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Grammar, and
Mechanical Correctness

ﬁuocmroﬁ most of its history asa oozm.mn m:E.wnF English nogﬁoaw
tion has meant one thing to most people: the mEm_m-B.Emm@ m.bmcﬂnna.n:ﬁ o
standards of mechanical and grammatical correctness in writing. Hm.w _Ewmw_
of a grim-faced Miss Grundy, _ummm.nbiwwm H.ro essays of her luckless %HE-
dents with scarlet handbook hieroglyphs, is still a common stereotype. Net
ther is it unearned; only in the last twenty-five years have composition in-

. A . rect- -
structors seriously begun to question the priority given to simple cor
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lege subject it has been informed by a genuine body of knowledge crying
out to be disseminated. As a result, we need to examine American culture as
it surrounded and shaped college rhetoric, and the economic and ideologi-
cal forces that this culture brought to bear on the teaching of writing,

Part of this cultural baggage has always revolved around the relation-
ship between class and “good grammar,” and we cannot understand compo-
sition-rhetoric unless we understand its relations with grammar, a very wide
background term. The relationship of teaching composition to the various
bodies of knowledge and prejudice called “graminar” has always been
problematical, but the relationship of composition-rhetoric to these areas at

- the college level is positively byzantine. The different meanings and cultural

baggage associated with the term “grammar” have for the past century and a
half been important in determining the pedagogical development of com-
position-rhetoric, however. And to understand the development of Ameri-

can composition I would like to unpack some of them in terms of their
relationship with American culture.

Attitudes Toward Language in the Early Nineteenth Century

During the first fifty years of the nineteenth century, the new nation
of the United States was striving to define itself as a culrure. Populist ele-
ments were increasingly powerful after 1800. Jeffersonian and then Jackso-
nian democracy had produced an ethic of egalitarianism that extended into

 all areas of national life, including education and language. During the ear-

lier part of the century, Americans tended to be almost contentious in their
rejection of imposed hierarchies of social value. This was a unique cultural

ness in college-level instruction. We have mw_.mm% &mncwmnn_.mogn oh.u ﬁrm. mOnMMM :
that turned “rhetoric” into “composition, .ﬂmsmmoHBEm. instruction rE o 2
techniques of persuasion into written multimodal techniques. mcﬁ. what ,M._n .
it that created composition-rhetoric’s narrow concern for nowﬁwnsoz on the’
most basic levels, transmogrifying the &mn.%::n of Aristotle, Qno._..on,.
Campbell, into a stultifying error hune? In this nrmmﬂna I want to nMwam
some of the social and cultural forces thar mﬂmm.& ﬁ_smﬁmmsﬁr-nnwncaw_\ r M‘
torical pedagogy and resulted in the o_ummmm_.o: S;T mnmaaman_ and m
chanical correctness that defined Consolidation-period and Modern com
ition- ric.
Huo&ﬁ.nm”u”wwm;m nineteenth-century American Hr\n..“oan t0 .Hrmm of all m&n
countries, it becomes clear that the required course in m.bm.rmw noB.@omEo_
is a uniquely American institution. It is also unique d:&.:: ?ﬁnnwmwsnnm
lege education itself. More than any other college mcr_nnmw composi rMH »
been shaped by perceived social and cultural needs; less than any ot

. situation, and it was due partially to the American educarional structure,
After the American Revolution, primary education was available to afl classes
as it had never been before, and except in very rural areas, most children
were given a chance to learn basic literacy skills. By 1831, when Alexis de
Tocqueville made his tour of the Unired States, he saw thousands of public
clementary schools—but relatively few colleges.’ As Tocqueville put it, “there
is no other country in the world where, proportionally to population, there
ate so few ignorant and so few learned individuals as in America, Primary
education is within reach of all; higher education is hardiy available to any-
body” (Democracy in America, s5).

The equality of prospect that Tocqueville marked as the most obvious

1z
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schooling they were to sec; thus grew up a (relatively basic) common de-
nominator of Gn_wmomm._o:.m For a time, it seemed that linguistic class distinc-
cions would disappear. As Tocqueville put it:

when men are no longer held o a fixed social position, when they continu-
ally see one another and talk together, when castes are destroyed and classes
change and meige, all of the words of a language get mixed up too. Those
which cannot please the majority die; the rest form a common stock from
which each man chooses at random. . . . Not only does everyone use the
same words, but they get into the habit of using them without discrimina-
tion. The rules of style are destroyed. Hardly any expressions seem, by their
nature, vulgar, and hardly any seem refined. (480)

Tocqueville visited a nation in which elementary schools were emphasizing
grammar instruction as an abstract mental discipline and where only a very
few men could aspire to college training, 2 training that led nearly inevitably
to the dlosed circles of pulpit and bar. Such college-educated men were t00
few and too specialized to provide a real linguistic aristocracy, and thus fora
time the common denominator prevailed in language.

Nineteenth-century America, however, was a culture in transition, and .

the linguistic leveling that Tocqueville reported was beginning to melt away
even as he published his first volume of Democracy in America. The period
1830-1870 saw the rise of forces that would gradually overcome the egalitari-
anism of the earlier part of the century. At some point after 1840, the social

common denominator scopped falling and began to rise as 2 class system. -

reasserted its importance. Americans became newly aware of and concerned

about their speaking and writing habits.
The reasons for this awakening interest in cOrrectness of usage and the
niceties of grammatical construction are both cultural and pedagogical.

Culturally, the period 1820—1860 was the American Renaissance, an era that ;
saw the rise of a secular literary-intellectual culture in America. For the first -
time, the New World m_.o&ﬁnn& writers and poets who could stand wich the-

best of the old—and who also wished to stand separate from the old

Tocqueville’s comment that “American authors may fairly be said to live:

more in England than in America,” might seem accurate for 1831, but by the

1840 it was rapidly becoming outdated with reference to writers such as.
Irving, Hawthorne, Poe, Emerson, and many others. The frontier was being

pushed westward, and eastern cities were developing cosmopolitan attribuee

generating indigenous intellectual elites and acmospheres, far removed from

the rough-and-tumble agrarian equality of the earlier part of the century:
Classes, based both upon wealth and upon education, were beginning to

Grafmmar ana MECaial Lorreciiiess v 1o

formeand wh i i
where there is class distincti inguistic disti
ction i
orm=—2 , linguistic distinctions are not far
In . )
. mn_nm“:_o? Hrw character of school instruction in language was also
ging. Grammar instruction in the United States became an important

aspe i i i
pect of primary education as the primary schools themselves became more
common after 1800. Rollo Lyman tells us:

English grammar gained momentum as the hold of Latin Grammar
weakened [during the post-Revolutionary War period], and by the end of
the first quarter of the nineteenth century it became so mgnnmw tau mrﬁo
that the common term grammar school, formerly applied to nrw manwsn_
mnw.oo_ of the Latin-grammar type, was now by common consent used .nom&w
designate an intermediate school with English grammar as its central stud
After 1825 the prominence of English grammar became gradually m -
marked, untl it reached its height about 1850—-1875.% ( English QmaSMM‘ 3)

H%ﬂ%: nmwm the period around 1860 “the heyday of grammar,” and it is no
accident that it coincides wi i i i

- es with the first great period of American linguistic

- mwb om.&mn o understand how grammar has affected teaching wriring, it

v :Hm.ﬁ M%Hmnnmmﬁ% to look briefly at the way traditional grammar %mm

ght in America prior to the rise of modern linguisti i

of the American Revolution, the e e
can | , the study of formal English grammar b

Mowcwmn _Mcgnnﬁ in the common schools of America, HMn year Mﬂﬂwn.w“w“

HMMM set _ y Lyman for the beginning of a fifty-year rise of vernacular gram-

in elementary and secondary schools (5). The study of the classical lan-

. a .
m:. mﬂm _.‘wmﬁ*. N—.c{m.wm Tﬂﬂﬁ— ﬂﬂs.ﬁﬁmﬂ %o} ﬂrn moreg QHWHWMﬂ mﬂ.ﬁovﬂmb WQSDN‘HHOENH
ﬂBu ut in HT.Q new CHH...HW&. mﬁ 1 v‘
. mv_mn T : Nﬁﬂmu m:m.—.—mr mHm.BBM.H I _ m. _‘H .
Om HLm.ﬂ.:d. WHN.—.HPEM.H NBOHHW ﬁrﬂ ﬂm.ﬁ—hﬂﬁ mﬂroo— mﬁm.&ﬂm 4as HLNﬁme Nsm mhﬂﬂwﬂ ﬂﬂ”m@&.
to Tﬂ wan core Om ﬂr.ﬂHf ﬁ._uHHHm.nﬂw—:.B. mcc:. rammar was so ::.—.n__ at m# ¢ cente
Om Qmﬂaﬂﬁ_.ﬁm.u..w MHE.&.V Hm.w&.ﬁ ﬂ_ﬂaﬂnﬁmﬂf mﬂ.rooﬁm wnnmsﬂ Mﬂbo whn as mﬁm.ggmwh.

schools, an appellation that exists even today. Study of English grammar

. 1e 1 i
, mmrnm its peak influence around 1850, at a time when grammar was th
- main subject of a pupil’s first six grades. )

Re . ,
fore 1850 or so, early grammar instruction had nothing to do with

 composing essays or even with constructing sentences. It was a formal disci
pline that mm.Em:&ma a great deal of rote memorization of terms, com m_n_-
.w:mqmwm of given sentences, and suspicious patrols through onrmﬂ.mnuﬁnw o
mww_.or_sm for errors. As Or.mmmw C. Fries put it, the basis of this early moHMH
Hm_u “%MH mm”ww% was very different from _.Dm.&.ﬂd linguistic science; it had as
ot “description for the sake of prediction” but “analysisfor the sake of
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classification” (“Linguistic Science,”152). Grammar was not, in any sense, 4
creative field of study; rather, it was meant as a mental discipline, training
the mind for rigorous thought.

Most centrally, grammar as a discipline had litte to do with composi-
tion per se, though they were often taught together.’ Before 1850, sm&ao:m_
grammar teaching methods were threefold, and none of the L:.m.n Qw&-
tional pedagogies was concerned with the development of writing skill. First,
pupils were made to memorize the parts of speech, all the rules of declen-
sion, conjugation, gender, number, case, degree, tense, mood, person, and
countless others. Second, they were forced to apply and demonstrate these
rules in oral exercises called “parsing,” which asked pupils to give definitions
and applicable rules for every word in a sentence provided by the teacher.
Here is an example of a sentence partially parsed, from whart was the para-
digmatic grammar text for nineteenth-century America, Lindley Murray’s
best-selling English Grammar of 1795:

“We should be kind to them, who are unkind to us.”

We is a personal pronoun, of the first person, the plural number, and in the
nominative case. {Decline it.) Should beis an w:nmﬁ_mn verb neuter, in the
potential mood, the imperfect tense, and the firsc person plural. (Repeat the
present tense, ete) Kind is an adjective, in the positive state. (Repeat the
degrees of comparison.) To is a preposition, Them isa personal pronoun, of
the third person, the plural number, and in the objective case. (Decline it.)
Whe is a relative pronoun, and in the nominative case. (Decline ir.) (333)

The example goes on, but the point is made. The third sort of grammar
exercise was introduced by Robert Lowth in his Short Introduction of 1758,
and was used by every major grammar textbook through 1850. It consisted
of the teacher’s providing examples of ungrammatical sentences, either orally
or in written form, and asking pupils to correct the ungrammaticality and
then state the rules and definitions by which the repair was made. ‘Eﬂamw
false syntax exercises fostered a spirit of anxiety and suspicion about gram-
mar that was not long in pervading the entire linguistic culture of the new
nation.®

This sort of teaching of formal grammar in American elementary and

high schools reached its high point around midcentury and then began to
lose popularity. It was becoming apparent to teachers and thoughtful par-

ents that grammar as it was commonly taught had few demonstrable effect

Gradually more teachers and school board officials began to see the mental
discipline claims of grammar instructions as will-o'-the-wisp, and the claims:

L e R T LI )

that knowledge of grammatical categories fostered literate skills as demon-
strably false. William H,Wells, one of the earliest professors of the system of
inductive grammar (his textbook appeared in 1846), had lost faith in gram-
matical study by 1865, when he wrote that a student “may have the whole
grammar book by heart, and yet not be able to make a respectable speech.
. . . The great object to be attained, is not the mastery of a text-book in
grammar, burt the acquisition of language” (“Teaching English Grammar,”
148-49). In addition, some began to question whether English even had a
grammar, so poorly did the language seem to fit into the accepted inflected
structure of Latin grammar. In Words and Their Uses in 1870, Richard Grant
White claimed that English was a grammarless language, and many believed
the claim.

As a result, the traditional teaching of formal grammar at the pre-
college level was in decp trouble by the 1880s. The state of Connecticut
dropped all grammar teaching during this period, claiming it was hateful to
students and did not help them to speak or write better (Barbour). On the
level of theory, more philologists were coming to agree with pioneer linguist

George P Marsh:

So far as respects English or any other uninflected speech, 2 knowledge of
grammar is racher a matter of convenience as a nomenclature, a medium of
thought and discussion afout language than a guide to the actual use of it,
and it is as impossible to acquire the complete command of our own
tongue by the study of grammarical precepr, as to learn to walk or swim by
attending a course of lectures on anatomy. (Zectures, 87—88)

Marsh believed that in English “grammar has little use except to system-

atize,” and people were beginning to question why such an abstract system
should be at the core of American school education.

Yet, although its early methods were being seriously questioned, gram-

~mar was far from defunct. Educators (a conservative group in the nine-

teenth century) were shoring up fragments against the ruin of their central
subject, and between 1850 and 1880 a new pedagogy for grammar was born,
one based not on abstract learning of formal grammar but rather on using

‘grammar in sentences.

Part of the reason for this widening of the methods of teaching gram-

. mar was the importation from Europe of newer inductive forms of peda-
- gogy. Something new and important appeared in grammar pedagogy: “cre-

ative” and compositional elements were gradually added to the memoriza-

“tion and dissection exercises already used. Most important to this move-
ment toward incorporating writing and grammar were the many editions of
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Samuel S.Greene’s Analysis of 1847. Greene was the first important gram-
marian to include original sentence writing as part of each of his grammar
lessons, usually ending a series of models and parsing exercises with instruc-
tions for student writing. For instance,

Write fiftcen sentences of your own, limiting the subjects of the first five by
a compound adjective element, the predicates of the next five by a com-
pound objective element, and the predicates of the last five by a compound
adverbial element. (Analysis, 79)

Greenc’s work was very popular, but in spite of his popularity, the field of
grammar took time to respond. Many books continued overwhelmingly
formalistic and abstract, having little to do with communications skills as
they really existed. Through the Civil War era, most grammarians contrived
to accept Lindley Murray’s definition of grammar as “the art of speaking
and writing the English language with propriety,” and school grammar was
still an actempt to instill, through rigid taxonomic practice, this knowledge
of correctness. :

But the more creative method based on Greene’s Analysis steadily gained

adherents. This pedagogy—which came to be called “sentence building” or
“language lessons,” after William Swinton’s popular textbook Language Les-
sons, which appeared in 1873 (Bean, “Taught in America,” 311)—focused on

writing and then examining the student’s own sentences rather than on rote

memorization and parsing, The new pedagogy was given its greatest boost -

in 1877, when Alonzo Reed and Brainerd Kellogg first published their
influential Higher Lessons in English.

