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theowerall standaids movement that beganafter the Nation at Risk report.
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History of the Outcomes Statement for First-year Compostion

The Counal of Writing Program Administrators Outcomes Statement (OS) has a
history very different fromthat of theNCTE/IRA Standads The OS undoubedly grew
outof thenaiond conaern for standads and assessment tha began with theNation at
Risk report, andits beginningson the WPA-L discussion list were paallél to the
discussions aboutthe newly released NCTE/IRA Standadsfor the Languaye Arts.
However, its genesis was not specifically concerned with naiond or state standard
mandéaes. Ingead of resulting from those mandaes or from a damning gove'nment or
private think-tank report, theinitial impetusfor the WPA OS was a question and
subsequent discussion on the WPA-sponred discussionlist.  WPA-L list archives
providearich source for re-telling this history.

On March 13,1996 Gordon Grant (University of Charleston (West Virginia))
asked list members:

| hawe hesitated to ask this question because the theory of outcome based



eduation that generatesit is so sugpect, butl'mrunning out of options..

Does anybodyhawe a pithy and effective list of objectives for ther writing
(and maybe speaking!) programs? Songthing that might even work with faculty
andadmnistrators outside of compostion studies?

Sone badground: my school hasdecided thefuture isin an outcomes based
curriculumandoneof our committeesis trying to write objectives for writing
and speaking (communicationsin general). Themembers of this committee --
andl'mnotonit -- either refuse or are unabk to acknowledgethat a bodyof
scholarship guides our work, andthey are relyingon their own prejudices and
memory of their own current-traditional classroomexperiences. Perhapsenough
evidence fromother schools can jar theminto seeing a different horizon.

To thisrequest, assessment guru Ed White replied:
Thisisa particularly important topic for anyoneinvolved with giving
credit for conp by exam--induding those responsble for CLEP and AP at
thenatonallevel. | dorit thinkwe hawe attended much asa profession
to this matter, which may be why we often see those exams (and our own)
asnotreally credible. Isit animpossible dreamto imaginethis group
comingoutwith atleas a draft set of oljectives that mightreally work
andbeusable, for ingance, distinguishing comp 1 fromconp 2 or from
CadvanaedOconmp? We may not hae professional consensus on this, though,
or even consnsus that we SHOULD hawe consnsus
How would we go abouttrying? Chud, isthisa matter for WPA (the org) to play

with?



Only two hours separated Grant@ message and White@ reply. Very quickly thereafter,
Roni Keane emphasized the need for adiscussion for a professiond consensuson this
issue
| think thatit would be useful for usasa profession to have sonme kind of
consenaus on this matter. It would beussful for people like myself who are the
only onesin thar departments who are trained in thefield andwho, because
they're new, hawe no voting rights (actually, only tenured faculty hawe a vote at
departmental meetingsin my school). At leas we would have some QauthorityOto
invoke when we find ourselves unde seige
Perhaps this discussion could be a start.
While severad list contributors were cautiousaboutthis kind of project, discussion
suppoting the need for it was stronge than the concernsaboutit. In the days following
theinitial interchange two threads of discussion developad: 1) what the endsof the
project mightbe called; and 2) what the content of the project mightbe
Discussionsaboutwhat to call these results began almog as soon as the topic was
breached and reflect the previoudy articulated concern in educationd communities with
naming, subdividing, and defining. On March 13, Irv Peckham was thefirst to introduce
thisissue
Does anyoneknowof anoher disciplinethat hasreached a conaete consnsus on
the objectives of introdudory courses? This comes close to a wish for national
standards | knowof course that standards & objectives are different, but. . .
Liz Hamp-Lyonscontributed a message tha was, she admitted, full of Qnixed

metaphoisOconaerning wha the end-produds of this project might be named and ended



