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Abstract:  The import of the model of the German research university with its increasingly specialized disciplines had a profound impact on the ways in which academic genres developed in the American university.  In order to historically situate writing in the disciplines, Russell describes the process by which the research model’s specialization eclipsed the generalist, rhetorically based, liberal arts education of the old university.  He specifically traces the development of three genres that produced in the new research university: the lecture notebook, the research paper, and the lab report.  He notes that although each of these genres was eventually segregated from disciplinary knowledges (for undergraduates at least) as research became part of the work of composition teachers, “the first impulse for assigning and teaching writing in the disciplines arose from a desire to engage students in the discovery of knowledge, to involve them in the intellectual life of the disciplines” (100).

Quotes:

· “the ideal of research began with a genuine regard for an ideal of inquiry that encouraged serious study, intimate contact with students, and precise, if not always elegant, writing” (72). 

· “Nonetheless, research-oriented faculty held to the assumption—the hope—that students could and should find interesting questions about which to write, discover an appropriate methodology for investigating them, and report the results using the conventions of the discipline—all without the formal, often routine instruction of the old curriculum” (72).

· “With the decline of the old collegewide forums for intellectual discourse, students and faculty had no curricular mechanism for seeing differences in the ways disciplines pursued and represented truth, or in rhetorical terms, their different heuristics and conventions” (73).

· “Because faculty tended to regard poor writing as evidence of poor thinking, not as evidence of a student’s incomplete assimilation into a disciplinary community, faculty sensed that the discipline’s ‘store of knowledge.’ acquired at great sacrifice was ‘tarnished’ by poor writing” (74).

· “The model of extended student discourse shifted from student-as-public-performer to student-as-disciple or apprentice, conducting individual research under the guidance of a professor and producing critical, “original” interpretations of documents and data using the methods, conventions, and assumptions of a specialized discipline—not the “common knowledge” of a particular social class” (80).

· “Composition courses assumed responsibility for teaching students research methods along with other aspects of composition, but even within these courses the teaching of research and the research paper was marginalized” (89)

· “The term paper became fundamentally another means of acquiring and displaying factual information, not a means of entering the rhetorical universe of a discipline, and the formal features of the genre reflected that function: the emphasis on mechanical correctness of form, on the length of the text, and on the number of sources” (91).

Questions:

1. With a partner, talk about the most interesting thing that you took from this article.  I’ll give you about two minutes, and then be ready to share.

2. Russell claims that there was little room for student writing in the in the new university (75).  How does he support this claim, and what evidence of this claim can we see in the contemporary research university?

3. Why do you believe Russell separates out the three genres he discusses in this chapter as especially significant to the history of writing in the disciplines?  

4. What are Russell’s central criticisms of the research paper as it has been commonly taught?  

5. The vestiges of the research paper Russell describes are still very clear in contemporary curricula.  Provide some examples of these.

6. What does Russell mean when he suggests that research came to be treated as “an independent technique, unrelated to other writing” (91)?  What are the implications of this divergence to writing in the disciplines?  To first year writing classes?

7. With a partner, sketch out some ideas for “saving” research in an upper level course.  What can we do to make research rhetorical, relevant, situated, and interesting?  Why might we want it to be these things?