Reed and Kellogg admit that grammar “is very insecure. Children are -
not enthusiastic in praise of grammar, most parents recall without pleasure
cheir own trials with it, and many men of culture and of wisdom openly
advise its banishment from the school-room” (Higher Lessons, 3). The au-
thors believe that grammar is necessary but warn that “it must bear on its
branches more obvious and more serviceable fruic, or the tree will be hewn

down and cast out of the way” (3). The answer was to “make the Science of

the Language, of which all the essentials are thoroughly presented, tributary
to the Art of Expression.” The book was filled with practices, exercises, and

drills, but these were not so different from Swinton'’s drills. What really s¢
Reed and Kellogg apart was their invention of the sentence diagram, t

familiar straight-line diagram that was still used in the 1990s to demonstrats
sentence structure. One of their original examples appears in figure 2. Breatt
there an American educated before 1970 who does not recogpize (most of
ten with a sinking feeling) the sentence diagram? Diagrams could be used

the beginning of the cen
g tury by sev
Buck (“Make-Believe Onﬁsamasw it

critics of diagram-based rexts called attentio

N o
ames and terms in different grammar texts
at it, however,

._ummn& sentence study” method. This becam

“most of the discussio
ns of grammar cond
1925 ot so. ucted on the college level prior to

teenth-century Americans of both

ulted from new ihstructional metho

om the @nmmmomw. used to en
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3. When my father and my mother forsake me,
take me up, .

then the Lord will

) m.‘nv_msma..o:.lm% changing fhen
o of the time, and when into al which
the offices of these two words will cm.
Hu._um_,:.. seen. Tor explanation of the
e representing when, see I.e

BRE
and (1) above. _ .

|

H IG. 2 —Wﬂ:nﬂ:ﬂﬂ Hur.m. ram. mnow: _Nﬂﬂn— NEH— Hﬁﬂ__o 3 .:N.m&mw .‘.\W SoH5 2 .MBNNH &
W mm ¥ # 54,

test students, as .
Thet ohot » ._u_mn.E.UOma assignments, as homework, as creative .
ir physical simplicity masked the com exercises.

of which were arguable, thus always allo plex judgments hey required (some

wing the teacher to “win”
could be as short or as long as the teacher wished "), and they

BE&mUMHﬂM%M mcmni_w became the grammar pedagogy of choice in the
o mnnﬁmnnn-vmmn % ools. Reed and Kellogg’s system provided a new defense
e pence b .MSWHBE. wm&mmomxw It can even be argued that the dia-
ramba ysis of sentences originating with Higher Lessons was th

grammar pedagogy from 1880 through 1970. It was critiqued ﬁm%:ﬂ%

sove I theorists, most notably Gertrude
» for its mechanical and linear nature. Other
HW to the confusing variation of
. Despite the critici

criticism Jeveled
no sys -
system was put forward to supplant the Reed and Kellogg—

e the background method for

nhm.nm:mwmhlmﬂ—ﬂoo— ﬂﬁ_.:nNH—OHuu o ccm:ﬂ.mw more HHHN—H WO muﬂhnﬂnwﬂ Om nine-

Maxﬂ had access, created an awareness of
widespread—if somewhat problemati-

ds in grammar classes. Lindley Murray,
sh Grammar was the best-selling grammar
utilized a correct/incorrect duality borrowed
force the learning of Latin grammar, and his

romn immensely popular English
Xt 1in America prior to 1825,
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approach emphasized a binary, good-or-bad attitude ﬁoémn.n_ each sentence
studied. Samuel Kirkham, whose 1829 English Grammar in Familiar Lec-
tures took up the market as Murray began to falter, made heavy use of false
synrax exercises—lists of sentences larded with errors in grammar and usage
that scudents were supposed to identify and correct. These exercises mn.vmﬂﬁdm
an attitude of suspicion toward everything written, and as Edward m._snmm:
suggests, Murray and Kirkham have ro be held at least pardly R.%osm&_m for
later negativistic and absolutist attitudes toward language (Astizudes Toward
English Usage, 47—54).°

Meanwhile, class structures and the distinctions they create were so-
lidifying. A gentry needs symbolic representations of its ma_.._&:am and the
age of Victorian gentility was beginning, In the 1840s we begin to sec a new
movement in the United States, a movement whose desiderata were proper
usage and grammatical correctness in speech and writing. This new interest
seems to have sprung from two distinct proximate causes: &.Hn eastern reac-
tion against the roughness and crudeness of frontier America, an attitude
that wished to set standards of propriety in language as in all other aspects of
life; and the desire for self-improvement and getting ahead, which was an
important part of the American mythos during the nineteenth century. m‘rmma
two elements were found mixed into most of the early works on “good
language.” The first can be seen clearly during the late 1840s in an mmm_.n.mm
given to the Newburyport Girls' High School by Andrew Hummv.o&m vnrmw_ﬂ:
at Harvard College. Peabody spoke to the girls on ,.Oon<ﬂ.mmao.:_ and the
point of his remarks was that his audience should sttive to establish a proper
and correct linguistic ambience about them, should raise the tone wherever
they were:

being drawn. His use of “vulgar” is especially noteworthy; it’s not a term
previously heard very often in America outside of lectures on thetoric. It’s
an essentially elitist term foreign to the ethos of Jeffersonian and Jacksonian
democracy, but through the 1840s, 1850s, and 1860s we hear it used more
and more.

In 1847, the year that Peabody first gave his Newburyport address,
there appeared a book less popular but more important as a harbinger of
things to come. This was Seth T. Hutd’s self-improvement manual, A Graz-
matical Corrector. Between 1826 and 1834, Hurd had spent his winters as a
“public lecturer” on English grammar, probably at the lyceums then coming
to popularity (Bode). In his capacity as a traveling lecturer—a sort of early
Chautauqua figure——he visited “almost every section of the United States.”
Hurd explained his method thus: “The common errors and peculiarities of
speech, which were found to prevail in different communities, were care-
fully noted down and preserved, not only as a source of amusement (to
myself), but for the purpose of correction and comment in the Lecrure-

toom” (v). The epigraph on his title page describes the contents of the Gram-
matical Corrector better than anything clse:

Being a collection of nearly two thousand barbarisms, cant phrases,
colloquialisms, quaint expressions, provincialisms, false pronunciation,
perversions, misapplications of terms and other kindred errors of the
English _mmmcmmn peculiar to the different States of the Union. The whole

explained, corrected, and conveniently arranged for the use of schools and
privare individuals.

Given his general attitude and modus operandi, it is no wonder that Hurd
“kept moving on. Painful though it might have been for them, however,
- Hurd’s audiences in the 1830s were interested in having their “barbarisms”
corrected, in being told thar “done up brown” was “a very low phrase.”
Hurd’s general audiences at such lyceum lectures obviously had wider agen-
- das than mere politeness or gentility; theirs was an interest in self-improve-
ment that was as much concerned with getting ahead in the developing
class-structured society of the United States as it was with “raising the tone
of the home.” Hurd was more than an early Victorian John Simon, shaking
his readers down while he artacked their language habits as uneducated,
impolite, inelegant, and vulgar; in his constant references to “the gentry”
and “onc’s betters” there are elements of Gatsbian self-improvement as well

35 a precursor to Dale Carnegie’s commercial approach to influencing busi-
hessmen.

Young ladies do more than any other class in the community towards
establishing the general tone and standard of social intercourse . . . you are
fast approaching an age when you will take prominent places in general
society; will be the objects of peculiar regard; and will, in a great measure,
determine whether the social converse in your respective circles shall be
vulgar or refined. (1o-11)

Peabody goes on to warn against faulty pronunciation, n”::mnmh.ﬁammmm_.
vulgarisms,” and other “untasteful practices” in conversation. Hzr.m mam&..”
book of Conversation: Mistakes of Speaking and Writing QE..R%& E.n_c.m.n.m_
this address as well as several other short pieces of linguistic prescription,
and it remained in print from 1855 through 1882. Peabody’s Handbook shows
how early the culrural lines between “refined” and “vulgar” language were
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Usage, Correctness, and Social Position

These beginnings of linguistic status anxiery wH.H me. 1840s and 1850s
grew stronger in the 1860s, when much of the American E.dn__nnﬁc& nomsl
munity was influenced by a small book written by an m:mrmr:pm:. AP mM
Jor the Queen’s English, by Henry Alford, who was Dean of dqﬁmﬁa_bmnmn.mw
a noted British intellectual, appeared in 1864; it would see M—Q&n muwzm.r
and American printings and remain in print until Hmom. H.n it, “the Dean ﬁm_M
he was called by his opponents and fellow controversialists) attacked muc
current usage, both literary and popular, mﬂ.:in.m out at poor pronuricia-
tion, wrong words, improper sentence construction, and other o_&nnzow‘
able” misuses of English. The Dean’s book nmwmnnw a .E:.mwnn of hackles in
England, but to Americans it was a particularly stinging H.m_u:_ﬁ.“ me Alford
was bitterly anti-American in addition to being a linguistic purist:

the language of a people is no trifle. The national mind m“m reflecred ._.5 the
national speech. . . . Every important feature in a people’s _mmmﬂmmo is
reflected in its character and history. Look, to take one familiar example,
the process of deterioration which our Queen’s English has c:&nnmonn.mﬁ
the hands of the Americans. Look at those phrases which so amuse us in
their speech and books; at their reckless mBmmmanmoP and contempr mOm
congruity; and then compare the character and ?mno.J\ ow the b.pmoblnm
blunted sense of moral obligation and duty to man; its disregard for
conventional right where aggrandizemerit is to be obtained. = Such
examples as this . . . may serve to show that language is no trifle.

(A Plea, 5-6)

at

These was fightin” words in 1864, and America was h.woﬁ. long in @no%._QMm :
champions to field against the Dean. The great prescriptive-usage war of the
ictorian era was on.

Soﬂo%ﬂw wnmo& debates, which lasted through the 1860s and mnmo nrn. nmm_m |
1870s, were not an edifying spectacle. There was little wr:omow&:n& &mnu.aw

sion and much snobbish huffing, Like the Dean, most om. ?m mbﬂmmom.ﬁﬂm
contented themselves with nitpicking and mean-spirited Q.EQvaom this ot
that usage found in this or that source. Best known of the Uam”nm mnﬁmmo..
nists in these debates were George Washington Moon, ms.mxvmgmmogﬂ
can living in England, and Edward S. Gould, a New York journeyman ER ,
lectual. Moon slashingly attacked Alford’s own grammar and usage in Hﬂ,ﬂ
Deans English of 1865 and Bad English of 1867. O.o:_n_m oo_.::v:nwos wis
published in 1867 as Good English: or Popular Errors in hwx.wﬁaha and it show
how conscious of language the American reading public was becoming;:

tons of grammar, and now,
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The present age is pre-eminently an age of progress;
progress is not limited to “chings of good report.”
the footsteps of truth, and sometimes cruth is
For example, the English language, within the last quarter of a century,
through the agency of good writers, critics, and lexicographers, has in many
respects been greatly improved; but, through the heedlessness of those who
should be its conservators, and the recklessness of those who have been,
and are, its corruptors, it has deteriorated in other respects in a greater

proportion. (Good English, 1)

and, znmo:cbmmm_%. the
Error follows fast upon
left behind in the race.

Dean Alford was wrong about where the dererioration lay, argued Gould
and Moon, but neither argued that it did not exist. [n facr, the deterioration
of English at the hands of uneducated frontiersmen was wha these easterners
excoriated most violently,

A linguistic base for class distincrions was the hidden agenda of this
debate. Richard Meade Bache put the case most clearly in the preface to his
1869 Vidgarisms and Other Errors of Speech:

Many persons, although they have not enjoyed advantages early in life,
have, through merit combined with the unrivalled opportunities which this
country presents, risen to station in society. Few of them, it must be
thought, even if unaware of the extent of their deficiency in knowledge of
their language, are so obtuse as not to perceive their deficiency ar all, and
not to know that it often presents them in an unfavorable light in their
association with the more favoured children of fortune,
believed, would not from one motive or the other,
edge, or from dread of ridicule,
instruction. (Preface)

Few, it must be
from desire for knowl-
gladly avail themselves of opportumities for

More than any of the other early prescriptive philologists, Bache realized
-that the changing nature of American society itself was behind the interest

in correct speech and writing that sold so many of the nitpicking books of
Emo&u Moon, and Gould.

The Alford controversy had powerful consequences in an increas-
ngly self-conscious America. As a result of it, William Mathews wrote in

,Hmwm, “hundred of persons who before felr profound indifference to this
subject . .

- have'suddenly found themselves . . . deeply interested in ques-

with their appetites whetted, will continye the

study . ..” (Wards, 5). The 1870s and 1880s saw a spate of nonacademic little
‘manuals of correctness” covering both conversation and writing. ' The gen-
¢ral ethos of these manuals can be summed up by the quote from Swift that
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Alfred Ayres {Thomas E. Osmun) chose as the epigraph to The Verbalist: A
Manuai (1881): “As a man is known by his company, so a2 man’s company
may be known by his manner of expressing himseif.”

Though we tend today to think of the Gilded Age as a time when
wealth, status, and vulgarity combined in an unprecedented way, it was also
a time when the concept of proper society exerted a powerful conservative
influence. Wealth might make vulgarity tolerated, but it could never make
arrivistes truly acceptable; thus the children of horny-handed caprains of
industry were carefully tutored by hired intellectuals and were shipped to
Harvard, Yale, and Princeron to be finished off. Propriety—most obviously
reflected in a person’s way of speaking—was the desire of even the crassest
“new money”; and true propriety could not be purchased, it had to be learned.

Colleges had always assumed part of that burden of socialization, and
during the 1870s they began to react directly to these changing culrural atti-
tudes. This was a period when American college education was undergoing
a number of other profound shifts in emphasis. Universities were develop-
ing; women were going to college; the A&M schools were opening; and the
older college ideal of classical study and mental discipline was fast retreating
as colleges, striving to attract students and meet changing cultural needs,
instituted sweeping curricular changes. Their potential clientele, they were
discovering, no longer consisted of aspiring lawyers, ministers, and gentle-
men; the growth of vocational specialties and of the concept of college as
training in social acceptability meant that the purposes behind enrollmen
were much broader. Students wanted something new after the Civil War
and the colleges and universities underwent radical changes as they scrambled
to give it them.

“were genuinely antithetical to traditional rhetoric. Let’s look at how this
occurted.

To fully appreciate this antithesis, we must be aware that the idea of
- teaching grammarical or mechanical correctness on the college level does
not go farcher back than 1870. From the classical period up through 1860 or
50, the teaching of rhetoric concentrated on theoretical concerns and con-
tained no mechanical material at all. Usage and style were major areas of
rhetorical consideration, but traditional prescriptive advice in these areas
assurmed a student able to handle grammatical construction and to produce
an acceptable manuscript with facilicy. The Greek or Roman rhetorician
~would have been scandalized by the suggestion that he profess the structure
of the language on any level. That job, dirty but necessary, was the respon-
- sibility of the grammaticus, the lower-grade teacher who made certain that
“ pupils could speak with correctness. Only when this knowledge of pure and
- correct language was assured would the rhetorician take over and teach the
_pupil to discourse with eloquence. This essential split between grammar
and rhetoric existed unchanged and unquestioned throughour the eighteenth

- century. The brilliant George Campbell, hardly a purveyor of unexamined
tradition, in 1776 put it thus:

Now, the grammatical art hath its completion in syntax; the oratorical, as
far as the body of expression is concerned, in style. Syntax regards only the
composition of many words into one sentence; style, at the same time that
it attends to this, regards further the composition of many sentences into

one discourse. Nor is this the only difference; the grammarian . . . requires
only v:.ﬁ.ﬁw - .. The orator requires also beauty and strength. The highest
aim of the former is the lowest aim of the latter; where grammar ends
eloquence begins, Thus the grammarian’s department bears much the same
relation to the orator’s which the art of the mason bears 1o that of the
architect. (35)

Changes in the O.oznma Rhetoric Course

[t was impossible that the college course in rhetoric and writing should
be unaffected by these shifts, and the focus of writing instruction in Améric;
underwent a radical change. The years 18651910, which I am calling the
periods of Postwar and Consolidation composition-rhetoric, were years.of
wrenching necessity and desperate invention that only slowly eventuate
in Modern composition-rhetoric. Like the rest of the traditional colle
curriculum, rhetorical instruction was forced to move away from the ab
stract educational ideal of “mental discipline” and toward more immex
ate instructional goals."* The immediate goals in this case came to invo
simple mechanical correctness instead of more effective written commuhi
cation. In this sense, at least, Postwar and Consolidation composition-thetori

~ Campbell is not sneering here at grammar (he discusses grammatical purity
at some length when covering good usage), but he does wish to differentiate
it clearly from the rhetorical theory that absorbed his interest.

~ Campbell’s attitude toward grammar was not, however, shared by Hugh
Blair, whose 1783 Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres became the most
influential of the eighteenth-century rhetorics. Instruction in formal En-
glish grammar had begun in both England and America around 1750, and
Blair saw, as Campbell did not, that an English rhetoric would have to come

to terms with English grammar. “Grammar,” wrote Blair in one of his two
nwm_uﬁnnm covering it,
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is apt 1o be slighted by superficial thinkers as belonging to those rudiments
of knowledge, which were inculcated upon us in our earliest youth. Bur
what was then inculcated before we could comprehend its principles,
would abundantly repay our study in maturer years; and to the ignorance
of it, must be atrributed many of those fundamental defects which appear
in writing, (Lectures, 78)

Blair gave grammar a place in two of his forty-six Fnﬂwﬂamu nowml.sm mz.ﬂw.n
parts of speech and something of the origins of English. This discussion,
thought Blair, was necessary, for without a knowledge of grammar as a mo_m-
mal system good writing was impossible. Good style n_mamn.mn& grammati-
cal purity and propriety, and “If any imagine they can catch it merely by &”6
ear, or acquire it by a slight perusal of some of our good authors, HTQ will
find themselves much disappointed” (zo1). This idea became an article of
faith for several generations of teachers of vernacular composition, who came
to see a complete knowledge of English grammar as a panacea for all ills in
writing, .

The gradual absorption of grammar by rhetoric began slowly, how-
ever. There were carly academy textbooks like Russell’s A Grammar of Com-
position (1823), but most of the texts of the pre-1850 period were b.nm:.:\ all of
two kinds: either they were based upon Blair’s Lectures and contained much
rhetorical theory and only a passing mention of grammar, or they were _umm..nm
upon Murray’s English Grammarand were overwhelmingly m_.maam.ﬂnw_.mﬁr
perhaps a few pages on “Purity, Propriety, Precision, and Hunnm?nﬂ:.% in
writing, Rhetoricians before 1850 were generally able to assume preexisting
understanding of the “rules” and terms of grammar on the part of their
readers. At the very least, students of rhetoric were supposed to rmﬁ.:._mm-
tered the necessities of “Correctness,” which, as Samuel Newman said in his
Practical System of 1827, “is 1o be learned from the rules and principles of
syntax” (136). B

Rhetoric, however, was still mostly thought a higher mystery, one con-
cerned with more than the grammarian’s correctness. The rhetoric of the

period before 1850 was primarily Blairian: taxonomic, abstract and theoret-

cal, concerned with style, taste, and systems of rules and principles rather

than with creative methods. Before 1860 or so, there was very little actual -
practice in composition in rhetoric courses; such courses consisted of lec- .

tures on or textbook study of a system. For such a rhetorical tradition, chock-
full of its own theoretical content, there was little need for the rules and

definitions of grammar, a separate system. For traditional rhetoricians, gram- .

matical instruction was as unthinkable as teaching gymnastic tumbling.
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But rhetoric in America was changing, and with its change came the
development of the teaching rhetoric of written composition that has come
down to us as Modern composition-rhetoric. The period 18601910 was a
time when systematic theoretical rhetoric was largely replaced by an intensely
practical course in correct writing, and a large part of this change came
about as a result of the mixture of the “practical” sentence-based grammat
of Greene and Reed and Kellogg with the newly practical subject of English
composition. During the 1850s and 1860, it was becoming apparent to those
teachers who did demand writing from students that the older theoretical
thetoric of Blair had little effect on students’ ability to write. At first the idea
that grammar instruction could solve the problem did not seem obvious,
and only one early text, George P Quackenbos’s Advanced Course of Compo-
sition and Rhetoric (1854), tried mixing the new sentence-building grammar
with rhetorical lessons.

