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At every college and university where I have taught in the past twenty-five
years-and this list includes four state universities, a private liberal arts col
lege,and a large Catholic university-the talk about student reading is like the
weather: Everybody complains about it, but nobody does anything about it.

We've all heard, and perhaps contributed to, local bellyaching about stu
dent reading: Substantial numbers of students come to class apparently with-
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out having read the assigned material; many of those who do attempt to com

plete the assigned reading seem incapable of grasping its meaning and com

plexities; students readily admit that they often don't need to read the course
material because the professor will "cover" it in lectures and let them know

"what's going to be on the test:' The official, data-driven discourse about stu

dent reading at the national level in both high school and college is equally

discouraging. The most consistently cited barometer of student reading at the
high school level, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

regularly depicts a secondary school population deficient in the critical read

ing abilities necessary for college success. The 2005 NAEP report shows that

the average score for eighth-grade readers dropped one point, from 263 to 262

on a SOO-point scale, in the past two years. A reader performing at this na

tional average level would be able, for example, to "recognize the significance
of an article's central idea" but unable to "provide supporting details to explain

[an] author's statement:' NAEP has delayed the release of the 2005 scores for

twelfth-grade reading (one wonders why), but the 2003 results had the average

high school senior scoring 287 on the SOO-point scale. That reader would, for
example, be able to "apply text information to a hypothetical situation and

explain" but be unable to "provide support for [a] judgment" ("Nation's Report
Card"). While no comparable study examines reading achievement levels

among college students, the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE)

does provide a window into their attitudes toward reading. The most recent
NSSE report (2005) reveals that "less than one-fifth of first-year students ex

pect to spend more than 25 hours per week studying, the approximate amount
of time faculty say is needed to do well in college" and "by their own admis
sion, three often first-year students do just enough academic work to get by"
(12).

The problems inscribed in these discourses, local and national, are par

ticularly pertinent for the college composition class, the one course in nearly

every first-year student's schedule where he or she should expect that careful,
critical reading is vital for success. I suspect the days are past when students
could write all their compositions solely on the basis of their own ideas, obser

vations, and experiences, without referring to texts. In college composition,
students rarely take examinations, so they can't depend on the professor to
tell them what's on the test. They need to read the assigned books, articles,

essays, and chapters (don't they?) because their compositions involve their
interacting with these texts in some way (don't they?). If you wonder why I'm

questioning my own argument in parentheses, it's this: As either the writing
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program administrator or a faculty member at all six of the institutions where
I've taught, I've heard time and again the same complaints about student read
ing in composition courses-students often come to class without having read
the material and are therefore incapable of "participating in a discussion" (what
ever that phrase means); when they do complete the reading, many students
cannot understand the assigned texts with a level of insight that goes beyond
the transparent and superficial.

It's unfortunate that composition instructors and program administra
tors complain about student reading but don't do anything about it, because
they could do something about it if they chose to. In this essay, I ruminate on
what they could do toward building a challenging, serviceable, teachable model
of reading for their courses. First, I examine a handful of stumbling blocks
conceptual, attitudinal, and pragmatic-that impede instructors' and students'
giving critical reading its due in college composition courses. Then I assay a
handful of relativelynew books that suggest how the best collegeinstructors
of composition and other fields-can think about themselves as teachers of
reading in ways they can live with and that show how high school students
could be taught to read in courses in all content areas. I hope to convince
readers that college composition instruction can capitalize on (and improve)
students' high school reading experiences if instructors and program admin
istrators think carefully about where their students are starting as readers,
where they want them to get by the end of the course, and how to help them
get from incipit tofinis.