by calling it a Gtatement of expectationsOln her message, Hamp-Lyonsnoted how
outcomes are equaed with results or conequences, and tha results and consequences
can easly betrandormed into standads Peckham's respons the next day (March 14)
articulated the concernstha many onthelist would echo throughoutthe development of
theOS, QA thinklizs pog exemplifies howthe desire for outcomes can quickly swerve
into the more politically expedient creation of standards (the more countable, the
better).O To avoid this turn, Joan Livinggon-Webber suggested talking Qyenerally and
abgractly aboutobijectives withoutdictating content.O The originaor of the
conveasation, Gordon Grant, commented again on March 14, saying tha hewould like
Gome sort of description of what first year conp classes should acconrplish, even if a set
of outcome statements is an unlikely goalOand commented tha he liked Hamp-Lyonsuse
of theword GexpectationsO

Asilludrated by the previousparagraph, contributors to the Outcomes discussions
were pointedly concerned aboutwhat to call the project’s results and illudrate the
dippagein ddfinitionsand usagetha concernsboth Orrill and Cross earlier in this
chapter. On March 16, in respon to messages that he claimed used GtandardsOand
bjectivesOand WutcomesOrather indiscriminately, Peckham weighed in, O would just
want to make sure thatwe are involved _only_in congructing outcomes (objectives?
goals? ) andnotstandards . . . . In condructing coheent outcomes (I really prefer
goals), | think we should at the outset keep our eyes on our audiences aswell ason our
purposes (practicing what some of usat least preach).O Mark Wiley quickly replied that
he undestoodwhy Peckham preferred gods and added that, On practice it seems though

that standards become outcomes in the way they are articulated.O



According to thevariousddinitionslaid out earlier, theresults tha the Outomes
discussions were leading to mightbe called Content Standads but that term does add
more fixity to thework than the Outcomes Groupwanted. Additiondly, the subdivisons
of theterm standadswere (and are still) notwiddy publicized and undestood.Findly,
theidea of standadswas, in thelate 1990's closly tied to the federal govanment's work
to establish fixed subject-area standadsN standadsthat were politically motivated. The
Outcomes Group'svigilant avoidance of the term GtandadsOis undestandable given
these circumstances.

Althoughstandadswas notin the Group'spreferred vocabulary, thedecison to
call this project the Outcomes Statement might be called a Gareful accident.O The
archives do notindicate any conveasationstha would qudify as adecison-making
moment, but by thetime the discussion group was planning thar first face-to-face
meeting, the subject line of the thread had become Qprogram outcome statementsOand the
find planning messages were |abd ed GDutcomes Meeting O Notes taken at thefirst
informal meeting of the Outcomes project at CCCC in Milwaukee (1996)indicate tha
the term utcomesOwas being used exclusvely to name theresults this groupwould
eventudly create.

Thesecondthread of discussion that developed conaerned content. On the second
day of theonlinediscussion, March 14, Ed White commented tha he was GencouragedO
by theinterest in such a project and suggested three utcomesOas starting points:

Oneoutcome (among many) for comp 1: Sudentswill beable to indudean

accurate summary of written or graphic material in thar writing. A secondfor

comp 1: Sudents will demondrate that they are aware of the difference between



assertingideasanddemondrating ideasin their writing. One outcome (among

many) for conp 2: Sudents will beable to use source material asevidence for

(not subditutes for) thar own ideas andwill demongrate that they knowhowto

relate quoted material to what they hawe to say.

White continues this message saying tha such outcomes are unlikely to Cforce
curriculumor mandae texts or stimulate axe murdersOand endsby encouraging the
groupto comeupwithalist.