During the 1860s, however, several phenomena converged to create a
new situation for grammar.First, formal grammar came under ateack for
being sterile and impractical. Second, the teaching of rhetoric became more
concerned with writing, and with a written product came the ideal of cor-
rectness as well as that of eloquence. Third, U.S. culture as 2 whole became
more aware of correct speaking and writing as indices of status and profes-
sional worth. After the Civil War, with the Union saved and the beginnings
of the drastic social stratification of the Gilded Age, proper language came
to have new importance. Surely, thought teachers of the new field of En-
glish, the novel “creative” grammar pedagogies could work together with
thetoric to meet these needs.

A few theorists saw chat rheroric and grammar would be melded in
the developing discipline of composition and they strove to create an intel-
lectually defensible synthesis of the two. Some, like the grammarian Will-
iam Wells, saw 2 new discipline in which practice in writing would be the
central pedagogical technique, “where analysis and parsing will find their
appropriate place as collateral aids in connection with the daily living exer-
cises in the use of the English tongue” (“Methods of Teaching,” 149). Rheto-
rician Henry Day, always a theoretical pioneer, published his Grammatical

 Synthesis: The Art of English Composition in 1867. This book, which meant to

unite Grammar, Rhetoric, and Logic in one study because all were “grounded
in the basis of Thought,” never attained great popularity; like most of Day’s
work it was too original—and too turgidly written—for its own good. Gram-
matical Synthesis showed, however, that by the late 1860s some teachers, and
at least some colleges, were beginning to mix grammar with composition.
In a sense, the history of composition-rhetoric in America is a history
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of how this heretofore “clementary” instruction took over a noEEﬂb%Em
place in most teachers’ ideas of rhetoric. Between 1865 and Hmm.m_ suc :w%‘
level elements of mechanical correctness as grammar, punctuation, m_%n H_MW
and capitalization, which would never have vmns.mocb@ in mmwé m.o&a:T
books, came to usurp much of the time mﬁdﬁ&. in class to rhetoric "
struction and most of the marking of student writing. dSS.ﬁ vmn_wan B_M ©
to be taught and enforced was correctness, vﬁ.mm Albert HM.:N 1a _MH%NM o
out, “the sort of correctness desired was superficial and mechanical (Roers
ric in American Colleges, 312). (The very use wm m.,.n word noﬂhmnuﬂ c msw <
between 1870 and 1910 from a meaning of “socially acceptable” to on

« »

moﬁbmww MMMMWMNWWM%VQM_EE& some of the general causes of this interest
in correctness, but for its direct introduction into the h..rnﬁo_no.oo:_.wm we n_nwm
also identify a proximate cause: In 1874, mmgw..& CE«Q.&.Q incroduce e
entrance examination featuring, for the mam.n time, a writing H.nn_c:nam_. .
The reasons for the introduction of this sq.:_:m. requirement were sever _,.rw
growing awareness of the importance of linguistic class distinctions in

L . or..
United States; poor showings in written assignments by Harvard und

i ds
graduates; a desire to demonstrate that Harvard had the highest standar

. e . .. o

and deserved its leadership position in American n&ﬁnmﬁ_o?.m n_m.&mamm '
i ege’

that henceforward writing would be an important element in the colleg

thetoric course; perhaps a challenge mwn_.unrm academies that supplied the Omu.p.
idge institution with raw material. . N
r:&mﬂ“”ﬁmﬂmg&o; was introduced and given for the first time aM_”M
the summer of 1874, and when the English faculty at Harvard Hnnmmm : rH
first test of their candidates’ writing ability, they were deeply .mron M : b
scrawled pages revealed that the graduates of the best mn.mmnB_nm m_b MHH.Q
ratory schools in America were writing essays filled with formal an

chanical errors of all sorts. Punctuation, capitalization, spelling, syntax—at

every level, error abounded. More than r&m. the students Sﬁnmr nraMn anH
examinations failed to pass. As Adams S. I_w.r ﬁ&o took over the mrBEb
tration of the exam in 1876, put it: “the examination Bm_mnm a poor vm Mﬁ :
for the schools that furnish the materials ér.ﬂnom the c::ﬁmﬂ%{ w _M wM_o
fesses to set up the highest standard in America, has to make educate mef
A >EAMH§HHM and other colleges strove mightily to pin the blame m.x. %
freshman writing on the preparatory and secondary schools ?&n_nn. :m M.
much of it did lie), but at the same time, no__nmam. m@E.& themse <Mm om
to deal somehow with the results of the poor training Hr.n% were anmwn_m
The errors students made on their exams were beginning to get a goo
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of publicity and were even becoming something of a national scandal.’®
This could not be borne, and the 18705 and early 18805 saw a great deal of
pedagogical innovation as teachers engaged in the first great wave of college-
level remedial English. This is the great explosion of experimental pedagogy
during what I am calling the Postwar period. Hill's short-term answer to the
problem at Harvard was the new course English A, which moved the re-
quired sophomore writing course down to freshman year and simplified it.
Other schools quickly copied Harvard’s move, and Freshman Composition
was born.

After the mid-1870s much anxiery was apparent in the public prints
bemoaning the “illiteracy of American boys” and suggesting various solu-
tions to the problem. The most popular remedy prescribed for the cure of
“illiteracy” was the collection of form-based mechanical lessons that came
to be known as “grammar.” College students could not write (the reasoning
went) because their early grammar lessons had not “taken.” Thus the lessons

-~ needed to be repeated until the knowledge of parts of speech and rules would

transform into the ability to write. From our modern vantage point we now
see this as an essentially incorrect idea and identify students’ poor writing in
1874 as a result of their lack of composition practice in the academies and

schools. Yet grammar, as a result of the conflation of grammar and compo-
sition in so many of the elementary texts following Murray,
associated in the popular mind with “correct” writing that its power as a
‘panacea for writing ills was still strong in the 1870s and 1880s. In spite of
some teachers’ reservations about it, grammar still seemed a valid nostrum
to'many parents—like castor oil, noxious but useful, It was universally hated
by children, but its wide primary school use gave it great historical cachet.

was so much

Grammar was also attractive, perhaps, because it had been increas-
ngly obvious to writing teachers since the 1860s thar the old abstract rheto-
c of Blair, Whately, and Day would not solve the formal and mechanical
roblems given such wide notoriety by the Harvard exams and the literacy

crisis they provoked. What good, teachers asked, did knowledge of tropes or

mplification do 2 student who could not spell or punctuate? How did the
tyle versus Invention debate affect a freshman who could not write a gram-
atical sentence? Beginning in the 1870s, college-level teaching tools of a
mpler sort began to appear. New texts were published that contained simple
ght/wrong sentence exercises as well as theoretical advice, and college texts

sich as Jameson’s Rbetorical Method and Coppens’s Practical Introduction

egan for the first time to include sections on simple formal elements of
titing such as capitalization and punctuation. Uncased from its elemen.

fary school framework and its general association with abstrace mental dis-
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cipline, grammar was introduced to college students in the 1870s in the
hope that somehow a theorerical knowledge of the structure of English would
act as a prophylaxis against errots in writing.

Thus was born the soulful trust in the powers of grammar that still
rules the methods of some instructors today. After 1885 or so, a large part of
the nature of the freshman and sophomore writing course was defined by
error avoidance rather than by any sort of genuine communicative Success.
As Kitzhaber points out, this meant in practice that composition had to be
taught as series of explicable rules, and that the writing desired from stu-
dents was writing that violated none of these rules (Rberoric in American
Colleges, 319). The theory that composition-thetoric developed above the
sentence level during the Postwar and Consolidation periods——most impor-
tant, the modes, paragraph structure, static abstractions, the levels of com-
position, and the methods of development—was all an attempt to rule- ,
govern the written product. The heart of the rules orientation, however,
always remained in grammatical and mechanical application of rules at the .
sentence level, and that was where many courses concentrated their efforts:

After the mid-1880s, this rule-and-form orientation constituted a sort -
of hidden agenda in many college writing courses. Unlike the rhetorical
theory of the period, which was all developed in textbooks, we find rela:
tively little textbook evidence of the mechanical correctness pedagogy used
in most of the composition courses of the 1880s and 1890s. The correctnes;
emphasis was there, we know from student papers that have survived, bu
texts hardly mention it, concerning themselves with wm_.mmnmwrmu modes
sbstractions, and so on. That college composition was fast becoming errot
obsessed was like a shameful secret during this period, mentioned only ob
liquely. Of the four great thetorical voices of the fin-de-sitcle period, onl
one—John Genung—ever wrote a college-level textbook dealing in any deptl
with rule-governed formal correctness. What sketchy treatments there wer
are found in texts by lesser authors. Albert Kirzhaber infers that this lack.e
cextbook treatment of lower-level mechanical questions is a result of th
“paragraph boom” of the 1890s and of the low opinion of grammar stud
developing in the elementary education level (Rbetoric in American Collége
306). He is undoubtedly correct, bur there is, I believe, a further reas
college teachers were ashamed to be found professing grammar, punct
tion, and lower-level skills (as many were in 1971 during the second g
remedial period, and as many.still are). )
Thus, in spite of growing evidence of the poor writing of college
men and especially the evidence presented to the sound of trumpets by thes
Harvard Reports of the 1890s, the most notable college teachers of rhet

refused in their rhetoric texts to deal with the problem, or to admit that th
were dealing with it every day. Instead, they cried out for deliveranc M%
some sort of secondary school deus ex pedagogia. E. 1. Godkin, one oM rw
Harvard Wﬂuonﬁ authors, was the most outraged spokesman moH this ﬁw_m
ﬂc»& m,.HQEQQ throughout the 1890s he urged that college teachers be “d
livered, in large part at least, from the necessity of teaching the rudim mm.
the mecmmns (“lliteracy of American Boys,” 7). Barrett Wendell mmM_Mﬁm .
at all with mechanics in English Composition, nor did A. S. Hill in his M_H.oﬁ
college texts (though he had no aversion to including mechanics in hi _n wer.
_Qw& texts and in his college-level “adjunct materials”). John Onum o in
m?ﬁn.om having authored the rules-oriented Ouzlines a\»@m&i&b 18 cbm“. 5
the line wﬁ teaching sentence mechanics, sneering in 1900 that vmwwmlhnms_\
punctuaion clements “belong to grammar; they are no more a part of rhet Y
ﬁr.ms is spelling” (128n). And Fred N. Scott, the most perspicaci oEM
| HA.:Nrm_uomm Big Four rhetoricians, rejected mechanical em ww,mnm f ot
dictably higher reasons: “These matters, after all,” he wrote mmnn mchMWR-
o They are means to an end. To treat them as an end in m:m_ for mrn.ﬁmn_“.vﬁ
is to turn education in this subject upside down” {“Whar the West Wan -
19). As a result of these attitudes, we see very little mechanical anonmm._n i
the most popular rhetoric texts of the late nineteenth century. N
.anmw .Hmmo_ however, the lower-level elements of noBmomaob wer
.Em_ﬂmm their ways ineluctably into the college writing course. Gram i
Was m.&%.& to thetorical instruction on the assumption that its _.:wum $ M: mM
.m.Eu.rnmﬂos had not “stuck.” Charles Bardeens A System of qu&wmwmmwmmo
.mQ., instance, included 139 pages of straight grammar—numbered with W?
man a:wnmsr and called an “Introduction”—but it also utilized a Bow-
©ld-fashioned organizational system than most popular texts and did n .
nz EM:. Beginning in the late 1880s, other text authors made the .E% i
form thetoric” to “composition.” The words “composition” and “b ) r :
ce” in a book title were often the code terms for books that mbn_:mn&d e
.Aa_. formal sections and sections on grammar. The first was gmﬂ.ﬁ?
ﬁ.bc_mﬂmw Composition and Rhetoric by Practice (1888), which mndono%w“
5t s1xty pages to grammar and to sentence practice, and remained popular
to .ﬁrm 1920s. Williams was immediately copied by Edward mwméﬁ ﬁmur
nglish Composition by Practice (1892) was even less concerned with Qmm:ﬁ. cMu_
on-grammatical thetoric than Williams’s book. o
Make no mistake, however—the introduction of grammar into rheto-
was 2 w.vmﬁﬁ_m in a cultural war. We find little evidence of the advance of
ammar in most “rhetoric” texts of the day—rthose that identified the
es with the older tradition. Alexander Bain, A. S. Hill, Barrett gnbm”wﬁ:.
;
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Fred Newton Scott, all wrote popular rhetoric texts that had no important
grammatical components at all. Of all the major thetoricians of the last two
decades of the century; only John Genung in his Practical Elements of Rbeto-
ric (1886) and Qutlines of Rhetoric (1893) touched on grammar in any impor-
tant way. Genung’s willingness to deal with grammatical elements (he called
chem “Fundamental Processes”) in his books was part of the reason for his
tremendous success: berween 1887 and 1894 or so, Practical Elements was the
most popular composition textbook in America. Genung realized that rheto-
ric was going to have to make peace with grammar one way or another and
figured that it might as well be done with dignity. “But even in employing
mEBBm&n& processes as working-tools,” Genung wrote, “rhetoric imparts
to them a new quality distinctively rhetorical, the quality by which they
become methods in an art, means to an end” (Pracsical Elements, 109). His
more basic text Qutlines of Rbetoric of 1893 was even more open in its accep-
tance of grammatical theory and syntactic exercises. Qutlines is a collection
of 125 illustrated rules not unlike an expanded version of Abbott’s How to
Write Clearly. Of these, 31 were overtly grammatical rules. Outlines was the
first text by a major rhetorical author to be so practice-oriented and pre-
scriptively organized.

The Consolidation period of the 1890s, then, was a time of warfare
berween the old-fashioned rhetoricians and teachers who believed that gram-
mar and thetoric should remain separate and the newer teachers and au- -
thors who had no such qualms. The old guard, many of them educated in
Blair's systematic tradition, looked down on the new field of composition -
as it burgeoned. They decried the illiteracy of students but insisted tha
secondary schools take the responsibility for education in grammar and for
mal correctness. There was a powetful fecling on the part of traditionall
crained thetoricians that dealing with grammar would open the floodgates
to all sorts of demeaning material, and thus they proselytized the acad
emies for deliverance. It was increasingly clear, however, that they woult
not soon be so delivered, and younger numbers of the authorial commu
nity increasingly produced textbooks that took advantage of the trend to
ward grammar. *

Although more traditional grammar was being included in colleg
rhetorics after 1895, those who wrote about English pedagogy at the tim
seemed curiously reticent about admitting that the “practicalizaion” of th
course in rhetoric, so much lauded, really meant the supplanting of abstra
lectures by low-level formal exercises of a kind previously associated wi

lower grades. The very word “grammar” seldom appeared in many bool
except as part of a short discussion about its relation to rhetoric. It
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hardly mentioned that basic grammatical correctness was becoming the prime
goal for compaosition students. One must look at some of the 2:%9: wm er
of the period and the comments teachers made upon them to Hnm:NW Wo .
wmmn_ﬂ&m:% formal and mechanical the criteria for good writing were _unnﬂ.‘:.owyH
ing at most colleges. At the same time that article-writers in Educational
%@ﬂ% were discussing “philological training” and “the science of language,”
writing teachers were scrawling red “P”s and “S”s on papers and Bmwmpbu
their students buy A. S. Hill’s pamphlet on grammatical correctness or osm
of the newer texts that carefully straddled the line between high school and
college composition. e
H.ﬂ is ironic that just as the teaching of “error-based” grammar was ac-
o&mn.ma:m in college rhetoric, the first major questioning of the use of gram-
mar in teaching writing was occurring in secondary education. The muoB-
mittee of Hnb on the Teaching of Secondary English in 1892 proposed that
grammar instruction be limited to the final year of high school, because
technical grammar did not serve writing in any demonstrable way. a,wﬁﬁvoc h
grammatical analysis (as an instrumenc of interprecation and of Q.EQEMV
may properly accompany reading and the study of composition, it should
not be regarded as a separate subject in the curriculum,” wrote nrm Commit
tee ﬁm@.ueﬁp of the Commirtee on Secondary School Studics, 88). Later the Bm&m
the point explicit: “A student may be taught to speak and write mowm En-

glish without receiving any special instruction in formal grammar” (89)

The early nn_cmm:osm.m rescarcher Joseph Meyer Rice conducted a study in
1904 that led him to divorce writing skill from knowledge of technical gram-

. mar:

I do wish to impress the fact that grammar—i.e., from the standpoint of
composition—is merely one of any number of forces that aid in the
development of the power of expression, and cannot be looked upon as a
substitute for, or a gauge of, the ability to write. . . . The only test of the

power of expression is a test of the power of expression. (Scientific Manage-
ment, 246)

.rn reservations of such progressives as Rice and the Committee of Ten had
..En effect outside the still small circle of professional education specialists
‘ormal errors were still perceived as the essential problem to be solved mnm ‘
eaching “grammatical correctness” in college accelerated after 1900. u

Such work was detail-oriented and onerous, and it soon became obvi-
us that new tools would be needed to make college grammar more effec-
. e. Edwin Woolley’s Handbook of Composition reduced the system of En-
lish grammar to a series of prescriptive error-based rules in 1907, The Hand-
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book was not a grammar treatise of the old sort, wnﬁaﬁmnnm wn grammar as a
system of mental discipline; as Woolley said in his Preface, “The aim of &n
book is not scientific, but practical. The purpose is to _B.me clear the :bn.m in
regard to which many people make mistakes. No material has been put into
the book for the sake of formal completeness” (iv). A far cry from the aims
of traditional grammarians from Lowth onward, but Woolley m_ombn&. #ﬁ:w
the sort of “grammar” that would henceforward be most mnov_w s mambwﬂos.
a set of rules about words and sentences that define mistakes in English as
perceived by an English teacher. .
The development and use of handbooks after 4\00:3\ is another story
(see chapter 2}, and for the purposes of this .&macmm_oP suffice to say ﬁrﬂﬁ
after 1910, grammar was found in the increasingly popular-—eventually al-
most ubiquitous—handbooks (insofar as grammar was part o.m Komﬂd com-
position-rhetoric). As the handbook moved closer to nm:ﬂmr.q in the .ﬂnmnr-
ing practices, and especially in the paper-grading and marking w_.mocnwm cw
teachers, the field of grammar became more important. For secondary sc co.
students, “grammar” meant the sentence-building book or the _mbm_.wmmm book;
for college students, “grammar” meant the handbook and all of its nearly-
impossible-to-recall rule structures. o
Rhetoric of the old theoretical and exploratory sort declined in _uwﬁ_r
theory and practice during the period 1910-1930, as the newer mn&mmom_nm_w
approaches of Modern composition-rhetoric developed and mo:&m&” m_”m:.
Scott wrote in 1918 that “for ten years or so there has been a steady n__B:E.-
tion of the amount of rhetorical theory offered in [college textbooks]; that

L rd1d
which has been retained has been made more and more elementary” (“Com-

position,” s15). Meanwhile, the sort of grammar being taught in college

courses reflected the most old-fashioned, rigid, and puristic prejudices om
n -
the nineteenth century filtered through the “common errors” perspecttve o

the early twentieth.