"You Mean I Have to Teach Reading?" Issues Impeding a
Productive Attitude

Let's face it: If we're going to do something about the aforementioned prob
lems with student reading, we're going to have to teach students something
about reading, but first we'll have to deal with a substantial handful of stum
bling blocks that get in the way of our doing so. We should acknowledge the
most stark and visceral of these roadblocks from the outset. The very thought
that they ought to teach reading sticks in the craw of many college-level in
structors. Shouldn't students in traditional, mainstream (not to mention hon

ors or advanced) writing courses have mastered careful, critical reading by the
time they get to college?The answer to this question, I'd guess, is yes, no, and
maybe. Yes,high school students should have had more experience learning
how to read texts, particularly nonfiction prose, carefully and critically in high
school. But, no, it's not reasonable to expect they have "mastered" the process
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by the time they come to college, simply because the material they're now read

ing demands that they modify, ratchet up, and rethink the ways they read the

material they're assigned. And maybe our assumptions about whether stu
dents should have mastered careful, critical reading actually occlude a consid

eration of other factors that affect student reading in college courses. At any

rate, IO argue that the "Do I really have to teach reading?" question represents

dead-end thinking. You teach the students you have in front of you. You teach
them what you think they ought to know no matter what you think they ought
to have "mastered" before they got to you.

IO also maintain that it's easier to get around the "Do I really have to

teach reading?" roadblock if you consider carefully the aforementioned "other
factors" that influence the position critical reading has in college curriculums

and courses. With some of these factors, the problems derive from educational

practice prior to college. With others, the fault lies not in the schools but in
ourselves.

A quirky wrinkle in the traditional secondary school curriculum makes
it difficult even for high school teachers to accept that they ought to teach

reading, let alone college-level instructors. By the time students are graduat
ing from high school, the course called "reading" has been absent from the
curriculum for at least three or four years, having usually made its last appear

ance in the eighth grade, at the latest. By the time they come to college, then,
students haven't had a course called "reading" for five or six years. Oh, to be

sure, some of their high school teachers might have tucked something resem

bling reading instruction into courses or units labeled "critical thinking" or
"study skills;' and college students may have a class called "first-year seminar"
or "first-year experience" that takes a stab at helping students cope with the

reading demands of college. But by the time students come to college, it's been

a long time since students have had any instructor say to them, "Okay, let's
work on how to read this text:'

Moreover, while the notion of taking a "reading class" has dropped off the

radar screen for most first-year college students, the very thought of what a

"reading class" might be at the post-secondary level has never quite coalesced.
To put it starkly: reading as a concept is largely absent from the theory and

practice of college composition. The program of the 2005 Conference on Col

lege Composition and Communication, for example, mentions the word read

ing only thirty times in the titles of papers given in the four-hundred-odd
concurrent panels and special sessions. In the opening chapter of a book I'll
return to later in this essay, Marguerite Helmers claims that "the act of reading
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is not part of the common professional discourse in composition studies" (4).
In other words, no clear, salient theory of what reading is or does prevails in

college composition, even though an anthology of readings sits at the center of

many, if not most, college writing courses. Students have to read in college

composition, but rarely does anyone tell them why or how they should read.
As a result of this ill-defined perspective on reading, when college composi
tion instructors (and administrators and textbook authors) actually do take

up reading as a curricular or pedagogical focus, they often do so at diametri
cally opposite ends of a continuum of complexity.

At one end of this continuum, students and their instructors find over

simplified, mind-numbing, reductive curriculums and pedagogies. When stu
dents (particularly in two-year colleges but also at many four-year institutions)

are placed in developmental, "remedial" reading courses, usually on the basis
of their ACT or SAT verbal scores, they predominantly encounter instruction

in what often gets labeled "study skills:' In such courses, students supposedly

learn how to explain word meanings through the use of contextual clues, mor

phological structure, and dictionaries; identity main and supporting ideas in

brief texts; recognize an author's purpose and point of view; draw inferences;
understand their own "learning style"; practice skimming and scanning; and
soon.