In reply to White's starting point message, Joan Hawthome commented that the
first outcome had Qa lot of dopOwhich led her to ask White if that was intended or not
White replied, Q think the goals have to be stated in such a way that different places can
implement themin ther own ways.O Bill Condonreplied on March 15tha OThere will
hawe to bea lot of dop in anyof these outcomes, if they are to extend from canpusto
campusO Discussion throughouttha day focused on the possibilites of outcomes and
wha kindsof outcomes might beworkable at many inditutiond levels. Despite agood
dedl of controversy, opinionslike tha of Irv Peckham, GBill . . . if the WPA group could
agree anddoaument outcomes or purposes of firstyear writing programs, | can see how
such a statement (like the ncte statement on grading [wasit ncte?]) could be a powerful
political toolN Gand Mark Wiley, Q think we need to say something definitive andbe
much more aggressive aboutgetting our views outto the publicO carried theday. By
March 16, Ed White was encouraged enoughby the discussion to ask, Qs there anyone
onthelist whoiswillingto start putiing togeher the casual statements of goals that have
emerged here into something that could become a real list we could refine? O Although

hedidn'tdirectly offer to beavolunteer, Bill Condbn'sMarch 17 message added more



structure to the project. He commented that if the Qoreanble leaves local faculty to define
the terms, we might be onto somethingOand then added tha the Outcomes should be
written for first year compostion only and putsin a (polugOfor what he calls his Gny own
sacred triunmvirate: Analysis, Inquiry, Argunentation.O

On thesame day, Mark Wiley suggested that perhgpsthoe interested might
propos a pand or workshopfor thenext (1997 College Compostion and
Communication Conference (CCCC). Severa contributors agreed to this plan, and Ed
White offered to putit together. Bill Condonsuggested tha some participants might
want to puttogeher apand or workshopfor thesummer WPA conference aswell. An
informal meeting at the 1996Milwaukee CCCC was scheduled, and several WPA-L list
members agreed to attend. In just seven days, arequest for Ca pithy andeffective list of
objectives for thar writing (and maybe speaking!) programsO became the Outcomes
Statement project.

At theinformal Milwaukee CCCC meetingin 199, Peter Sandstook nates and
recorded Bill Condon'dist of issues that Geemed to be recurring on our conveasation)

Should we have an Outcomes Statement?

Wha should outcomes look like (local context versusndiond standads)?

Power problems. . . thepughing and shoving between admin. and writing faculty,

or writing faculty across the curriculum

Outcomes as an agendasetter for course design and training of faculty

Thenotion of thevalue of collective actionin defining outcomes.
Thefirst of these questionswas answered in the positive; the secondwas a topic tha

concerned the authors of the OS throughoutits development. Theissueof Qpower



problemsOwas also a congant onethroughoutthe development of the OS. Theneed for a
professiond statement tha had theimprimatur of a professiond groupdrove much of the
activity conaerningthe OS. Andfindly, as my research illudrates, the OS has become, a
powerful GagendasetterOin program development at colleges and universities across the
USillugratingthevalue of Qollective action.O

Althoughdiscussion continued onthe WPA-L list and on the Outcomes list
(started in Feb. 1997)," theface-to-face meeting in Milwaukee gave rise to a series of
several wide-audience discussions on the Outcomes. Thefirst of thesewasat CCCC in
Phoenix, Arizonain March 1997where agroupof thirteen leaders orchestrated a GorumO
to discuss the draft Outcomes tha had been authored viatheonlinediscussionlists. Ina
synopss of tha discussion, Mark Wiley wrote that he had GimplifiedOthe material that
resulted form the discussion into Gour primary outcomesOinduding:

1. Rhetorical Knowledge-- students develop a repertoire of organizationd

strategies and discourse schemes, especially argumentative strategies and

schemes.

2. Genre Knowledge-- students devel op knowledgeof appropriate genre

conventions both local and globd.

3. Writing-Reading Connections-- Students learn to use writing and reading as

tools for learning, thinking, and communicating.

4. Processes -- Students condud inquiry throughvariouswriting processes (this

also indudes revising, editing, and collaborating.