The otientation toward formal correciness that runs &.:o:mr ﬁrnma.
two periods of composition-rhetoric is primarily associated EFT grammar,
but it also came to include punctuation, which had not been included as
part of thetoric before, and finally even spelling, put inco placeasa oo.__nmﬂ
level subject. Some detail about the addition of punctuation and spelling to

Consolidation composition-thetoric might be in order here.

Punctuation, which we now tend to think of as one of the _oémmm-mnqmw
skills in the range of mechanical writing skills, was not thought so in _&&
nineteenth century. From the earfiest records we have of ﬂmmnrnalnnﬁ.mnﬂw.
student papers, the red “p.” is the most common teacher mark. This is H.H.oa
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so surprising in itself, but the degree to which many of the rhetorical au-
thors of the nincteenth century were willing to deal with punctuation in
their works is. Teachers appeared reconciled to punctuation in ways they
were not to grammar and spelling, probably due to the early influence of
Lindley Murray’s English Grammar of 1795. This book included more than
twenty pages on punctuation under the rhetorical section. Though Murray
confessed that his treatment of punctuation as a system of pauses and stops
was “a very imperfect doctrine” (267), it was still influential, By conflating
the marking system of written discourse with grammar and with the pause
effects of spoken discourse, Murray began a tradition that many other writ-
ets, especially on the secondary and academy level, would follow.
Punctuation seems to have been viewed by many authors as a neces-
sary adjunct to written rhetoric, and we do not see as much of the shrinking
from it as might be expected. Since punctuation had been one of the prime
battlegrounds of the Alford usage wars, it may be that proper punctuation
carried a cachet of learning and class approval. In any case, it was widely
covered in textbooks. Both Richard Green Parker and George Quackenbos
mentioned punctuation in their pre~Civil War textbooks, 2s would be ex-
pected from authors whose first texes were academy-level, but soon clearly
college-level books were including punctuation as well. Simon Kerf's Zle-
ments of Composition and Rhbetoric of 1869 devoted two entire chapters to
what Kerl called a “supplemental art, used to show the construction and
meaning of sentences more distinctly to the eye” (77). Kerl criticized the
teaching of “the obsolescent niceties of punctuation,” probably of the sort

represented by the secondary school descendants of Mutray.

John Wilsons Treatise on English Punctuation, which was first pub-
lished as an aid to printers and compositors in 1826, went through three

large editions (and innumerable printings) in the nineteenth century, each
-one making it simpler and more suited for classroom instruction. Filled
with rules, examples, and exercises, the third edition of 1871 was a common
~college classroom tool and may have been used as a sort of early handbook
by some teachers. That a whole book devoted 1o nothing but punctuation
did so well indicates how atomistic Postwar composition-rhetoric was be-
_coming by the 1870s, flying in many directions at once, When examining

he use of punctuation in Postwar texts, we find a variety of authors includ-
ng sections on it. Tt seems to have been almost a philosophical rather than
-pedagogical decision to include or not to include it. David J. Hill, a seri-
us thetorical thinker whom no one can accuse of being a textbook hack,
levoted in his Elements of Rbetoric and Composition of 1878 a whole chapter
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to punctuation (and another to capitalization). Charles Bardeen’s E&Q.L A
System of Rbetoric of 1884 contained one whole chapter on punctuation.
There is no evidence that the decision to include punciuation needed a
defense, as was the case with spelling and grammar. 3

The challenge to teaching punctuation as part of aonomE.om.ArQ?
ric came only during the Consolidation period after 1880, from ﬁ.va Big Four
rhetoricians of the last quarter of the nineteenth century, A. m.. EE.H Genung,
Wendell, and Scott. These teachers were powerful mmcmnmv serious intellectu-
als without being hidebound academics, and %Q.éar& to some .mnm_dn
to reclaim the ancient autonomy of rhetoric, frecing it m..HwB the simpler
materials that had grown up around it as HVOmQa\v..H composition. So we mna_m
challenge to the inclusion of punctuation in their texts—at least their early
o A. S. Hill was concerned with rhetoric as style, and ?.w did not deal at
all with punctuation in his Principles of 1878 or his Foundations of 1892. Hra
market was changing, though, and after 1900 there was a demand for M_B-
pler methods. By the time of his Beginnings of 1902 ﬁé.nzﬁ.._ as a secondary
school text, but also used as a college text), Hill had given in and included

puncuation. “Puncruation, which is sometimes spoken of as if it w.a‘mﬂw wﬂ |
abstruse science or a fine art, is in point of fact a very simple affair,” Hill

assured his readers before leading them through it @mh“,aﬁa.wh Nw.v. John
Genung was also led to see the value of punctuation. In Tm Practical ..m.p.m-
ments of 1886, he did not include any material on punctuation. w.u\ the time
of the 1893 Outlines, however, Genung had (probably by his editors) been

convinced of its importance:

Punctuation is by no means, as many think, an affair of arbitrary wmbnnwm
marks, or something put in from the outside as a kind of afterthoughr; it
belongs just as truly to the structure and meaning of mnﬂnnsnam as does the
choice of words or phraseology. That is why the matter is put here as an
important element in the treatment of the sentence, Every mark of .
punctuation, if rightly used, has its definite office to fulfill, m:..m depends o
some determinate principle of connection and relation. { OQutlines, 186}

Fred Newton Scott and Joseph Denney, in their Paragraph-Writing of 1893;

i italizati unctuation rules
devoted twelve pages of appendixes to capitalization and p s

(most of them to discussion of variations on or exceptions to the E_.mm i
Barrett Wendell was the only one of Kitzhabers Big mo:.n who boqu.&.m ‘
with punctuation at all in his English Composition, which was origin

delivered as a series of lectures.
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When handbooks became very popular after 1920, punctuation was
sometimes relegated to the small books of rules whereas rhetoric texts cov-
ered larger issues. It has never left rhetoric texts for long, though, probably
because the very nature of punctuation allowed it to be treated simulta-
neously as an afterthought, as a necessary meaning-maker, and as an honor-
able cultural code. It has never stopped being common practice for rhetoric
textbooks to include at feast an appendix on punctuation, and many of
them still include whole chapters. Punctuation is technical and recondite
enough almost to escape the opprobrium usually placed on lower-level skills
that have not been learned early.

Spelling, on the other hand, was the last and for most teachers prob-
ably the most painful subject they were forced to add to the standard mate-
rials of college rhetoric as it became college composicion. Almost no nine-
teenth-century textbooks take up the issue of misspellings, in spite of the
evidence that spelling was the second-most-marked error pattern in college
papers (punctuation was the first). Coliege teachers simply assumed that
training in proper spelling had been taken up at the elementary level, as it
had been since the American Revolution. Noah Webster’s American Spelling
Bookfirst appeared in 1783, and soon became the most popular speller America
had known, selling over five million copies by 1818. By the 1880s William H.
Appleton—the publisher of what was popularly known as Webster’s “Blue-
Backed Speller”—boasted that the book “has the largest sale of any book in

- the world except the Bible, We sell a million copies a year” (Spelling Book, i).
Using Webster's book, spelling contests, and constant rote-memorization
- exercises, elementary school teachers worked hard to inculcate the rules of

‘spelling,

Spelling was thus seen during the nineteenth century as an elementary

subject, one that had nothing to do with the august subject of thetoric. A. S.
“Hill's Principles of 1878 dealt with spelling only insofar as a question arose
“about whether to spell foreign names in traditional or newfangled ways—
Laceduemon or Lakedaimon. This was the only sort of spelling question that
scemed at all rhetorical to traditional rhetoricians. Standard word-spelling

uestions should have been sertled long before students got to college,
arrumphed the professors. And yet Hill, reporting in 1879 on the results of
hat year’s entrance examinations (which failed 157 of 316 candidates), noted
at spelling was'one of the most pervasive problems examiners found,

Many, a _mmmnm number than usual, spelled as if starting a spelling reform,
each for himself, . . . Of these mistakes some are evidently much graver
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than others, but some of the worst were found in several books, and not a
few are apparendy due to an unconscious effort to represent to the eye a
> 10)

2

M + »n 113
vicious pronunciation.” (“Answer,

Using correction cards and different systems of :owmﬁmo: @ nnwwauxno:oMn
teachers relentlessly marked up studenc papers, wom%_sm a S....kw of “Sp. :mm_.wm
along the way, but correction of misspellings and 9.8 éﬁbﬁmm m_uocﬁm c Mm&m
ing dictionaries were just about the only pedagogical techniques of whi
ence. .
" nmm%asm M”MM school textbooks began to mmmnm.mm spelling during ﬁrw 1880s,
but on the college level there was no real mention of the WBEWE in EMI
books until 1898, when Alphonso Newcomer's m..wmwnma&. .&w@m.uaﬁn m@@nﬂﬁn m
Newcomer is the first college-level book to m.m& with misspellings at all, My._m&
he only provided three simple rules and a list Om.mw noS_Bon Eam_ua rm :
words. Here was the advent of the list of “spelling demons,” words o m.“_
teachers claimed gave students the most trouble. mn.wémm_ other _un.uo_nm copie
Newcomer's list, but the first significantly wsmcas.ﬂm_ list of men__Em MMEM%
clearly meant for the college market appeared in /.x\oozn%m Eﬂw %& Nm
Composition of 1907. Woolley's text provided 13 m_unz_bm,h.:_nm mom. is rea wr
(“Words ending in silent ¢ usually drop the ¢ v.nmo_.a a wcmmw beginning A.M_ﬁm
a vowel,” etc.) and a list of 134 words whose misspelling “should be avoide
with particular care.” The success of the @nx.&?% was such that two %nwﬁﬂ
later, Woolley published The Mechanics of Writing, an expanded <anmmo= ,_ﬂ
exercises. This book contained 48 spelling rules, and 24 whole pages of spelling
n_nnaoﬁ.oo:n%w books, with their rules and demons, Hn_u@obn& the zmnw.
ern approach to teaching spelling, The other, more oElmmmw.SDn& approac Mm
“look it up in the dictionary”—was more common, Em_E% vnomﬁm it -
lowed textbook authors a very cursory treatment o.m spelling issues. Hw the
world according to this pedagogy, students s&o Bam_unr& had simply to
cultivate their own doubts until they wsmé. which of Hroz..éoam were E_M _
spelled. Such correction was really very EEE.@ as Martin mmBmMcJ M:_w :
Ernest Holland noted from their empyrean height in 1907, and shou :
done during revision. “Now correct the misspelled words. When U_SMMS in
doubt, look up the word in the dictionary, or ask some one éwo. really know: -
{Whisten and Oral Composition, 19). Superadded to this ﬂnnv:_az.m émw %MF
ally, an injunction to write doubtful éoﬁ._m out over and over mﬂm:M.a MS n?
in this older pedagogy was the assumption that students really m .:o.
how to spell, that they should possess the rules and conventions of spelling,

much to the regret of some old
tials were shamefully elementa
 pared to construct complex se
that American education was

And to admit thar,

-could not be expected to attain college-level writing, and that English facul-
- ties seemed the only possible teachers to take the
something professors hated,

the way that writing was taught—changes half.

was consolidating around its mo
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just as they did those of good deportment. As Martha Hale Shackford and
Mazrgaret Judson (of Wellesley and Vassar) puc it in 1917:

In social life, in business, in any relationshi
to follow the accepted rules of life, There are fised and exact rules about
spelling. Anyone who breaks these rules is likely to be considered very dull,
for anybody can learn 1o spell correctly if only he will work hard enough,

- - Every student should own a small dictionary in which he can look up
the spelling of words which he cannot spell. It is a very good plan to write

out ten times the spelling of any word that is troublesome, (Composition—
Rhetoric—Literature, 23—24)

p with other people we must try

This assumption that students actuall
incorrectly was to undergird spelling
period.

Spelling continued to be perceived as a serious problem at all educa-
tional levels, but there was very little agreement as to how the problem might
be solved. In “The Futility of the Spelling Grind,” published in 1897, J. M.
Rice analyzed the spelling problems of thirty-three thousand fourth through
eighth graders and concluded that there Was no panacea for spelling prob-
lems and that “there is no direct relation between methods and results, In
other words, the results varied as much under the same as they did under
different methods of instruction” (413). Given this essential pessimism about
the possibilities of teaching spelling and the genuine conflicts thar college
teachers had about whether they should be trying to deal with spelling at all,
it is not surprising that spelling pedagogy hardly developed beyond a few
simple methods (look it up, learn the spelling rules, and so on)."

Grammar, punctuation, and spelling were added to the rhetoric course
-line rhetoric teachers, for whom such mate-
ry. To admit that their students were unpre-
ntences or to puncruate them was to admit

not succeeding, and this teachers hated to do,
without some training in these areas,

y know which words they are spelling
pedagogy even far into the Modern

college students

problem in hand, was

And so, the later 18805 and the 1890s were times of extreme changes in

obscured, but no less real for
was being deformed by novel stresses and
st practical pedagogies to try to solve the

hat. The college rhetoric course



Grammar and Mechanical Correctness &= 147

140 &= Composition-Rhetoric

for their part, probably did not realize that the introductory English course
was qualitatively different from the introductory History course; thus both
were organized as large lectures, The result was the destructive overloading
of writing teachers. As George R. Carpenter et al. put it in 1903, “It is not
uncommon for teachers of English . . . who are conducting twenty hours of
recitation a week . . . o sit up until ewelve o’clock night after night in order
to correct the compositions of their pupils” (Zeaching of English, 329). We
shall never know the degree to which this glut of theme-correcting destroyed
thetoric as a scholarly discipline by driving sensitive scholars into other fields
(particularly literature), but it must have been considerable. Faced with this
gross overwork and with growing social and professional pressure to enforce
the basics, teachers evolved strategies to protect themselves from insanity
and to get on with their work. We are stll seeing versions today of the
several various strategies evolved by the writing teachers of the late nine-
teenth century to cope with those conditions,

First of all, teachers moved to scrap the abstract topics that had been
popular berween 1800 and 1870, substituting simpler assignments that could
be quickly scanned for obvious flaws. One change was toward more per-
sonal assignment topics, Kitzhaber shows how the trend moved away from
assignments requiring special knowledge, complex conceptualizations, or
detailed explanations, and toward essays based on personal experience and
observation (Rbetoric in American Colleges, 169-77). In terms of the modal
division of discourse then popular, this was a switch from an emphasis on
argument and exposition (which was more complex in the nineteenth cen-
‘tury than it became in the twentieth) to an emphasis on narration and de-
scription. Topics such as “Curiosity” or “The Evanescence of Pleasure” were
‘teplaced by “Our Newsboy” and “An Early Morning’s Fishing,” and eventu-
ally the notorious “How [ Spent My Summer Vacation.”

Kitzhaber's contention thar this personalization and simplification of
theme topics was the result of dissatisfaction with the older abstract topics s
certainly true, but he does not go into much depth on the reasons for this
dissatisfaction. That such topics as “Selfishness” produced bad writing from
ollege freshmen is easy to understand (and we shall take up the reasons in
hapter 7). More important for this discussion, however, personal-experi-
nce writing is the easiest reading a teacher sees. Abstract topics produce

ting that is cognitively more demanding and therefore slower to read
d grade. Criteria for judging narratives and simple descriptions are easy to

Paper content often suggests itself; and the essay’s organization is usually
mple chronology or spatial reference. Personal-experience papers can be
ad far more quickly and with fewer difficuls judgment calls to make than

ome of
problems that were arising. We need now to look more closely at s
these problems and at the solutions they engendered.