Courses dominated by such instruction send a clear message about what

reading is and does. Reading is a search-and-capture strategy, an exercise in
which the author's meaning is a flxed entity that the students are somehow

unable to 'get:' They are led to believe they lack the ability to crack the secret
code that's in the text, and, as a result, they can't take advantage of the sole

function of reading in college: to fill their minds with the information, data,

and perspectives that they're expected to comprehend as this material is "cov
ered" in their courses. There's precious little interactivity in this largely passive

kind of reading instruction, almost nothing that urges students to bring their

ideas, experiences, and resources to bear in reading the text, and virtually no
motivation for them to do so. Comprehending the main idea is what "the man"

says to do.
At the other end of the complexity continuum are writing courses that

openly embrace a reading-enriched curriculum dominated by complicated and

challenging analytic and interpretive strategies. A signal representative of such
courses would be one based on David Bartholomae and Anthony Petrosky's

groundbreaking book, Ways of Reading. Bartholomae and Petrosky also send a
clear message about what they believe reading is and does. Reading is an ac-
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tive, constructive process that calls for the reader to juggle nimbly the follow

ing tasks: accepting a text's emergent meaning, resisting any pat formulation

of the central idea, and assimilating the text's ideas in one's own view of the

world. Reading in such a fashion, Bartholomae and Petrosky believe, assimi
lates students into the kinds of conversations that constitute the essence of

postsecondary education.
Now in its seventh edition, Ways of Reading teaches students to engage

in what Bartholomae and Petrosky call "strong reading," a complex,

constructivist practice of building a mental framework for interpreting expe
rience, but then continuously testing, resisting, and revising the framework as

they read. A strong reading boldly proceeds in the face of any "doubts and
hesitations" (8) a reader might experience. Indeed, a strong reading embraces

uncertainties as generative. (Note the difference here from the traditional re

medial pedagogy, which sees "doubts and hesitations" as missteps to be avoided

en route to capturing the author's meaning.) A strong reading reads "with the

grain" of an author's text-students are urged "[t]o read generously, to work
inside someone else's system, to see your world in someone else's terms. But it

also operates "against the grain"-students are encouraged "to turn back

against" the author's project, "to ask questions" that "might come as a sur
prise;' to "look for the limits of her vision, to provide alternate readings of her

examples, to find examples that challenge her argument, to engage her, in other
words, in dialogue" (11).

As admirable as their method and rigor might appear, however, courses

that promote "strong reading" a la Ways of Reading, whether they actually use
this textbook or not, ultimately cannot represent the reading experience, ei
ther ideal or real, of students in mainstream college composition courses for
two reasons. The first has to do with a problem of ethos, with a mismatch be

tween the character of instructors in such courses and the persona they ex

pect students to assume. Bartholomae and Petrosky, for example, present

themselves as experienced, embedded, connected readers for whom the pieces
in Ways of Reading playa major role in their intellectual lives. Writing about
Susan Griffin's "Our Secret" and John Edgar Wideman's "Our Time,"
Bartholomae and Petrosky offer the following:

We carry these essays with us in our minds, mulling over them, working through
them, hearing Griffin and Wideman in sentences we write or sentences we read;
we introduce the essays in classes we teach whenever we can; we are surprised,
reading them for the third or fourth time, to find things we didn't see before. (5)
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Later, when Bartholomae and Petrosky explain the kinds of questions they raise

when they read a challenging essay for the second time, they note that these

questions seem "natural to us; they reflect our habitual way of reading and, we
believe, the general habits of mind of the academic community" (12). To be

sure, one of the goals of Ways of Reading seems to be to lead students to be the

kinds of readers who reread essays as a matter of course, who "carry" texts

with them and internalize what they read, who can connect what they read in
essays for their composition course to pieces they read for other classes or

texts they read as part of their burgeoning new lives as young adults. This ide

alization is a tough sell with our students, who take four or five courses at a

time, schedule in bits of time during their busy weeks to get their reading done
(maybe!), and consider themselves both fortunate and prepared if they have

read the assigned work once before they come to class to "discuss" it or write
about it. For our students, reading essays for composition class is not really

reading-it's doing homework.