Following the CCCC forum, the online community went into high gear once

agan. Between the March 1997 CCCC and the WPA Conference, discussion onthe



Outcomes List turned, once agan, to thenaming/definitionissue In April 1997,Peckham
raised theissue agan, commenting that he hopes that outcomes lead away frombankng
moddsOand posts that bjective and standards . . are more likely villiansO In
respong, J. L. McClure objects to Peckham's claims saying QobjectivesGare what this
groupis meaning by 'outcomes.'O McClure endsher message with this succind list of
definitions

objectives = what we want students to learn/knowbe able to do/etc.

outcomes = what students in fact have learned/know/can do/ etc.

standards= the degree or level of competency of objectives/outcomes”
Peckham then wonde's about M cClure's definitions saying, Of that's what they actually
'mean,Q'mwith you Obut recalls (henhavioral objectivesOfrom other educationd projects
and points out that behavioral objectives had to dowith scoring-based achievement.
Althoughmy copies of the Outcomes list discussion do not provide more convesation
aboutthisissue, beforethe WPA conference, Kathleen Y ancey comments tha Q much
prefer outcomes to standards, so thanks for this change It may bethatwe get to
standards, but we hawe to figure out what we are doing before we can determineif we are
doing it well.O Neither the WPA-L list nor the Outcomes List indicates any further
discussion of thisissue, so it appears tha by Junel1997,the official name of the project,
Outcomes Statement for First-year Compostionwas firmly established.

By the summer 1997WPA conference, the OS induded a two-paragraph
introdudion and the four main points tha Wiley had listed after the Phoenix forumiN

with more elaborate details. Theonlinedraft of thisiteration of the Statement indudes a



disclaimer of sorts that indicates both thevoluntary naure of the group authoring the

Outcomes and a conaern with audience.

Thisdraft is not an official doaument of any organization. It hasbeen prepared
strictly for discussion by writing programadministrators attending thel 997
conference of WPA. Any attribution or republication of any other sort would bea
seriousmisrepresentation of the purposes andviews of the drafters and of any
organizationswith which the drafters may be affiliated. The somewhat technical
languagds aimed at the specific and narrow intended audience for this dratft.

(QWPA Outcomes StatementN DraftQ

Theaudience for the draft abovewas paticipants at the 1997Writing Program
Administrators conference. Consderationsof audience were a conagern throughou the
development of the OS asiillustrated by thefollowing Outcomes list exchangetha took
place previousto the 1997conference. McClure noted tha the draft beng prepared for
the conference has Ga lot of jargonN 'rhetoric,Ogenre,Odiscourse conventionsOvoice,O
andheuristic,'N that we all undestandbutthat| thinkis not appropriate for other
audences (students, administrators, legisators, public).O Barry Maid echoed this
concern, commenting tha Q\Vho are we writing this to? Ourselves? Other teachers?
Sudents? Parents? Admins? Board Members? Legislators? All of theabowe?Oand
continued by voicing his congern with Ghe nature of thelanguagd seein thedraft.O
Maid suggested that the group consder writing the OS in Geducated 'lay languagénot
thelanguageof professional rhetoriciansO LindaBergmann responde to this comment
by referendngthe public reaction to the NCTE/IRA Standadswhich the public accused

of being Guzzy, jargon-ridden, etc.Oeven thoughshe thoughtthey were Gemarkably



clear.O Shewent onto arguetha the OS should be written in the @anguageof the
‘general public'Oso tha the OS is not Quinerable to distortion and misrepresentation.O
Rita Malenczyk even suggests the possibility of having Gnultiple drafts addressed to
different audiences.O

In his chapter on audience in the Outcomes book, Talking aboutOutcomes:
Debate and Consensusin the Wake of the Outcormes Statement, " Irv Peckham poses the
question of audience in theterms of Lloyd Bitzer's Ohetorical situation.O Peckham asks
Quha was the exigence, and how did we hopeto answer it? And who are we?0 Asthe
previousexcerpts from Outcomes list discussionsilludrate, the answvers to this question
were not reached easily, but they were reached. The QpenultimateOdraft of the OS
Peckham says, Qs written largdy in our professiond languayeN notimpenetrable to non
compostionists but not friendly either.OThe published draft of the OS does state O . . we
expect themain audience for this doaument to bewell-prepared college writing teachers
and college writing program administrators. We have cho%en to use thar professiond
languaye. O Whether or notthis choice of languaye has been a problematic issuefor those
communicating with an audience beyondthedisciplineis explored in Chapter 5.