Overwork
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in the older sort of abstract-analysis papers. The newer topics took over at
least in part because grading them was easier work for teachers snowed un- Nutber
der by too many themes. , A e U page here ..o,
With questions of content and organization radically simplified, the SeatmuEnn Do 2, VAmIETY OF
reading and grading of students’ papers entered a whole new era. Atsome e | T I. Manuscript [a Legible T Letters
point berween 1870 and 1900, the act of a teacher reading and commenting & | b Canttas 2 Jpocing
on the general communicative success of a piece of student writing—form o . | ) ¢ m,ww ._u_msm .
and content—uwas succeeded by a simplified concept: the teacher as spotter @@ | T § Quotation marks
and corrector of formal errors. Student essays ceased to be “literary efforts” " |2 Semiemon
and became instead exhibits of rule-worship, to be examined “with a lawyers kb | T 3 ww.ww@
eve,” as Mina Shaughnessy tellingly puts it in Errors and Expectations. Skill e = | e II. Words | & Formation ? nestonmark
in writing, which had traditionally meant the ability to manipulate a com- b Good uce I Yerb
plex hierarchy of content-based, o_.mﬁﬁwwmmonm.r and stylistic goals, came to Sl | T . 3 mww_ﬂwwmé
mean but one thing: error avoidance. ~— GHEE | e 3 Simpusiy
So the new emphasis upon mechanical correctness grew out of the ? Vit
“illiteracy” furor we have discussed, but (more important) out of the under- 2O = | T || TI1. Sentences [a Correctness I Complete
standable need of teachers to somehow deal with their huge stacks ofstu- o . 3 Porticoi i
dent themes. As every writing teacher knows, truly reading a paper—any ¢ Ceonoun and antecedent
paper—is mentally demanding and time-consuming. [t requires complete. - /8 = | T b Unity ? Tamiive
attention to all levels of style, form, meaning, full presence of mind. Full 2o | o Mass ¢ Dogi
editorial reading is tiring and cannot be done efficiently for long stretches o 2 Eag o
time. On the other hand, merely scanning 2 paper for formal and syntactic - AL | T @ Coherence I Qrdar of words !
correctness is a more mechanical act; with practice it can be done withalz ot | . 3 Precise conjumction”
most as little concentration as riding a bicycle. Far more students’ paper T ® Variaty 3 Perlodic and loose
can be passed through such a mechanism in a given period of time than can U IV. Pasagraphs [ & Unity * Topic Sentence
be passed through a full reading. The writing teachers of the 1880s and 1890s e b Mass * Letgth moderate
faced with a reading task that was essentially impossible, were forced to-cu 1 Begining
their losses as best they could. Substituting rapid scanning-for-errors in placi T o Cohetence 3 Propartien
of full readings, they came to see this simple correcting procedure as what- S - 2 w%%%m%hﬁ%&
they were expected to do. Those who have examined numbers of nineteenth : v 3 Tonses confunstion
century student essays have all seen that the great majority of them have i L o Af Theme |a Unity Summary in one paragraph
only been subjected to such rapid “correction.” Yes, teachers “read” the 1 S e, b Mase I Boginuing
themes a day or the 216 themes a week—after a fashion. They “corrected . 3 Proportion
: o Coherence Order of paragraphs

and graded them, and they rationalized this sort of reading by claiming th

they were giving the students what they really needed most. The work Based on Barrett Wendell's ENGLISH COMPO:
. SITION

demanding; it tock time; it was onerous—but it was not mamomm._wrw.
genuine reading would have been. Faced with killing work levels, teach
had to give something up, and what went, unfortunately, was rhetoric. K
teacher responses to student papers went the same way as complex and'ch

+3 A typical correction card f
at rom the early ewentiet
From Williams, Report on the teaching Qnm‘ahwm& 54. “ih e

lenging assignments.




144 S LQHPUIHAVIE INLRAUT e

i ion bein
With primary teacher attention and nearly m.: paper nom.nnm_o » Hrm
devoted to the formal aspects of student writing, ﬂ was :_Hunsﬁ.w e m " e
iti e. During the
osition course should chang .
nature of the college comp ould During the z880s
hanges slowly taking place, no :
and 1890s we can see the ¢ : . : Lo
books omm in adjunct technologies. The Bnneromw mawmh_mm and oﬁﬁwﬁnam
i into invi Support sy )
forced into invited mechanic
that teachers were being - ¢ s,
: i unts, and systems
i ting systems, error co .
usually in the form of ra nd systems of s o0
i ferred. These systems of mec .
ich students could be re St 0 ica e
M& d in two primary sources: as “composition cards nomﬁm::bmw m_uwp.n
ved i ali s. Let us
ated rules and correction marks, and later, in specialized textboo
i ents.
ine both of these developm .
o “Correction Cards,” or “Theme Cards,” printed on heavy mWOn_A N:ﬂ
in hi . t their
high schools in the 1870s, bu
i students, were first used in hig it
B owekly |. The most common sort containe
i the college level. The m
use quickly spread to . © conainee
mroM directions on manuscript preparation Emn_ M key to the wm. rem of or
i stems
i he instructor. Many of these sy
rection marks used by t : : e e
based on the one recommended in E. W. Huffcut's English :W lsw_ &um%hn mow\
Schools (1887), but they varied a good deal from school to school. So

of card system of this sort was the rule at most colleges by 1890. A. S. Hill

embled one for sale at Harvard, and many other colleges mo:.oénm M:Mn.
%ﬂn rules of “grammar” might not be good enough for a place in rheto

i ring to.
textbooks, but no teacher could do without some means of referring

them. These cards were highly ephemeral and few have wwnq?mmw the one
reprinted here is a high school card from 1908 (sec fig. 3).

i i ugh space fo
ing to students. More seriously, they could not provide enough sp

i ly felca
satisfactory explanations of the key correction marks. Teachers clearly

i —whi ven if the
need for some sort of bridge between the rhetoric texts which, e

j rescriptive
covered punctuation usually rejected syntax, grammar, and p p

- 'r w. — nOHHHmUom_nm.nu-— Ca. m_:_.ﬁ_u. wuﬂm.h*
EITOL VN.MGQ materiass as _Um.Tv ceOnW NHMQ m..&.m. m
wWere oW 1n a Lo} W nw—ﬂ Oric. . ﬁ m
.}m, TOrics Wmvwﬂmmmm. Hmwm._ conta —ﬂn_. a page
two om GOHHMTCmHH—OE nm:.oﬁw HHum.,nnH_.m._.u _U.C.H H:ﬂv\ Were Hrﬂ ﬂxﬁﬂ.muﬁ_—og HNH_” er ﬁ.m_..

the rule.

Remedial Technology
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The obvious answer to the problem was a new sort of HWQ_M 29.,@
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 studied” (3). His 112-page book mixed formal
_with some low-level stylistic rhetoric. Outlin
hor a true rhetoric, but its combination of s
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went through twenty-five printings

ment of words,
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quarter of the nineteenth century several atrempts to find the form for such
a book were made, none of theim completely successful. The first and most
obvious answer to the problem of teaching students “grammar” (which by
1885 was a sort of catch-all term used by English teachers to mean formal
correctness of all kinds) was merely to update the grammar rules taught by
clementary schools. This was done by Alonzo Reed and Brainerd Kellogg in
their 1877 high school text, Higher Lessons in English, and at the

college level
by Joseph Gilmore in his 1875 text, Outlines of the Art of Expression, which
used a sort of Baltimore Catechism

question-and-answer method to incyl-
cate grammatical rules. Gilmore used an expansive definition of grammar:
“Grammar,” he said, “may be defined as the art of correctly expressing our
thoughts. It lays the foundation for rhetoric, which superinduces, upon mere
correctness of expression, Clearness,

Energy, and Elegance” (Outlines, 5).
He went on to deal in such questions as “Define a simple sentence and an
act of thought,” and “Give the exceptions to the general rules for forming

the plurals of English nouns.” He set our, quite clearly, to make grammar 2
college-level subject. Gilmore, a professor at the University of Rochester,
stated in his Preface: “This lirtle book has growmn, in the author’s class-room,
out of an attempt (o supplement the defective early training of his pupils.
Those pupils had, when they entered college, some practical acquaintance
with English composition, . . . English Grammar, many of them had never
studied ar all—few if any, of them, as the author conceives it should be

grammar and prescriptive advice
es was neither a grammar book
entence-level advice and gram-
the turn of the century,
mar’s entry into compo-
White Clearly of 1874, This book, which
between 1874 and 1914, is worth exam-
“Almost every English boy can be taught to write
“so far at least as clearness depends upon the arrange-
-+« Clear writing can be reduced to rules” (s5}. Abbotr, a
hakespeare scholar, had originally written his book to help his students
ranslate Greek and Latin into acceptable English. Abbott was appalled by
e results, stating that “the flar, vague, long-winded Greek-English and Latin-
glish imposture that is often tolerated in our examinations . . . dimin-
snes instead of increasing the power that our pupils should possess over
it native language” (7). Abbott’s answer (unlike Gilmore’s) was to try to
iscern the main grammatical principles most commonly violated and to
ate a new sort of prescriptive rule that would watn against this specific

Much more popular and important for gram
ition was Edwin A. Abbot’s How 75

ning in more detail here,
learly,” said Abbort,
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violation. How To Write Clearly contains fifty-six rules, most of them deal-
ing with sentence construction and style, many of them similar ro certain of
today’s handbook prescriptions. Unlike Gilmore's questions and answers,
Abbott expressed his rules in positive commandments followed by exempli-
fications: “32. In a long conditional sentence put the ‘if-clause’ antecedent,
or protasis, first,” and “41. Antithesis adds force, and often clearness.” Abbott’s
rules were often grammar based but were by no means always grammatical
rules. For instance, whereas Gilmore covers adverbs according to their tradi-
tional definitions and classes, Abbott assumes this knowledge and proffers
three specific prescriptions: “Adverbs should be placed next to the words
they are intended to affect”™s ““Only’ requires careful use”; and “When not
only’ precedes ‘but also,” see that each is followed by the same parc of speech.”
Rather than concentrating on abstract concepts, Abbott means to tell
his readers how specifically to avoid common errors, and he does it in the
Janguage of grammar. Abbott’s book covered few. questions of usage, no
spelling or puncruation, and very little basic syntax or grammar, but it was
widely used. Harvard required its purchase through the 1880s, and it also
seems to have been used at different times by Obetlin and the Universities of
Pennsylvania, Virginia, Michigan, and Colorado.!® As early as 1880, teachers
were casting about for convenient systems of enforceable reference rules
Textbooks at this time became predictable and derivative, unwilling to ex-
periment with new treatments. Materials on mechanical correctness bloomed
and toward the end of the Consolidation period there appeared a new sort
of textbook, the logical culmination of the move toward rule-governed com-
position that had been going on since 1875: the modern handbook of com-

tl

position.

The first true handbook was Edwin C. Woolley's Handbook of Compo-
sition: A Compendium of Rules of 1907. Woolley provided in 2 primitive
form nearly all the elements that make up today’s handbooks: it dealt with
punctuation, spelling, legibility, sentence structure. The Handbook saw no

element of writing as beneath its scope; it had no rhetorical pretensions.’
Woolley himself argued the case for such a teacher-aid book most succinctly

in his Mechanics of Writing (1909):

The chief benefit derived from theme-writing lies probably in the
instructor’s indication of errors in the themes and his showing how these
errors are o be corrected. . . . But . . . how shall the instructor, as he

indicates these eight hundred errors (in the fifty themes he must hand back
the next day), furnish the information called for by each one? Obviously he’

must use some kind of shorthand. Suppose, then, that he writes opposite
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Mra _:,woﬁmo_.. “whom” above quorted the expression “Gr.” or “b.E.”

case.” Do these expressions furnish the student with the Emoﬁ.. o h
needs regarding that “whom”? It seems ro me thac they do not e

Yet shorthand must be used in correcting themes. Is there :o w .m f

902&.@5& which conveys to the student the information he sh _M Mﬂd ’
ﬂnmmm&nm each crror marked in this themes? There is such 4 s - ;i .
consists of references to a book. . . . The Handbook was desi Mwnn__wﬂu M h
present book has been designed, to be used in this way. ?Tmmc e

This was Woolley's credo,
overwhelming approbation.
spoke for most of the colle

and teachers reacted to this new sort of text with

Ina representative review in 1909, H. E. Coblentz

ge teachers of the day: “This litt

P : y: " This little book des

voM Mﬂﬂwmﬁwmnﬁwa. e Every teacher of English will find this the rwaHmMMM
of its kind” (Review, 581). At last the cat was out of the bag, and teach-

:..:wm no HC—H or Hhmﬂﬁ_. to the TH~ mhh_f mechanic hature Om
m TH&@ T
Crs Om WrI m T n N.— I

With the Handbook, Woolley

began initiati
e o th gan the handbook era, initiating 2

iting text that would quickl
f y come to be at the h
college writing courses. From the time of the first Woaolley bwam.

position pedagogy was transformed. Needs h
texts shaped the writing courses; s had shaped the ¢

wete always the favorite rexts of
a great, although often hidden,
home-reference handbook gre
then into a full-scale textbook
rhetoric handbook. Woolley
1928 marked the beginning
that meant the algorithmi

organization of the handbo
ric,

eart of most
dbook, com-
. exts, now the
this was es pecially true of handbooks, which
; untrained writing teachers and thus exerted
influence. In chapter 2 we saw how Woolley's
w first into a book of rules and exercises and
meant for use both at home and in class: the
and Scott’s College Handbook of Composition in
of this phase of textbook development, 2 phase
¢ rule—governed approach and the mechanical

ok extended themselves into all aspects of rheto-

i GHWM ManM\ years following the Woolley Hundbook might be called
andbook Boom. Between 1907 and 1927, at least fifteen differ-

ent handbooks were published. A survey taken in 19275

seven rep howed that, of twenty-

H . . ’
e Enmwmanﬁmza.,m colleges in the Midwest, 85 percent used handbooks in
mmumvoorm m Twocﬂmnwlmnn_ more important, 41 percent used no rexts but
mwbn__uooﬁ ! enry, “Freshman English™). As important as the numbers of
» however, were the changes the h

andbook andbook for ing |

the rhetoric texts of i e Dutoees oo
_ the period and the broadeni
, roadening of th
ndbooks themselves, Beginni | ; o ety
, + Deginning around 1910, we see the rapi i

A bool “ i 910, we sce the rapid crumblin

Ok rhetoric text authors’ unwillingness to include mechanical noEnnEnmm
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materials in their books. Clippinger’s Hlustrated Lessons, Foerster and
Steadman's Sextences and Thinking, Young and Young's Freshman English, all
reflected a novel handbook-oriented emphasis on jower-level elements of
mechanical correctness: punctuation, spelling, grammar. Clippinger in 1912
actually included a separate handbook section in his rhetoric—probably the
first such conjunction. Quite literally, after 1925, handbooks and handbook
rhetorics were in control of composition classes.

The predictable result of this “handbookization” of thetoric was that
Modern composition-rhetoric became ever more formalized and mechani-
cal, ever more removed from the actual process of communication. Hand-
book rhetoric was always the most reductive form of composition-rhetoric,
and by the 1920s there was little thetorical theory not influenced by hand-
book approaches. Fewer rhetoric texts were found thar did not incorporate
2 handbook or rules-type section, and after 1925 it seemed a tacit assump-
tion that the average composition course was an essentially remedial en-
deavor. As John French said in Writing in 1924: “This book attempts to
supply in one volume material adequate for such a course in English Com-
position as includes the review of elementary principles and the anticipa-
tion of mature studies in English and other subjects. Consequently it gives .
much space to rules for correctness” (v), For the freshman of 1924, mature
writing was something only anticipated. ..

If the period 1875-1910 nurtured the elements leading to an obsession -
with mechanical correctness, and the period after 1910 turned composition
from a subject (distantly) concerned with communication intc a mere hun
for errors, the period following 1925 was what might be called the remedial-
technology era. It was a time when composition teachers, at their nadir in
terms of experience and interest, were lured ever farther into mechanism by
ever more sophisticated “classroom aids” put out by textbook firms. Hand:
books became the central reference point for teachers who had never stud
ied any rhetorical theory (and no teacher English-trained could have bee
raught rhetoric between 1915 and 1950). Even those whose training in criti
cal reading made them sensitive readers of student writing were t00 OVer
worked to bring useful criticism to bear on the papers they graded, an
these teachers did what they could: they enforced correctness and made:

the heart of their demands.