The second problem with assuming that a Bartholomaic/Petroskyite po

sition might support reading instruction in college writing courses has to do

with the position's limited perspective on what students in college actually do

read. Bartholomae and Petrosky assume that the primary fodder for college
students' reading consists of challenging essays that actually invite a strong

second (or third or fourth) reading. With such pieces, they write, "[t]he mean

ing ... is determined by what you do with the essay, by the connections you
can make and your explanation of why those connections are important" (8).

What such an assumption fails to take into consideration, I maintain, is that
very little (for a great many college students, almost none) of the first-year or

general education experience actually offers students reading experiences that
invite them to make these connections. A typical first-year college student is

taking, say, introductory psychology, first-year writing, a calculus course, a

science course with a lab requirement, and perhaps something like World Civi

lization, introduction to art history, or a foreign language. Filling up his or her
plate evenly from this scholarly bounty, our student reads textbooks, does prob

lems and labs, takes tests, and writes papers occasionally. He or she might

encounter discursive essays that warrant a strong reading only in first-year

writing. But first-year writing is just one course of four or five that our stu

dents take. What can students learn about the nature of reading in college
its definition and its purposes- if three-quarters or four-fifths of their academic

lives are dominated by texts that do not openly invite a strong reading?
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Between these two extremes on the complexity continuum-between
"read-to-get-the-gist" instruction and "read-to-complicate" instruction-one
finds a great, gray middle. In most college composition courses, reading plays
some role-students read, analyze, discuss, and write about texts-but no one
is very clear about what reading is or does in such courses. Three functions of
reading seem to occur in this middle space, but none seems actually to domi
nate. First, instructors assign texts that are supposed to stimulate the stu
dents' own thinking and writing on an issue. Icall this the "bounce off" function.
Consider, for example, an assignment that would ask students to read King's
"Letter from Birmingham Jail" and then write about a situation in their own
lives that would lead them to participate in civildisobedience. They could write
about the situation without reading King's text, but the latter provides them a
springboard into their own composition, which might not take offwithout the
impetus the primary text provides. My friend David Lindstrom at Colorado
State University refers to the most tepid student responses that emanate from
such assignments as "floating descants." They seem to sing a melody above
the tune provided by the primary text and only rarely, if at all, drop down to
interact with the actual text itself. Second, instructors ask students to read
texts and then use their organizational patterns in an original composition.
This is the "reading-to-imitate-development" approach. Consider the well
known assignment of the comparison/contrast essay: Students are asked to
read Bruce Catton's "Grant and Lee,"a frequently-anthologized essay demon
strating the point-by-point method of organizing comparison/contrast (in
contrast to the block-by-block method) and then write their own composi
tion, comparing and/ or contrasting two entities (for example, high school edu
cation and college education, network TV and cable TV,college sports and
professional sports, and so on) using the model provided by Catton's text. Third,
some assignments call upon students to capture the gist of a primary text (or
more than one) and then to use that gist as evidence in support of a position
the student has taken. I call this the "digest-to-incorporate" method. Say,for
example, a student is writing an argumentative essay on some aspect of capi
tal punishment. He or she might read a handful of position statements on the
issue and then write a composition that agrees with those that favor his or her
stance and find flaws with the ones that do not.

Each of these approaches to incorporating reading in writing instruction
adheres, at least tacitly, to the capture-the-authorial-message stance embod
ied in traditional remedial reading courses, and each is problematic, primarily
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because those who promulgate them rarely consider carefully what reading is

or does in each approach. At each of the six colleges and universities where
I've worked, 1have found instructors who designate "discussing" a set of read

ings as an appropriate instructional task for one or more days on the course
syllabus. "What exactly does that mean'?" 1would ask myself (and frequently
these instructors, if they worked in the composition program 1directed): What
does it mean to "discuss" a text in composition class? What exactly is the rela

tionship between the reading you're asking students to do, the "discussions"

they have about the readings during class time, and the texts the students them

selves are expected to compose?
Some of these instructors might have said to me, "Oh, 10 like my students

to read King's letter so that they will think more fully about the potential for
civil disobedience in their own life and society." Some of these instructors might

have admitted to me, ''I'd really like my students to write a comparison/con

trast essay that resembles Catton's as completely as possible;' but not many;
I'm pretty sure that the purely modal approach to writing instruction that this

assignment represents is on the wane. 1can't imagine an instructor saying to
me, "Well, 1hope they read several essays, chapters, and books to find support
or refutation for their thesis:' But 1would hope that most of these instructors