Decisionsaboutissues like naming and audience were consdered onthe
discussionlist and at variousconferences. A version of the OS was discussed at the 1997
Pedagogy of the Oppressed Conference, and a new version was thetopic of aworkshop
at the1998CCCC. Theintrodudion to this version was abbreviated from the two-
paragraph onefoundin previousdrafts, and thebody of thedoaument had been
subgantialy revised. Thefour main outcomes had been revised to indudel) Rhetorical

Knowledge 2) Critical Thinking, Reading, and Writing; 3) Processes, and 4) Knowledge



of Conventions Each of these four main outcomes induded much more detail than

previousdrafts. For example:
Rhetorical Knowledge

By theend of first year compostion, students should
¥ recognize and write to a specified audience
¥ focusonapurmpos
¥ adoptappropriate voice, tone and level of formality
¥ recognize differences in discourse situaions responding appropriately to
those different situaions
¥ usediscourse conventionsappropriate to the purpose of thetexts they
write
¥ acquiretheability to treat the same datain multiple formats
¥ have asense of wha genres are
¥ knowthat different genres are appropriate to different kindsof rhetorical
studions
¥ write within arangeof genres.
Faculty can build onthis preparation by hdping students learn
¥ themain features of thewritingin ther fields
¥ themain uses of thewritingin ther fields

¥ theexpectationsof readers of writingin ther fields



(GCCCC '98 WORK SHOPQ

Those conaerned with thelack of a sufficient introdudionin this draft joined in online
discussions which led to a detailed, three-paragraph introdudion, onequite close to the
introdudionindudel in the penultimate draft.

During the early summer of 199§ discussion of the OS on WPA-L was animated.
Steven Jamar complained tha the project was hot an outcomes statement groundel in
reality. It isa ddusonal statement of wishes and hopes. | would much prefer an
outcomes statement which is modest and achevable thanonewhich is so pie-in-the-sky
asto beimmediately dismissed andignored asa feel-goodideal andidyllic target.O
Others voiced enthusasm for the project, induding Kelly Lowe who expressed hopefor
the practical use of the OS: O amhoping that this new goals/outcomes statement makes
my postion a little more intellectually secure.O Other contributors to the discussion made
long, subgantive comments aboutthe state of the OS draft at tha point, while others
were still conaerned aboutthe advisability of having a statement like the OS. Gail Corso
was conaerned aboutthe OS as a Ged flagOfor the (ullsOwho would like to have easy
assessment of first-year compostion. Her concernswere countered by thoe who
bdieved tha the OS was jud the kind of doaument tha was needed to prevent easy
assessment. Ed White commented that a goodOS is a gooddefense againg Qedudionist
and simple-mindedOassessment of first-year compostion.

At thesummer 1998WPA Conference, details of the Statement were till being
congdered, butthedraft OS had already been putinto use at several ingitutionsandthe
success of thoe efforts was part of the discussion. Feedback from those who had used

the OS was postive; oneparticipant claimed tha G\dministrators are going to LOVE it,O



and publication of the OS was discussed. At this point, the OS itself was neer its
published draft state, but there was still some degree of controversy aboutwhether or not
aQechnology plankOshould beinduded in the OS,