Handbooks arrived and proliferated because chey were useful tools'i
the task of enforcing correctness. Theix main purpose, in theory at least,
as support systems for instruction that was still supposed to be rheto
student essays read by the teacher. Following closely behind handbook
however, were their dark siblings, drill books and workbooks that intr

duced nomﬂwyoﬂn_% a-rhetorical practice in error recognition and sente

construction into the college writing course. Beginning in the mid-1 MMM
é_%aﬂ. H. .dqﬁ%m M.QO.S. Book and becoming a thriving industry b Hm

the Hman@mm racket” (as Porter Perrin called it) introduced hi N mwroowmm_
level exercises in grammar, punctuation, and usage into college Mmmm_d ns.
Such _u“oowm as Ward’s, Howard Grose’s Exercises in Everyday w\\vh&& HWEM.
.WDNMM; Corrective English Exercises, and Easley Jones's gcwa&ma&h“muﬁwww
L MMa HMQM MMMWMMW H:M_m_ﬁ.g ,%.n Ewm\ummﬁom“ wu& college composition was
o : ic point. Perrin’s voice was one of the few raised

protest against the workbook approach:

These Q.Hh.nmmmm obviously violate the lone principle that present teachers of
composition have salvaged from the 2,500 years of the discipline of
thetoric, that one learns to speak and write by speaking and writin
MSJ\ do we adopt them? Well, they're easy to handle: like every _uow.:.ﬂn.
advance” in pedagogical method, they are uftimarely casier for the teacher
... We find a comforting certainty in grading exercises in the most .
a_nb.ﬁsﬁax conventions of the language that is a great relief in a field where
so little is certain, where the real work is eliciting variables in a growth, W
may realize that these absolutely certain elements are few and are the _mm&nn
or at any rate the lowest, factors in style. But we cannot help breathin ,
more freely as we pass from the sand of better-or-worse to the _uﬁﬁ.:nwﬁ f
supposed right-or-wrong. (*Racket,” 384, 387-88) ’

HU . ‘ -
mm.mm__s could certainly understand the weakness that made teachers turn to
drill books, but he could not condone it.

So the tools of formally based teaching--simplified mechanical theto-

“rics, rhetoric rmbmvn.uow.mu handbooks, and drill books—were all essentially
n control of the majority of American writing classrooms by 1950, During

his period the last vestiges of the old abstract theory tradition left over from

he Consolidation period died out, and with them died any sense of profes-

ional hi i
o m_w _meoa\. By 1920 most of the great nineteenth-century rhetorical theo
m . * - i
A m.m een forgotten; and their doctrines, passed down in dilured text
00, i :
orm, were assumed to have always existed. In the hands of overworked

et
timers and graduate students, Freshman English entered its Dark Ages

unenlightened toil, a benighted processing of students through the ob-

tacle course of mechanical correctness.

It is irond . .

i HW ironic ﬁvmnv. just as freshman composition was becoming associ-
o e vowc._m:. mind with grammar, a notable gap began to open in the
‘nineteenth century between the grammar that English teachers taught

and the growing insights of the scientific philologists and linguists active in
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English studies. Philology, the study of the chronological and spatial devel-
opment of languages, was one of the most important of the scholarly sub-
ject arcas that evolved in the German universities of the nineteenth century,
and after the Civil War American scholars returned from work at German
universities with degrees in philology in ever larger numbers. Scholarly lan-
guage study on the German model led to the dismissal of some long-held
American linguistic prejudices.

Largely as a result of philological studies, support for a universal gram-
mar and a rigid purism in usage declined rapidly among genuine philoso-
phers of language after 1900. Such important early linguistic scholars as
Thomas Lounsbury, Brander Matthews, and George P. Krapp began to sug-
gest that a new way of viewing grammar—one based on a descriptive and
flexible objectivity rather than on the prescriptive purism of the older gram-
mar—might be the linguistics of the future. Sadly, however, little was cat-
ried over to writing courses from descriptive language studies such as those
of Krapp, Otto Jesperson, Henry Sweet, or George Curme.

Before 1900 there was little organized critique of this purblind depen-
dence on an increasingly discredited system, even though, as early as the
1880s, a few philologists had criticized teachers’ total acceptance of tradi
tional rigid grammar. See, for instance, Edward A. Allen'in 1887:

But our grammarians, refusing to study their language in its marvelous
process of development for the last thousand years, have been content
either to create rules for the use of it . . . or to borrow the rules of those
languages which have a differently developed system of grammar. . . . No,
student should be deluded into the belief that he can become a grammar-.
ian by the study of the grammar alone, (“English Grammar Viewed from’

All Sides,” 466—69)

With the work of Lounsbury, Matthews, and Krapp a new scientific and - ¢
descriptive spirit appeared in philology. Arguing against a fixed standar
grammatical propriety, Lounsbuty in The Standard of Usage in English gt
tily proclaimed that “in order to have a language become fixed, it is
necessary that those who speak it should become dead” (71). George Kra
in his Modern English of 1909, made an important differentiation betw
standard English, as taught by the rigid prescriptive grammarians of
schools, and good English, which treads the boundary between convent
and invention. “Language is valuable only as it effects the purposes one wishes
to attain,” wrote Krapp (330), unconsciously echoing George Camg
definition of rhetoric in 1776 as “that art or talent by which the discou

leaves much to be desired”
. Hc put it plainly,
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adapted to its end.”
prescripeivism,
By World War I, a whole i i
. generation of philologically trajned

MMM an_M H.rmﬂmn_wdm conversant with both the E?M@ ow ﬁrMhMMmmmﬂn__HMm

ge and 1ts similarities to and differences fi -
This generation of scholars o b e

1 —no more than a few hundred in n i

MWETMESS to the Hvocmwm% of literary specialists and noEwo&ﬂMHwa:w
¢ mmﬂwm::%n._ the Linguistic Society of America in 1924. Linguistics thus
° 1 H Mm_.: itself Wao from English, classics, msﬂraowo_cm%_ and psycholo
omplaining that “the standing of our science in the academic noBEzbmw
 desi mm_ me O&_m for the Organization Meeting,” 6)
Inguists telt themselves surrounded by vah n al-
: : ¥ vahoos. | I-
most anguished apologia for the LSA, published in the first volume Mmm Mawl

Philologists wanted nothing to do with handbook

-guage, Leonard Bloomfield charged:

Our sch
‘ oo._m are conducted by persons who, from professors of education
own 10 teachers in the classroom, know nothin

science, not even the relarion of writin
to dialect. In short, they do not know
e L

it. (“Why a Linguistic Society?” 5)

g of the results of linguistic
g to speech of of standard language
what language is, and yet must teach

[eachers’ Responses to Student Writing

After 1910, poor working conditions for teachers created the back
:m. and constrained the possibilities for Modern co etoric
etoric as it had existed in the era of smaller classes
: ?EH in pedagogical terms,

H.r struggle) even as late as

rou
mposition-rhetoric.

became practically
as the one-on-one editorial conferences used
the time of Genung and Wendell were ren.
o s e e nmhn MMB_UQW of m.mcma:ﬂm.. Evidence of wide-
s shmpl o oachers’ac m_ mM r .oﬁo:n.& .m:m_a:nnw for their stu-
30, the most widely accepted mmMﬂmw mwzzwﬂ?m ﬂBn.h m.p.oB o ough
..Hrmmm edit, and then grade student mm_uwﬁmm. mwﬂn MMM H%M_% Mw o
d this approach, but it seems to have held wide sway nrnoco :mnnw:nmmm-
neury. As Walter Baes put it in 1913, writing m.ﬂcn_m‘.bﬁm mswaﬁ
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in an absolute monarchy, in which they are the subjects, the teacher the
king (more often, the queen), and the red-ink pen the royal sceprer. . . .
Theme correcting is an uninrellipent process. . . . In our efforts to train our
children, we turn martinets and discipline the recruits into a company of
stupid, stolid soldierkins—prompt to obey orders, it may be, but utterly
devoid of initiative. (“The Reign of Red Ink,” 158—59)

The teacher who “pounces on the verbal mistake, who ferrets ocﬁ.ﬁvn _uzanm
grammatical blunder, who scents from afar a colloquialism or a bit of &m..:m
seemed to Barnes a weak writing teacher, but by far the most common kind.

The idea that the teacher’s most important job was to rate rather than
to respond rhetorically to themes was almost universal m.om.m the late 1880s
onward, perhaps as 2 result of the cried-up “illiveracy crisis” of ﬁr.m 1880s
and 1890s. It is not surprising that teachers wished for some more rigorous
basis for the grades they gave, however, and thus were born, during the first
decade of this century, the various “rating scales” that formed our first sys-
tematic attempt to deal with the issue of rhetorical effectiveness in student
writing. .

This is not the place for a complete history of the rise of rating scales,
the various purposes they covered, or the arguments they engendered. _wm-
tween 1900 and 1925 a number of scales were proposed for rating composi-

tion, and it is probably fair to say that all of them evolved from the rise of -

scientific method and statistics and from writing teachers’ uncomfortable
awareness of exactly how subjective their grading of papers was (James,

“National Survey”). Teachers wished for a defensible rating instrument, and
beginning with the Hillegas Scale in 1912, educational theorists proposed to’

give them one. Many developments and variations of Hillegas's scale fol-

lowed: the Thorndike Extension, the Trabue Scale, the Hudelson Scale, the
Harvard-Newton Scale, the Breed-Frostic Scale, the Willing Scale, and o&-

ers (Hudelson, “Composition Scales,” 164—67).

I do not want to suggest that these composition scales were entirely
devoted to formal and mechanical ratings; their interest lies w:BmE@, in
their attempts to evolve an early holistic-style set of standards by which the

more qualitative elements of composition could be reliably judged." mm.ow
to create the perfect rating scale, however, eventually ground to a halg, largel

because rating rhetorical elements was simply too complex and multilay-
ered a task for any scale. As two scale-using researchers—Marion Brown

and M, E. Hagerty—admitted in 1917, after having seen through a comple

study using a variant of the Harvard-Newton Scale, “This study raises more
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questions than it answers. In fact, it cannot be said to have settled any ques-
tion satisfactorily” (“Measurement of Tmprovement,” 527).

The fact that rating scales usually served as instruments for adminis-
trative judgment rather than for student improvement also led to their gradual
abandonment by many teachers. Fred Newton Scott had, with his custom-
ary sagacity, identified this problem early on, noting in 1913 that “whenever
a picce of scientific machinery is allowed to take the place of teaching—
which is in essence but an attempt to reveal to the pupil the unifying prin-
ciple of his life-the result will be to artificialize the course of instruction”
(“Our Problems,” 4). Scott drew a strong distinction between a system that
grades a composition for administrative purposes and that which evaluates
it as a stage in the pupil’s progress. Hillegas’s Scale clearly served the former
putpose, and Scott ended his discussion of it with this Parthian shot:

[ leave this problem with you, then, with the seemingly paradoxical
conclusion that we ought in every way to encourage Professor Thorndike
and Dr. Hillegas in their attempts to provide us with a scale for the
measurement of English compositions, but that when the scalc is ready, we
had berzer refrain from using it. If this sounds like the famous recipe for a
salad which closes with the words “throw the entire mixture out of the
window,” you will not, I am sure, if you have followed me thus far, be
under any misapprehension as to my meaning, (“Our Problems,” 5)

The liberal wing (including most of Scott’s PhD students) followed this

line, and the controversy over rating scales lasted for better than a dozen
years.

Part of the problem was that teachers were not sure what rating scales

- could or should actually be looking for; and thus was born another early
tradition of research in English: research into error patterns. Such research
is as old as composition teaching, of course, but before the growth of the
 social science model in education it was carried on informally. Teachers had
“the list” of serious and common errors in their heads, and these lists were
probably substantially similar (although “serious” and “common” were not
- necessatily overlapping categories).?

Beginning around 1910, however, teachers and educational researchers

- began trying to taxonomize errors and chart their frequency. The great hey-
_day of the reseatch into error frequency occurred during the two decades
between 1915 and 1935, when no fewer than thirty studies were conducted !
~Unfortunately, most of these studies were flawed in some way: too small or
_ too regional a data sample, different definitions of errors, faulty methodolo-
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ies (H “Most Common Grammatical Errors,” 440}, Most early wMMH
o e d to understand today because the researchers used terms widely
e ole Wo ”.En but now incomprehensible or at best strange. We see
s.:&_nﬂmmo.om MM o m this period, however, in the sorts of errors that Hmmnrn_.m
s ont o us. Roy Ivan Johnson, writing in 1917, reported on 19
o mﬂ“m“ mMWMm wﬂnmanF and his list of the top ten error patterns in
papers

his study is as follows:

1. Spelling

2. Capitalization
Punctuation (mostly comma errors)
Careless omission or repetition

Pronoun agreement
Verb tense errors and agreement o)
8. Ungrammatical sentence structure (fragments an
9. Mistakes in the use of adjectives and m%nnv.m -
to. Mistakes in the use of prepositions and conjunctions.
(“Persistency of Error,” table 2, p. §60)

3.
4.
5. Apostrophe errors
6.
7.

wa waou au Gﬁ HHHY al ﬁw oberta cC N._.fN ﬁw 17C N.mu IS Wi T% mﬂﬂm
inen 11 [1me 1fUatIOn0. H ey seem no to r. = &.ﬂ CIrror O:ﬁmn.&ﬂ

mHM‘HH:H-mH_.hN_ Om.nﬂm-“unnﬂmu EHH—. SO nwwﬂ &.—mmmhmﬂ cc_.ﬂww Or.:.wo

ten list:

1. Faulty connectives
2. Vague pronoun reference m
? i orms

Use of “would” for simple past tense .
M Confusion of forms from similarity of sound or meaning
5. Misplaced modifiers
6. Pronoun agreement
7. Fragments
8. Unclassified errors
9. Dangling modifiers
10. Wrong tense

ists in their own grading methods. A
gmiwﬁwwmwnwm M HM“MM“M MWMMWE and mm?ommmmoam_ tradition, n te
during this period had few places, outside .ﬁrw: ﬁmwmvc_.m”w _.Hum.ﬁ“nm
information about their subject. Only m.awma@ Journalp hed ants
college writing teachers—and many of its essays were on rating
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error counting, There were, however, a number of mogma-ﬁoowwbm articles
{of a type that might surprise first-time readers of old volumes of the English
Journal) such as Allan Gilbere's “What Shall We Do with Freshman Themes?”
in which Gilbert proposes a socially constructed and
men of peer review and group conferencing,

Writing in 1922, Allen Gilbert’s is 4 startlingly modern voice that often

process-oriented regi-

~sounds like David Bartholomae or Ann Berthoff:

The course in freshman rhetotic—without plenty of reading—is an
attempt to make bricks of straw only. . . . The teacher of Freshman English
must deserve his right to stand on the same level as any other teacher of
Freshmen, and must deal with big things, ideas and books that hit che
intelligence of the students. This does more to improve sfovenly sentences,
than does constant worrying of details. The mint, anise, and cummin [sic]
must be tithed, burt the teacher of Freshmen who gives himself to trivial

things and neglects the weightier matters of good literature does not make
his course a power for literacy. (400)

Gilbert goes on to recommend literature as a springboard for students’ own
hoices of what to write, then suggests that students read their papers before
e class, because to do so “gives the writer an audience,” after which cormes
,ﬂomw criticism, then personal conferences with the teacher,
€rences.
_ Sadly, Gilberts was a rather lonely vo
Ibert or Leonard or Scott or Gertrude B
dolleys, for whom “Interest and Ori
nd: third from the bottom,
ary”) and Louise Griswolds,

then group con-

ice in his time. But for every
uck there were ten Hilda Jane
ginality” was but one of ten areas rated
rated way below “Grammar” and “Vocabu-
proposing to reread each graded theme and
ige the grade to F if every formal error has not been corrected. The
ods were full of chart-makers, rating-scalers, green-ink-not-red-ink
tcases, and exhausted handbook loyalists, but mostly they were filled with
iple followers of departmental orders about the centrality of formal error
aluation. It is not difficult to see why 1. A. Richards called rhetoric “the
teatiest part of the waste the unfortunate travel through” during their first
f college. Rhetoric had truly been transmogrified into the dread disci-

of Freshman English, and rhetorical theory had become Modern com-

ofi-rhetoric, a rhetoric wherein correctness is in the saddle,

and riding
OHifunication,
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The Loyal Opposition

The National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) had been formed
in 1911, but only slowly did it come to be a prime Boqma.vn_.m._zm u.w:m.nwm on
cotrectness-only standards, grammatical purism, and prescriptivism. .gwmﬁ
early NCTE members, it appears, were satisfied with da.\oo:@m.w_‘omnﬂ?:d
handbook approach, but a few of the most active and influential members
were aware of the trends in linguistics and began in the late 1910s to m_..n off -
salvoes against prescriptive grammar and usage. Fred N. m.ooﬂ. as R.rm@_w.
ahead of his time on this issue as on others, attacked inflexible prescriptive
standards in the 1917 English fournal. In the following year, he was mnmo.:anm.
by G. P Krapp, who was still exploring the n_comﬁw.mb of mnmnvnm_u__,ﬁ\ n.um i
usages, and the youthful Sterling A. Leonard, whose OE. HVJEH Junk™ still
remnains a classic of witty denigration. It begins, “The purist is surely one of
the strangest of God's creatures,” and includes the plaint, modern-sounding

even today:

In our weary preoccupation with 2 hundred mere Em.,mn.pmn.mnn.noan:n.monm :
of wording and idiom we have left almost untouched more fruicful topics.
... Our nice conscientiousness has been sadly misled by dicratorial and
wise-sounding but often densely ignorant pronouncements, into a teach-
ing, not alone of fiddle-faddle niceties, but of positive untruth about
present usage. | suggest that for a very considerable part of the actual
difficulties and regrettable ill successes of our English teaching—I W:o.ﬁ at
|east that it is true of my own—the blind leading of purists is responsible, :

{296) )

With his posthumously published Current English Usage Q.ww.uvu hno.mpis
was one of the most important figures in establishing the empirical Rmrnw. 0
what would come to be called “the doctrine of usage”—the idea that if-a;
word or expression is widely used by educated people it cannot be moo_mnnm,n
“incorrect” by purists.” As early as 1917 he had already spoken out strongly:
in favor of the liberal and reformist ideas he had learned as Scott's mnc.ansﬁmﬁ.”
Michigan, but with Current English Usage the En.m wrmﬁ mn.uEm_ use in cofi-
temporary writing rather than some ideal of linguistic purity should be the
standard of acceptability became widely approved. o
The 1910s also brought forth the first series of attempts to anEnm:.w
measure the worth of grammar to literacy skills, Most of these eatly experi-
ments involved elementary and secondary schools and affected college gram-
mar only indirectly. Yet the fact that they were done at &m.wbn:nmﬁ.om a new
professionalism in education, an unwillingness to accept the received wis-
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dom that grammar was indispensable. Studies such as those of Hoyt in 1906,
Briggs in 1913, and Charters in 1915 cast increasing doubt on the idea that
grammar instruction carried over into composition.” William Asker in 1923
cotrelated the grammatical knowledge of high school seniors with their fresh-
man composition grades in college and found that “knowledge of formal
grammar influences ability to judge the grammatical correctness of a sen-
tence and ability in English composition only to a negligible degree” (“Does
Knowledge?” 109-11).