(and many of them fulfilled my hope) would say to me something like this: "1

want my students to read so that they will understand how readers and texts

work together to create meaning, accomplish purpose, and achieve effect in
many different intellectual communities. 1 want my students to read so that
they will see how the form of a text-its organization, structure, diction, syn

tax, imagery, and figurative language-is completely consonant with its func
tion, with its invitation for readers to create meaning, accomplish purpose,

and achieve effect. 1 want my students to read so that they will understand
how their own texts must constitute an invitation for this meaning/purpose/

effect creation to take place within the intellectual community with which

they want their text to 'do business:"
The problem for these instructors would be that most mainstream com

position curriculums and pedagogical strategies aren't designed to help stu

dents achieve these goals. And, because the topic of reading lies outside the
critical discourse of composition studies, these instructors would not have

access to ample resources to help them think about a model of active con

structive reading in their courses or about strategies for putting that model
into play.
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So what can instructors and writing program administrators do? Four

things. First, we need to acknowledge the materiality of reading in college

courses and in arenas beyond college. If one of the goals of college composi
tion is to teach students how to read constructively and actively in all corners

of their lives, then a model for reading instruction in college writing courses

needs to accommodate the fact that college students read lots of textbooks,

and productive, working adults read lots of reports, manuals, memoranda, and

so on-all texts that do not readily call forth a strong reading. I would never

want to suggest that students in college composition not be exposed to chal

lenging, complex essays that call upon them to read "with the grain" and "against

the grain:' I hope that the textbook market continues to generate wonderful

books like Ways of Reading. But I would suggest that we need to teach our
students to be constructive, connective, active readers of all the material that

comes their way-textbooks, reports, memoranda, and so on, as well as com
plicated, discursive essays. Second, we need to develop a model of what read
ing ideally is and does in our programs and classrooms. We need to start with
our outcomes and teach backward from them. Assuming we have a sequential

curriculum that culminates with the most difficult and challenging piece of

work students do in the course, we should take a close look at the final assign

ment and ask ourselves, "What exactly is the ideal relationship between read

ing and writing in this assignment? If the best student does this assignment
exactly as it's meant to be done, what will reading be and do in the assign
ment? What must the best student do with his or her reading to complete the

assignment effectively and successfully?" The Council of Writing Program
Administrators has provided an initial step toward achieving this goal by de

veloping its "Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition:' Most of that

document. sensibly. deals with student knowledge and behavioral outcomes

for writing, but the relatively brief section on "Critical Reading, Thinking, and

Writing" offers two outcomes that college composition administrators and
instructors should unpack further: "By the end of first year composition, stu

dents should use reading and writing for inquiry, learning, thinking, and com

municating;' and "Faculty in all programs and departments can build on this

preparation by helping students learn the interactions among critical think

ing, critical reading, and writing" (60). What precisely might it mean, we should
ask ourselves (and teach to our students) to "use reading for inquiry. learning,

and thinking?" How, exactly, should we teach students what "critical reading"
is, and then teach them about "the interactions among critical thinking, criti-
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cal reading, and writing?" Third, equipped with our statements of outcomes

for reading, we should ascertain where our students are as critical, construc
tive, active readers at the beginning of our courses and programs. Every com

position program I've ever been affiliated with has required instructors to begin
every course with a "diagnostic" assignment, designed to determine a student's

strengths and weaknesses as a writer. Should we not do the same with read
ing? What, I wonder, would an appropriate, valid reading diagnostic for a col
lege writing course look like? Finally, we need to think carefully about what it
will take to get students from their starting points to the outcomes: What do

students need to know about what reading is and does in our program and our

courses? What techniques and strategies for effective reading in college and

beyond do we need to explain, model, demonstrate, and evaluate their prac
tice of? How do we move our students from start to finish?