Thetechnology plank’ was undoubédly the mogt hotly debaed issuethroughout
the development of the OS as excerpts from the WPA-L September 1998discussion
illugrate. Arguing for it were people like Duane Roen who stated that By induding at
lead a general statement abouttechnologyin doauments such asthe Outcomes
Statements, it makesit eager for folks like me to use such doauments when making the
argument for access to certain kindsof resources. O Dean Ward said tha GConputers
confrontwriterswith a large set of decisionsthat they mus make aboutvisuals: visual
features such asfonts, white spaae, heade's andfooters, aswell asgraphics such as
charts andgraphs illugrations even (in some electronic texts) animation,Oand
continued saying tha somewhere in the OS there should be more mention of technology.
Others, like Edward Kearns argued agang theplank claiming that induding a GnediumO
was getting too technical, QVe do not (at thelevel of highe ed.composton) teach
handwiting, keyboarding, or even reading pe se; we're not expected to teach people
howto opeate ball point pensor sharpen ther nunber 2 pendls.OOthers opposng the
technology plank were worried tha induding it would make the OS too blatantly
political.

At the 1999 Computers and Writing Conference, an Outcomes pand (of which |
was a member) discussed the prosand consof thetechnology plank. Barry Maid argued
tha induding a specific plank on technology Qnisrepresents technologyQGes an add-on

rather than something Omplicit to thework.O Keith Rhodes maintained tha the GnotiveO



for atechnology plank was too penly coerciveOand political. Couneringthose
arguments, | claimed tha the OS was an inhaently political doaument and tha
technology affects how students perform. Emily Golson argued tha teachers and
program administrators needed the plank as oneof thetools to convince administrators
that technology in compostion was necessary. In hisrecollection of the C& W session,
Keith Rhodes commented tha audience discussion leaned toward Gpreading specific
reference to (or at least indudon of) technology across all the sectionsof the statement
rather than induding a technology plankO&(Q1999Computers and Writing ConferenceQ).
Thos advocting theinduson of atechnology plank did notprevail andin the published
OS, technology is mentioned only in the seventh item of the GProcessesOsection:
Students should use a variety of technologies to address a rangeof audiences.O

In 1999,the Outcomes Group soughtto have the OS published in Writing
Program Administration, thejoumad of the Counal of Writing Program Administrators.
Thiswas thefirst attempt in the OS history to solidify a draft and make that draft a matter
of public record. At least six regular OS contributors were on the Executive Board of the
WPA; conequently agreement of the Board and the joumd editors to publish the OS was
unoontroversial. What was termed Qhe penultimate draftOof the Outcomes Statement
was published in the Fall/Winter 1999issue unde thetitle QVPA Outcomes Statement
for First-Y ear CompostionOand sub-titled O\ Modest Proposal.O Interestingly,
althoughthe OS was not officially adopted by the Coundl of Writing Program
Administrators until April 200Q thefirst publication of the OS wasttitled as thoughit had
theimprimatur of theWPA. Theintrodudion of the article states tha impetus of the OS

was three-fold, induding 1) a desire to Qleterminewhat it is that we doteach in first-year



compostion,02) investigate the possibility for a @ommon programme to bedefined,O
and 3) Qarticulate this programme, if it existed.O(59).

Induded with the OS were four QResponssOpenned by some of the most active
members of the OS project. These respongs praise the development of the OS, but each
also voices trepidaion. Clyde Moneyhunwishes tha the OS thad more to say about
teaching writing to heighten sodal and pditical awareness among students, aboutwriting
asacivic actO(63). He also articulates concern that the OS might get into the handsof
thos who do not undestand its QargonCand how to interpret it (64). Kathleen Blake
Y ancey addresses the same conaern, but has a somewhat different take onit. Sheclams
tha in the history of compostion @eform doauments,Omost have not been Qused againg
usO(68), and that althoughthereis always the possibility of the OS being used that way,
thevalue of the OS to the profession is far more important than the chance tha it might
bemisused. Mark Wiley callsthe OS a (oolitical doaumentOthat both liberals and
congrvatives may find too general and is concerned tha it's Oniddle-of-the-roadnessO
might make it ungppedling in avariety of ways (66-67). Wiley'srespon® endswith a
series of hopesOfor the OSN that it bea AlivingGdoaument, onesubject to continud
inquiry, debate, andrevision((67). Keith RhodesCcalls his respons to the OS
CGambivalent enthusasmObecause he viewed the project's results as Qather mundane OHe
clams tha the project was much less controversia than many invaved in the project had
anticipated. Thefirst-year course, he says, had more inter-ingitutiond coheence than
common opinion suggested, at least in terms of theimagined and desired resultsO(65).
Wha Y ancey characterizes as a possibly Gevolutionary moment,0(69) Rhodes calls an

