fuzzy distinction, but it is an
important one. Surely even the staunchest antigmglees among us will concede that
even if composition teachers cannot teach studewsto write, they can certainly help
students understand their writing.

But the perceived limitations of an externalisttimg pedagogy might well be viewed
as potential advantages when we come to termswiidt it means to actually privilege
process over product. Another way of putting teighiat what post-process theory does in
terms of pedagogy is to actually spell out the iogtions of truly valuing the writing
process, whatever we take that to mean, over thatupts of writing, whatever material
inscriptions this process yields. Process pedag@gysupposed to wrest the authority of
discourse from the hands of teachers and giveat tw/students as a way for them to
actualize their agency as writers, but that negally happened. “At best students are in
apprenticeship to authority,” explain Ede and Longfwhen discussing how students
often get situated as subjects in composition arshey do not help constitute it”
(Singular119). As Dobrin notes, moreover, in every instamfceommunicative

interaction, “no matter how adept a participanhibis or her hermeneutic guessing
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skills, issues of power affect the manner in whigdngulation occurs” (143). Post-
process theory therefore might account for howalisge really works, but it cannot
ameliorate the issues of authority about which @ss@and post-process scholars alike
might raise concern. In collaborative writing, @t when conceptualized from an
externalist perspective, there are no right or erapethods through which collaborators
must compose. Collaborative writers become theim authority, which is to say that
collaborative writers appeal to each other as amaaitly for negotiating the direction of
their inventive discourse and how it will be reretbmto textual form.

Collaborative writing is pedagogically valuable aese it requires constant
hermeneutic negotiation between collaboratorspnbt to understand each other, but
also how to understand their discourse as it gstyibed into text. In other words,
collaborative writing requires individuals to refteon their communicative interaction on
a number of levels, including the level of diagmgsivhat is and is not working within
the development of a text. But more than thatctiramunicative interaction that
collaborative writers enter into has the poterfbalmaking thenbetter communicators
in genera] better hermeneutic guessdyscause to successfully write collaboratively
requires special sensitivity to the unstable angredictable ways language works in the
first place. According to Dobrin, composition ingttion is at its best when students
“become participants in communication [as opposetiére transmitters]; they must
constantly engage in developing the skills needdzbtadept triangulators” (144). Again,
here we see how post-process theory makes roomgue ¢he case for an externalist

approach to collaboration, since what successiidlmorative writers do—what makes
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them successful anticipators of novel discoursefetiaded on a discursive relationship
created to experiment with, test, and transgresértiits of their shared discursive
inquiry, what, in other words, they are capablexjressing together in discourse. As
Yarbrough notes,
The communication process is one of interlocutmrsing together toward single
way of talking about a single world. Said in pedgigal terms, the more we learn
from the other the more we can teach to the otherlersy as what we are trying to
teach and learn is something that actually exssisiething we can triangulate, not
language, conventions, ideas, or anything elsenvegjine might lie between
ourselves and the world we come to shakétef 183)
Of course, even if things like language, converstjodeas and what not lack an
ontological existence that separates discoursarsnnltiple worlds, one’s belief in such
things is certainly a belief that must be accouritedsomething Yarbrough would
concede since he has noted the same observatitmiiVdt said, using ideas about the
rules of language, conventions of discourse, andwlnting is a process all as prior
theories with which to experiment does not meahdkdeachers of writing we will
necessarily reduce the paralogic hermeneutic &zsinbborn systems of codified rules.
Indeed, if we take post-process theory seriousn it best all we can do is anticipate

how our students will interpret our teaching in #utual moments of this engagement.

The important work, the real work, is all in how walgose to respond.

233



Notes

1. Lee-Ann M. Kastman Breuch offers a concise &\ post-process composition
theory in her essay. “Post-Process ‘Pedagogy’: WoBbphical Exercise”; Helen Foster
offers a substantially longer history of the digisibetween process and post-process
history in her boolNetworked Process: Dissolving Boundaries of ProeessPost-
Process

2. Yarbrough talks about incommensurability at terig the Introduction té\fter
Rhetoric

3. Faigley calls Bruffee an anti-foundationalisFimgments of Rationalityas does
Fish in “Anti-Foundationalism, Theory Hope, and feaching of Composition.”

4. For a clear articulation of what Kent means bgrineneutic guessing,” see his
“Externalism and the Production of Discourse.”

5. Our essay, titled “Inventing Texts Together: Hractice of Collaborative
Writing,” breaks down collaborative writing intortfe phases: approaching, listening,
and translating. In our discussion of each phaseswpply specific process strategies for
students to work within each phase. At present awe lust pulled the piece from a
forthcoming collection on the teaching of writingthe first-year course (because the
editors wanted us to make changes that would fidatte externalist quality of our
instruction, thus rendering the piece into a safet, we feel, pointless essay). We are

now shopping the piece around for a new home.
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