By the 19205, the anti-prescriptivists had begun to assemble an im-

* pressive array of theorists and studies unified by the belief that traditional

grammar was not useful. Krapp, Leonard, and Scott insisted that the in-

- sights of Bloomfield, Sapir, Jesperson, and other scientific linguists could be
. ignored only at peril. Around the mid-1920s Charles C. Fries added his voice

to this chorus of criticism. Throughout his long and active career in the
LSA, the MLA, and NCTE, Fries constantly strove for the role of bridge
figure, to make English teachers aware of linguistic insights. In his first im-

- portant book, The Teaching of the English Language (1927), he wiote:

Even after more than a hundred years of linguistic study based upon the
historical method, the fundamental principles upon which the modern
scientific view of language rests and the results of scholarly investigations in
the English language have not reached the schools. On the whole the
schools still perpetuate with very little change the eighteenth century point
of view. . . . This book is an effort to interpret the modern scientific view of
language in a practical way for teachers. {Preface)

Fries discusses at length the folly of rule worship, where the concept of ac-
ceptable grammar originated, the doctrine of the standard of usage, and
other elements of informed language teaching, For the next forty years, which
included presidencies of the LSA and NCTE, Fries would continue to press

“the fight against destructive prescription in grammar.

By the mid-r920s the defenders of formal grammar, though ascendant
int the classroom, were on the defensive in scholarly journals. Leon Mones

- In.1923 was one of the few who made any attempt to defend the teaching of
-~ formal grammar against the flood of attacks. Grammar was under such at-
- tack, complained Mones, that “an argument in ies favor must ring like ei-
- ther grumpy reaction or hysteric reform. Well, grumpy some of us are, and
hysteric t00. We have seen the ‘No Formal Grammar army march on to

ictory and leave chaos behind it” (“A Word on Formal Grammar,” 234).

Mones’s nostalgia for an ordered past was. not the usual position found in
. Journals after 1920, however. The greater number of post-1920 journal ar-
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ticles on grammar either attack the idea of prescriptive usage, or report on
minor teaching techniques involving grammar wichout taking sides, or make
technical descriptive points within traditional grammar, or report the findings
of ill-designed studies about whether grammar helps students read and write.

Fewer than one teacher in a hundred read the English journal, how-
ever. Handbooks and their sinister new siblings—drill books and work-
books—held almost unchallenged sway in the classrooms. During this pe-
riod, the public attitude roward grammar instruction was mixed; most people
had hated their school grammar, but large numbers felt it had done them
good and many thought traditional grammar needed to continue.* The
public had little idea of the formidable intellectual forces within academe;.
building a case against prescriptive grammar instruction until Leonard
Current English Usage in 1932 and Marckwardt and Walcott’s follow-up boo
Facts about Current English Usage in 1938. These books were widely per
ceived as a surrender on the part of English teachers to an “anything goes
ethic in usage, and various funerals for “grammar” were held in popula
magazines.”> When the NCTE in 1935 published its Experience Curriculum:
in English, a document that more or less summed up the pedagogical opin
ions of the Deweyite wing which comprised the group’s vocal minority, fev
were surprised to see a general condemnation of grammar teaching:

ways uppermost, even to liberal teachers and writers. James Bowman, whose
The Marking of English Themes” of 1920 provides one of the most sen-
sible discussions of teacher marking, devotes only one short paragraph to
: .nrn whole issue of teacher comments: “The comments are of far greater
~ importance than the mark which is given the theme. These should be stern
.m.sm yet kindly. While they should overlook no errot, they should, in addi-
- tion, be constructive and optimistic. It is necessary, above all, for the teacher
- to enter intimately and sympathetically into the problems of the student”
- (252-53). These ideas were well intentioned, but immensely general. Against
.ﬁrwﬁ one paragraph, the rest of the article discusses correction of errors and
- assignment of grades.
. By the 1930s, however, serious interest in English pedagogy was devel-
~oping, and we see the beginnings of the curious schizophrenia that has
_ Pmm._nﬂan_ college composition since: the split between the scholars and theo-
: Rn&.mnm of the discipline and the great mass of classroom teachers. The
continuing descent into mechanistic teaching that occurred in the 19305
- was a result of the beliefs and activities of the lacter group, but we must note
that this took place against a background of serious and capable research
mmg even protest from the former. During this decade, language scholars
._wnmmc to bring together some of the research that had been ongoing since
.r@HwHom. Studies of errors in writing, of remedial techniques, of the efficacy
m grammar drill, all were scrutinized, and all of them pointed to the con-
F.Eo: that the popular sorts of classroom grammar drills were essentially
. H.m_m as attempts to improve student writing. The NCTE truly found its
oice during the 19305 and began to declaim a Deweyite gospel of education
or social goals, “tying up literature and composition with the business of
_S.m,e as Stella Center put it (“Liberalism of the NCTE,” 164). These prag-
matic goals meant that the organization usually worked against sterile drills
ﬂ.Bnnrmbmmmn pedagogies. In sum, a motley crowd of linguists, educa-
nists, and rhetoricians began to coalesce during the 1930s and to struggle
inst the overwhelmingly mechanical classtoom methods of the time.

It looked at first to be a futile battle. The forces of overwork and pro-
sionally countenanced ignorance that institutionally undergirded much
Modern composition-thetoric were very great. Handbooks, workbooks,
..: books appeared in larger numbers cach year, continuing the feedback
p of mechanical criteria as the only valid criteria of good writing. Peri-
coutbreaks of hysteria about writing quality or the breakdown of “good
ld traditional methods” occurred. But the seeds of dissent had been planted,
& through the 1940s and 1950s an anti-mechanical reaction to the stan-
d composition course began to grow strong in the profession of English.

Because scientific investigators have failed to show the effectiveness of
grammar in the elimination of usage errors, it is not here organized for tha
purpose, There is no scientific evidence of the value of grammar which
warrants its appearance as a prominent or even distinct feature of the
course of study. (Hatfield et al., 228)

Despite the seriousness of the Experience Curriculum, however, many me
bers of the public continued to distrust English teachers’ withdrawal fro
teaching grammar and correctness.

The absolute insistence on mechanical correctness as the prime gr.
ing criterion for student writing was, however, coming under serious qu
tion by some teachers after 1920. The excitement over error counts and:
ing scales so obvious during the 19108 was being supplemented by a
level of discussion, as teachers turned to discussing the most effective wa
of “criticizing a theme” beside the question of grading it. Various kinds
advice were advanced: raise the standards as the course advances; don
too severe; always include a bit of praise; don’t point out every erro
good advice, but the atritude of these authors toward the job of the tea
was almost universally in support of critical/judgmental rather than edi
rial/interventionist relations with students. “Correction” of papers was
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“tee the student’s continued confidence in his interesc” (“Teacher as Audi-
nee,” 273).

Fleece’s view hardly seems radical today, bur at the time it was received
as a startling suggestion about the relations that students and teachers in
vriting might have. Even students were unused to having what they said in
apers taken seriously. In an essay called “Conversing in the Margins” in
954, Harold Collins reports:

Rhetoric, which had been dormant within composition since the 1890s, |
began to make a reappearance after 1944, when the first communications-
courses were taught at the University of Jowa. Communications course
quickly spread to other schools, bringing together scholars from English
and speech departments for the first time since the tragic split between the
disciplines that occurred in 1914, teaching all four of the “communicatior
skills”—reading, writing, speaking, and listening. Rhetoric, which had bee
in the keeping of speech departments during the twentieth century, was:
vital part of these courses, and many English teachers learned for the firs
time what might be some of the alternatives to mechanical correctness.

This reintroduction of more capacious concepts of rhetoric into com
position was to prove vivifying. The idea of successful communication (and
not mere grammatical correctness) as the central aim of writing was novel:
and exciting to English scholars, who once again began to investigate thi
great traditions of rhetoric; the newly formed Conference on College Com
position and Communication (CCCC) became the professional vehicle fo
this movement away from composition-as-grammar. It was inevitable th
large parts of this emergency scholarship would involve intense self-criti
cism by English teachers, and indeed, beginning around the late 1940s, ¥
do hear voices raised in plaintive criticism of the methods of brother teach:
ers both past and present. Porter Perrin, who had been a soldier in the rh
torical trenches for over twenty years, spoke in 1951 of the years 1900-1935.
“a conspicuously narrow era of instruction” that showed “a general surren:
der of the broad aims that have made the study (of rhetoric) great to
concentration on minutiae of usage (actually a triumph of grammar ove cept by a few rare teachers.”® Ruth Davies in 1950 wrote that “many teach-
thetoric)” (“Professional Attitude,” 488). : 1sof freshman English waste much of their energy trying to enforce rules

By this time, however, Perrin’s voice was not the only one raised: d standards universally ignored. . . . While we are engrossed with the
ctiticism of the mechanical-correctness emphasis in writing instruction wny skin and brittle bones of compesition, the flesh and blood and
Others were coming to the realization that student disgust for the writ: art of the marter are almost forgotten” (“Defense of Freshman,” 442).
course was no irrational response, and the concept of teachers best servi ques Barzun struck out at the hypocrisy of educational systems that claim
students by “correcting” their papers, like many other accepred traditions be “progressive” and eschew narrow insistence on formal correctness—
writing pedagogy, began to come under sustained fire from a new gene t continue to enforce it:
tion of writing teachers.” Jeffrey Fleece in 1951 made what seemed torma
a novel suggestion: that teachers actually consider themselves the student
real audiences and respond to their essays accordingly. Since “purpose” W;
the watchword of the communications movement, said Fleece, why
admit that the teacher was the only final and actual audience for studen
and make use of that audience relationship? On papers with a real purp
said Fleece, “the teacher should react to the content in some way, to guar:

When I return the themes, hands go up over pained faces, and injured
innocence makes itself heard.

“Aren’t you supposed to stick to the grammar and puncruation and thar
sort of thing and not bother about what we say, the—er—content of our
themes?”

“Thad only one error in spelling and three in punctuation. What do you
mark on?” (He means, “Why didn't 1 getan A or a B?)

“Do we have to agree with you? That doesn’t seem. . . .

I must justify my extensive commentary, explain why I have seen fit 1o
stray from such textbook concerns as diction, spelling, punctuation,
sentence structure, and organization. With some warmth, I protest that [
am not a theme-reading machine, a new marvel of electronics grading for
grammar. Though it may be hard to credit, I am a real human being, and
so 1 am naturally interested in what my students say in their themes, (465)

»

fore 1940, the concept that most students could have anything to “say” in
eir writing that would really interest the teacher was hardly imagined,

I know very well that correctness was supposedly given up leng ago. The

modern teacher does not mention it. But if the teacher marks spelling and

grammatical errors and speaks of little else, what is a child to think? . . .

. Meanwhile the things that are teachable, the ways of translating the flashes
of thought into consecutive sentences, are neglected. (“English as She Is

Not Taught,” 28—29)
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And Barriss Mills, in his seminal “Writing as Process” of 1953, strongly con-
demned the “police-force concept of usage” that still prevailed in most class- -
rooms. “Nothing is more blighting,” wrote Mills, “to natural and functional -
written communication than an excessive zeal for purity of usage in me-
chanics” (21).

By the middle 19505, educators were expected more to address their
students’ essays as “real” audiences and to write long personal comments. “Tt
requires extra time and care on the teacher’s part,” admitted Delmer
Rodabaugh. “Perhaps it is not strictly his job to go to so much trouble, but
trouble turns to pleasure when he begins to get resules” (“Assigning and
Commenting on Themes,” 37). Rodabaugh admitted that what he proposed
was not new but was a “deliberate and persistent attempt to extend what we
all do.” This new effort, based on the idea that students should get full-scale
rhetorical comments both in margins and at the end of the papers, was very
much in place by the end of the 1950s, and new teachers after that time who
gave no rhetorical advice along with their formal corrections did their wotk
with a certain guilt.

The criticism of the traditional mechanical priorities that appeared
during the late 19405 and early 19505 can only be called a spontaneous reac-
tion to a notably deficient pedagogical paradigm, a revolr against the tradi-
tional methods of teaching and thinking about composition that took its
impetus from the rediscovery of rhetorical issues as they applied to writing;
From its beginning, this revolt gathered strength during the next decade
and suddenly burst into full flower during the early 1960s. Suddenly theo:
rists and reachers everywhere were actively—sometimes heatedly—discuss-:
ing the purposes and methods of teaching composition. The reign of me:
chanical correctness, which had largely depended on continued teacher ig
norance, was being threatened. The assault on Modern composition-theto
ric had begun.

guistics and composition began moving apart in terms of their ultimate
goals. Linguistics was becoming interested exclusively in comparative and
structural description that had nothing at all 1o do with teaching or with
specifying good or bad usage, “vulgarity,” and “awkwardness.” Such labels,
dear to English teachers, were becoming genuinely embarrassing to linguists.

Except for a few teachers like Charles Fries, who had deep roots in
both English and linguistics, there were not many who could carry the mes-
sage of this essential disjunction over to English. Linguistics was headed
firmly down its own path. Since Bloomfield’s Language in 1933, linguistics
had hardly concerned its investigations wich writing, assuming that writing
was secondary to oral specch, but few English teachers were even aware of
that. Most had never had specific training in linguistics, although the NCTE
since 1928 had been calling for such training for English teachers.?? English
teachers indeed knew something was happening in linguistics, and they had
heard it was scientific and impressive; when, they tended to ask, would this
_hew grammar give them something they could use in classrooms to replace
the oft-critiqued old grammar? Such applications were not forthcoming,
primarily because figures like Fries were so thin on the ground. Linguists
after 1940 hardly bothered to criticize the sort of grammar taught in En-
glish. They merely rolled their eyes and sighed. The linguistic frontiers they
sought were far away from the handbook and the classroom. As many large
universities formed departments of linguistics, linguists lirerally moved away
from English and away from the turmoil that continued in English over the
use of grammar to teach writing.

After 1940 we must carefully distinguish the controversies within the
field of linguistics from those in English (whose ostensible subject was lin-
guistics). Linguists increasingly disputed analytical techniques, categories,
philosophical and psychological perspectives, and purposive paradigms.
English teachers disputed two questions: what should “grammar” be, and
how can it help students read and write better? While chis is not the place
fora history of linguistics in America (those interested can turn to a number
6f books on that subject), it must be noted that the knowledge and attitudes
of most English teachers were increasingly ourdated.” Fries was a voice cry-
ing in the wilderness; his American English Grammar of 1940, financed by
the NCTE, was meant to impart the contemporary grammatical knowledge
10 teachers and thus reduce the “futile and even harmful practices which
have resulted fiorh ignorance” (vii}. The book seems not to have had much
mpact, however, despite its practical intentions and readability. It is unfor-
tunate but true that the textbook matket in English remained completely
iyorced from the burgeoning science of language. Of the dozens of hand-

English and Linguistics: Cross-Purposes

There was, however, still a problematical relationship between com-
position-rhetoric and grammar during this era, one thar reached a sort of
crisis during the late 1950s and early 1960s. After 1935 a number of factor
had come togecher to make the relations between linguistics and composi
tion both complex and polemical. Edward Sapir and Leonard Bloomfiel
had each published their magnum opus (both entitled Zanguage) in 193
and 1933, and in the 1930s their students moved ever more rapidly toward.
genuinely scientific linguistics. In practice, this meant that after 1935 lin
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books published between 1930 and 1960, Hra.nn were only a handful EMM
even attempted to utilize the insights of :nmEmmnmu and ob@.. one .ﬂrﬁ ﬂwm :
any influence—Porter Perrin’s An Index to English Gcmow. which, like al M
Perrin’s wotk, was rigorous in its scholarship and not mmﬂm.m&. to mouth the
contemporary pieties. The other handbooks remained derivative, wbm WBH.
mar in English departments remained mostly a myth based on nineteentb-
rescriptivism. .
nnuﬁww mrn Gmwmv however, grammatical entropy in English began to disap-
pear as new voices were heard—and old ones :mﬁnbmm. to. The change began
slowly. In 1952, the indefatigable Charles Fries published u.{\“m.m#ang%. of |
American English, a textbook that attempted to apply the Hnm_m,rnm o.m _F:_T :
guists since Bloomfeld to constructing English sentences. m:mmm basical W—
descriptive, non-normative approach gradually came to be n&._&. structur
grammar” and would be one of the key issues in the grammatical ﬂm:ﬁmnw
raging a few years later.?! In 1952, however, The Structure uu\ English omcwwr
barely a ripple. Many teachers examined it but few taught it. gomm Englis
teachers continued to stumber through a long summer of T.nrm.:.m_n accep-
rance of linguistic ignorance, leading W. Nelson Francis to cry in 1953:

In no reputable academic discipline is the gap berween the pioneers of
rescarch and the pedagogical rank and file more shockingly great. . . . our
situation is as anomalous as if our scientific colleagues were to teach
geocentric astronomy, pre-Darwinian biology, and chemistry based on the
four elements. (“Our Responsibility,” 329)

Francis’s despair was shared by many linguistically trained teachers. ‘
The combination of ignorance and willful refusal to u.v.mnmos tradi
tional grammar and the “srandards” that many people thought it represente
continued throughout most of the early 1950s. zpiw.ﬁm.mnr.aam mrmnwn_ m
common public attitude that “standards” had been sliding in mnmrmr. 0
many years, and especially since Sterling Leonard and Charles Fries an
their band of radical hotheads had begun cutting the mm.o::&.o,ﬁ from un
der traditional grammar. By the mid-1950s, roﬁné._.._ this position was hel
mostly by the pedagogical rank and file and was litdle anmnnn_..& except &
sotto voce staffroom complaints. The English journals were filling with 1
guistic articles, and most of the publishing members of ﬁw.n @Ho».mm&ow_._
were increasingly coming to seea pro-traditional grammar attitude as pr
mark of ignorance and solipsism. The split berween scholars and practitt
ners in composition was beginning.