rdinaryOone (66).



Following thedecision by the Counal of Writing Program Administrators to
adoptthe OS, the Outcomes Groupdecided that the next god would be publication of the
OSinamore general English joumd. To facilitate thar publishing gods, the Outcomes
Grouprealized theneed for asmall groupto spearhead these efforts. The Steering
Committee of the Outcomes Groupwas formed, including Susasnmarie Harrington, Rita
Malencyzk, Irv Peckham, Keith Rhodes, and Kathleen Blake Yancey. The Steering
committee pursued publication efforts, and in Januay 2001the OS appeared in College
English. In apersond message, Jeanne Gunne, College English editor, said tha she
decided to publish the OS as a Gommunity service to CE readers, themajority of whom
would not have access to the statement in the WPA jouma.OTheintrodudionto this
publication, written by Kathleen Blake Y ancey, provides a brief history of the OS project
and five reasonswhy thoe outside of compostion might want to know more aboutthe
oS

First-year compostionis ubiquitous

TheOS, as suppoted by the WPA and published in College English, has

Onistorical valueO

The OS can hdp those who are planning curriculum to think more GystemicallyO

The OS will beused Qo inform compostion programsO

The OS can be used QpoliticallyO (322)

Y ancey addresses the OSOlack of attention to concernslike assessment, accreditation,
and accountbility, claiming that the purpose of the Outcomes Group, Qvas curricular,O
and tha thefocuswas n expectationsOnot howto reach or measure those expectations

(323). Tha Yanocey would characterize the OS focus as n expectationOharkens back



to theinitial discussion of the OSin March 1996when Liz Hamp-Lyons musng about
wha the doaument the group was thinking about creating, suggested tha it mightbe
called a Gtatement of expectationsO As discussionsin Chapter 5 will indicate, the OS
has actudly resulted in onedoaument that is officially called GExpectationsfor Entering
College Writers.O
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' The WPA-L archives are available at http://lists.asu.edu/archivesiwpa-l.html. Unless otherwise noted, the
messages in this section were taken from those archives.
" The Outcomes list was hosted by the University of Arkansas (courtesy of Barry Maid) and was not
archived. My access to the discussion of the list are courtesy of Tim McGee who archived portions of the
discussion himself and provided me with copies.
"' Once again, these definitions are illustrate the confusion that surrounds standards. McClure's standards
sound like performance standards, and her objectives sound like content standards.
" A draft of the Outcomes book, Talking about Outcomes: Debate and Consensus in the Wake of the
Outcomes Satement, is currently being reviewed by Utah State University Press. | have access to the
chapters via the editors of the book and permissions of all authors.
¥ One draft of the Technology Plank is archived at the OS web site:
By the end of first-year composition, students should
¥ haveacritical understanding of the developing relationship between technology and writing
¥  befamiliar with the fundamental strategies of writing, revising, and editing with aword
processor program
¥  befamiliar with research strategies using el ectronic databases
¥ have some familiarity with web-based research and the developing importance of this kind of
research
¥  beacquainted with the different rhetorical strategies involved in writing traditional and hyper-
text prose. (http://www.mwsc.edu/orgs/outcomes/tech.html)