Grammar aia MeCcRAainical Lorreciiesy & 1ua

The Great Structuralism Debate

With the mid-1950s we enter a fascinating era, one that really deserves
a book all its own. In short space here I cannot do full justice to the com-
plexity of the positions held or the arguments advanced on grammar; such
huge theoretical shifts rocked both linguistics and composition between 1956
and 1965 that the picture is often less than clear. Before 1956 or so, there was
relatively little English department interest in grammar as an intellectual
concept or a pedagogical challenge, and after 1965 we emerge into the recog-
nizable modern landscape well described by W. Ross Winterowd in his bib-
liographical essay on linguistics in Tate’s Teaching Composition: Tivelve Bib-
liographical Essays. Between those two dates, however, a veritable ferment of
interest in linguistics came to English, leaving the discipline shaken and
changed forever.

As happens so often in composition, the knowledge that journal au-

“thors had been trying to promote for years was eventually delivered by texe-
‘books. The new era probably began with Fries’s Szrucrure (1952) as much as
-witht anything else. Though not a popular textbook, it motivated several
other authors to write textbooks using “structural grammar” as their essen-
. tial model. Paul Roberts’s Pasterns of English, Donald Lloyd and Harry Warfel’s
American English in Its Cultural Setting, and Harold Whitehall's Strucrural
Essentials of English, all appeared in 1956. Suddenly, school boards and fresh-
man-comp directors were ordering these books. Like it or not, English teach-
ets were faced with having to choose between books that tacitly supported
the old dispensation and those that trumpeted the new.

Not, I hasten to add, that the “structural” textbooks took over the

field of writing, In fact, they did rather poorly, considering how much had
been said in the journals since 1940 about the “new grammar.” Some teach-
ers tried the structural approach, hopeful, perhaps, that this “new” grammar
could rekindle the flame of belief thar scemed to be guttering for the old

rammar. But Lloyd and Warfel, Roberts, and Fries never became the text-

book touchstones they sought to be. Their problems were well diagnosed by

harlton Laird in 1957

If we are to artempt reaching English in the near future by extensive use of
structural linguistics, we are presented with at least the following staggering
facts: (1) structural linguistics is a difficult concept and an exacting practice,
when compared, for instance, with an engaging amusement like general
semantics; (2) the linguists themselves do not as yet agree entirely, either in
the analysis of English or in a method of teaching it; {3) no large-scale test
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of the approach using unselecred teachers has yet been attempred, mm:& {4)

there is no immediate prospece of producing 2 considerable body o
L . s

ceachers versed in struceural linguistics. (“The Parts, or Vestigial Remnants,

of Speech,” 337)

the journals were filled with essays for and against structural linguistics in
English. The denigration of linguistics in the popular prints was also gain-
ing new life, with Jacques Barzun leading the charge against the “new gram-
marians,” and from 1960 through 1963, linguistics and its impact on com-
position were fighting issues. College English devoted the better parts of four
issues to the linguistic controversy between 1960 and 1965, and the battles
raged in other journals as well. Structuralists explained patiently again and
again why their discipline better explained the facts of language than the
traditional grammar (Levin, “Comparing Traditional and Structural Gram-
‘mar”), while at the same time numerous English reachers wrote essays com-
plaining about the nonjudgmental aspeces of descriptive linguistics and their

esulting problems in trying to use it to grade and teach. Polemicists had a
field day: W. Nelson Francis criticized Barzun and Mario Pei (“Language
-and Linguistics,” 13-14), John Sherwood criticized Charles Fries (“Professor
~Fries,” 276), A. M. Tibbetrs criticized W. Nelson Francis (“Case,” 281), pla-

oons criticized Harry Warfel. The entire discipline seemed to feel a great
uestion impended. As Alain Renoir put it: “The necessity to make a con-
idered choice berween traditional grammar and structural linguistics is one

vhich teachers of freshman composition can no longer avoid” (“Traditional
rammar,” 484},

Laird went on to question che entire structuralist enterprise, but he émm
aware even as he criticized descriptivism that the old grammar was no more
ammnnﬂwwwn.? essay provoked several spirited TeSpODSES, and by 19 59 the Mﬂnm-
tion of structural linguistics and its relation to English was getting RM. y Sm .
explode. In late 1958 the venerable Wilbur Hatfield—one of the mn.uEw ers cw
the NCTE and the Grand Old Man of mamzmwﬂur.mm_ come out in favor of
teaching structural grammar In composition (“Will mﬂmcnﬂw-.& QBEBHM :
Help?” 570-72), and the fuse was lit in 1959 by Eﬁ.@ dS.;.mn_m mnmwmﬁnbwb
the February College English. In his typical aggressive fashion, Warfel beg

The science of structural linguistics has put new tools into our hands. Just:
as nucleonics has penetrated into the minute operations of the atom, s .
struceural linguistics has unlocked the secrets of language. The amﬁ.wr.mr.n. g
conclusions and the emerging theories seem likely to force other disciplines
to reshape current procedures wherever they are &mm_n.c.m_nbn upon om -
impinge upon language. . . . The teaching of composition must undergo.a

In the midst of this controversy a number of reasonable nonpolemical
. o ,‘
revolutionary change. (“Structural Linguistics and Composition,” 205)-

ints of view also appeared. Among those who took this rational middle
und were Renoir, who admitted thar the structuralists’ “extreme accu-
in linguistic description is certainly desirable but by no means neces-
to the teaching of composition. The main job of the teacher of compo-
on is not to describe language, but rather to teach his students how to
pose” (485). And Charles Fries himself, in several magisterial statements
960 and 1961, defended linguistics but tried to disassociate himself from
ro_._mrmnmm popularizers. “Linguistic science, like all science, is concerned
I knowing and understanding, not with doing,” wrote Fries. If applica-
§ were to be made, he was certain that they could not be the result of
ing English teachers to take one or two linguistics courses to master
niques. Nor did Fries believe in the simple-minded adaptations that

of the “linguistic science-fiction” writers like Warfel had proposed.

as uttetly certain that such adaprations were futile, and his statement
orth noting today:

From this polemical beginning, Warfel went 05.8 _&.QE.n his m.%ﬁbn.m“
the “vast array of facts” amassed by structural linguists from whic £
“principles, rules, and laws that have relevance to general nompwomﬁo
Warfel argued that the function-based grammar then accepted by Emuﬂ
guists was a better basis for composition F.&,Ebm .ﬁvmb mbﬁ_.“:mw“ se .
inveighed against the “outmoded gadgetry” of traditional rmb..w ooks, W
books, and grammars, but he also condemned the Amwanﬁwwﬁwm exty
“thought” and “general education” methods of the period. ..m. e stuy
semantics has been a will-o-the-wisp. . . . most ,Uoowm of nmm&_s.m select :
have been productive of little good. The preoccupation with &nmnm. M D
posed to the student’s mastery of the language system has vmmn s¢ hw
ing” (212). This hectoring tone continued throughout the m.:_nru; indi
the frustration many linguistically trained teachers felc with the iner
their prescriptivist colleagues. o
Warfel's scructuralist boosterism seems vaguely sad m:a. ironic:
today—"Look upon my works, ye mighty, and &nmwmwn:luvz.ﬁ in 1959:
lictle less than a call to arms. Replies to his blast appeared quickly, an

An:my view, it is not the tools and the techniques of linguistic science that
hould be brought into the classroom; but in some way; the substance of
c knowledge and understanding won by linguistic science must be
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thoroughly assimilated and then used to shed new light upon the problems
that arise wherever language is concerned, (‘Advances in Linguistics,” 37)

Fries must have been aware even as he made this statement that such an

outcome was unlikely.
The structuralist controversy seemed to many teachers and English-

based linguists to be a battle for the very soul of composition teaching itself.

Some asked, Would the discipline stagnate, a purveyor of outworn and dis- -

credired conventions? or would it take the high road of science and accept

che future? Others asked, Would English surrender to the “anything goes.

radical wing? or would it proudly continue its traditional role as safeguarder
of standards? Only a few early saw the futility of the battle, the foredoomed
fate of both structuralists and traditionalists. While the usual suspects (Warfel, .

Eries, Francis, Barzun, Allen, Roberts, and many others) worried the ques

dion of structuralism from 1959 through 1963, one of Zellig Harris’s young
students, Noam Chomsky, readied the transformational-generative linguis-

tic revolution that would, at least in America, relegate the entire structural

ist enterprise to the history books. As early as 1961 James Sledd, ina thoughrful
article called “A Plea for Pluralism,” saw it coming. As usual, Sledd ann,nm

no words:

For American teachers of English, the year’s principal developments in
_mzmsmmnumﬁcm% have been two. First, Chomsky, Halle, Lees, and their -
disciples have sustained cheir atracks on structural linguistics with increas:
ing vigor and success. Second, with increasing success and vigor the

evangels of the Anglists have sustained their effort to convert the high
schools and colleges to structural linguistics. Yesterday’s Left has thus
become today’s Right, a new Left has emerged which is in some ways clo
to yesterday's Right than to today'’s, and today’s Right, internally divide
and calling itself the Center, works at ignoring the new Left as it evange:
lizes the old Right. The result may well be that men who have argued
creditably against traditional dogmas will now saddle the country’s schos
with the opposite dogmas of American structuralism at the precise o
when many of those dogmas are being discredited. (16)

That is what happened for a little while, but not for Jong. .
After 1965, linguistics in America was clearly in the hands of Ch
and the MIT axis, and the structuralist debare was efectively over. The
Righ, the handbook craditionalists, remained in English, but even the
ous bridges between linguistics and handbook grammar built by thi
turalists were impossible to imaintain after the ascent of transformatio

enerati iesi i
mm.& mﬂdw mam_a.bmzmn_ HM Friesian function categories and juncture theory were
or English teachers to follow, ph
phrase-structure rules and obli
transformati impossi s 106
e c.o mations were .non_Qn:\ impossible for most of them. %nw Gmw
guistics as an ongoing exploration had less and less to do with ﬁnmn_&bmu

m
W
.,m.h- _:—m_”__.. AS genuine r.Humc.mmg.ﬂm #uﬂnmw.:pﬂ —ﬂmm Nﬂﬂﬂmmuv—ﬂu mHmr.—Hu.EN.H. n mD

- glish became that strange amalgam of buzzwords, legends, handbook nos-

trum - i
s, half-understood transformational concepts, and decayed cighteenth-

cent ipti
century prescription that most of us know today. Again, James Sledd has an
apposite comment on structural linguistics:

That version of modernity is now quite rejected and forgotten, having be
m:mowmmmm by several other abiding truths; but despite the nOBmc&o: %m ﬁrmb
shifting doctrines, a clear result has certainly been artained-—namely, a state
of ;.ﬁmn confusion among schoolteachers and blank ignorance NEOMv thei
wcw“_m. We have raught the teachers to despise our one established nmm .
matical tradition; we have given them nothing stable to put in its anﬂw-
and consequently the average student in our colleges and cz?namnmvnw Ho”m
knows nothing of any grammatical system whatsoever and is totally at M
loss when in any of his classes strange vocables like nour and verb Mnnm ’

uttered. (“What Are We Goi ’
PN e Going to Do About It Now That We're Number

adici . .
ta M _oE.L MBMHHM»H mwn_ not flourish openly, especially after the famous
sseemingly final verdict of Research i .
: . in Whitten Composition in 1963 th
he teaching of formal gram igi ¢ wsually dis
mar has a negligible or, b i i
te: : . has a neglig r, because it usually dis-
m.,mnﬁm mo:,wn __.éz.comon and practice in actual composition, even a rmw\_ﬂ?_
ct on the iting” i
o on th improvement o.m writing” (37—38), but it continued its curious
. Hn in its accustomed lair: handbooks and workbooks
. In i .
1963, the concerted leap forward in rhetorical theory that we now

ink of as “ i i j
. the “rhetorical revolution” was just beginning, and some

demEmanB linguistic theories such as ragmemics were instrumental

c_ %vmaé amnrcmmmwa believed that transformational-generative (TG) %MMM
4ld be made the keystone of the new rhetoric, b i

v .m:& the full story of TG applications takes :um UFMM\MMM_MMQMMMMM MO_:-

Mﬂ..u_.m@ mono&&o:-anﬁoin begins and where I mm._umﬂmn:%uaow: o M_“M

> ,_MM.MME% of grammar and COIIECTNEss. I will not rehearse here the dis-

of the fast three decades over such issues as formal marking, them

ection, H.rn nature of revision, the teaching of maﬁbimw %rnmnm umnmu t .

: .:un viewed as the mechanical-correctness tradition defendin mﬁm mH,w
,. mﬁmmnrm made in the name of rhetorical priority. On the one rwﬂmmn

eorists, the rhetoricians, the proponents of writing as &20<an“
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communication; on the other are the traditionalists, the frontline teachers,
the proponents of writing as vocational skill. Both sides make valid points,
and if the rheroricians have often gotten the best of the abstract arguments,
the traditionalists can still point to savage overwork as an occupational real-
ity for many writing teachers—a reality that makes real thetorical instruc-
tion difficult or impossible. A teacher with a hundred papers to grade in a
weekend, say the traditionalists, cannot possibly respond effectively to each
one as communication—and they are right. There is no doubt that the com-
position-as-mechanical-correctness tradition has suffered serious setbacks dur-
ing the last thirty years, but itis nota tradition that can be overcome so long
as administrative priotities overwork undertrained teachers. There are still
too many “four and four” teaching assignments, and such cynical exploita-
rion of the victims of the depressed academic marketplace only creates grist -
for the mills of mechanism. Of the making of handbooks there is no end—
and too many teachers are still given no training beyond their Harbrace
charts. Overwork and ignorance have ever been the parents of destructive
overemphasis on mechanical correctness, and these are not conditions we
can get rid of easily.

We can, however, rejoice in the gains we have made. At last the reduc-
tive traditions of the first half of the century are being questioned and chal-
lenged. Teachers are better trained every year. Newer textbooks are provid-
ing even traditionally oriented teachers with more defensible course content
than the “shall-will” rules. Administrators have gradually been made to under::
stand that forty students are too many for one class, and most now accept
thirty as too many. We may eventually be able to convince them that twenty-
five are too many as well, and that four writing courses per term is too hea
2 load for any teacher. We have made strides, and more will be made.

The enforcement of standards of mechanical correctness is not a tradi
tion that can—or should—die out of composition instruction. Mechanical
errors, as Mina Shaughnessy says, are “unprofitable intrusions upon the co
sciousness of the reader” that “demand energy without giving any returrl in
meaning” (12), and helping students overcome their own unintentional sabo:
tage of the process of communicating their thought is certainly an impe
tant part of our work, But it is not all our work. Striking a balance betwe:
formal and rhetorical considerations is the problem we now face, and it i
delicate one. We cannot escape the fact that in a written text any question
mechanics is also a rhetorical question, and asa discipline we are still eryi
co understand the meaning of that conjunction. We may spend the rest
our professional lives investigating how the balance between rhetoric d
mechanics can best be struck. .

&3 4 Licensure, Disciplinary
Identily, and Workload in
Composition-Rheloric

an of the most striking changes we find when examining the devel-
‘opment of rhetoric in American colleges over the last two hundred years lies
not in the theory or even the pedagogy of rhetoric, but in its status. As
,ﬁrnoﬂ\ and discipline, it has been degraded within both cultural and .mno\
nomic contexts. The discipline of rhetoric at the college level entered the
nineteenth century as one of the most esteemed fields in higher education
he mﬂo.mnmmom of rhetoric in 1800—in touch with an intellectual and wup.mnm“
n& tradition more than two millennia old, yet revised and revitalized b
cent theoretical advances—was a respected figure on his campus. E_M
ourses were subscribed, his opinions regarded, his guidance sought out b
oth students and administrators. A chair of rhetoric was a chair of oﬁ&w
and honot, as it had been for twenty-five hundred years. ’
. When, however, we look at the teacher of rhetoric a mere century
later, what a sad change we find. Instead of being an honored and respected
Em=ao.ﬁzm_ figure in community and campus, the rhetoric teacher of 1900 is
mna.nmm_bm:\ marginalized, overworked, and ill-paid. Instead of being a se-
lor professor, the rhetoric teacher is typically an instructor, or a graduate
tudent. .Hbmﬁnm& of teaching a discipline rooted in millennia of tradition
e, increasingly, she—is teaching a congeries of theory and wnn_mmo@“
than forty years old. Instead of being sought by students, rhetoric courses
he early twentieth century are despised and sneered at, and their in-
uctors have fallen from the empyrean of named chairs to the status of
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