Fortunately, there are some very smart people thinking and writing about
these issues on both sides of the high school-college divide. Their work could

help us determine what appropriate reading outcomes for a college writing

course might be and show us how students in the best high schools are being

taught to read-and, by implication, whether students are coming to college

ill-equipped to deal with the reading demands a first-year program and a gen
eral education curriculum place on them. With the perspectives these books

provide, we can think more consciously as a profession about meeting our in
coming students as readers and moving them toward our outcomes.

Reading in College Courses: Purpose, Ideology, Gaps,
Difficulties, Maps
Two books written primarily for an audience of college-level program admin

istrators and instructors offer ample food for thought about developing ap

propriately complex and challenging outcomes for reading in college writing
courses.

Marguerite Helmers' edited collection. Intertexts: Reading Pedagogy in

College Writing Classrooms, argues that reading should be seen as "not a simple
process of absorbing the qualities of the best that has been said from the Great
Books that appear on the syllabi in departments of English, but a complex.

ever-changing process of situational interaction and self-reflection with words,

images. and readers" (ix). The book's main goal is "to establish a series of theo

retical and pedagogical questions that will inform discussions about how to

teach re,ading to undergraduates in various curricular settings" (ix). Every chap
ter in the collection contributes to this goal admirably, raising questions about,

480



JOLLIFFE / REVIEW ESSAY

for example, how students' religious backgrounds affect their reading prac
tices (Rand), how the traditional language arts curriculum based on Quintilian's

Institutio Oratoria can continue to support reading instruction (Christiansen),

how college writing classes should attend to visual literacy (Hill), how an elec

tronically networked and collaborative classroom environment can teach stu

dents the benefits of generative re-reading (Cornis-Pope and Woodlief), and
how leading students to understand a wide range of spoken and written genres
can help them to "read" the entire terrain of a college writing course more

thoroughly (Cain and Kalamaras).
Four chapters in particular focus on issues related to determining out

comes for reading in college writing courses. Sounding a keynote to the entire
collection, Helmers' introductory chapter, "Representing Reading;' maintains

not only that reading is absent in the critical discourse of composition studies,
but also that when reading as a concept does emerge in professional conversa

tions in English studies, it does so as "a fetishized practice: equated almost
exclusively with literary fiction, misunderstood by teachers and students alike,
and not fully actualized as a subject of pedagogical discussions" (5). Moreover,

Helmers argues, reading in all college classrooms too often accomplishes only
what Matei Calinescu calls a "telic" function: "reading to satisfY a requirement"

or "reading as a mechanical process of regurgitation" (7). Noting that "teach

ers of writing daily teach from readings (noun: student essays, textbook ar

ticles) and engage in [a] process of reading (verb: scanning and responding to
student texts)" (8), Helmers maintains that college instructors do too little

that actually helps their students see reading as "a way of investigating the

ideological assumptions that construct the word itself;' a way of seeing how

the words they read "reveallayerings of ideas, thoughts, behavioral codes, and

assumptions about race, class, and gender" (9). "What teachers of college En

glish must accomplish;' Helmers writes, "is to move readers from a level of

reading in which they act upon texts in limited, personal ways to a more so
phisticated level of reading in which they are able to distinguish between and
articulate various purposes for reading" (9).

While she devotes ample attention to introducing the remaining eight

essays in Intertexts, what Helmers wants to accomplish herselfin "Represent
ing Reading" is to militate against what she terms "the defamiliarization of

reading that ultimately takes place in college" (19). In a fascinating section
called "Culture and the Reader;' Helmers shows how such material objects as
"the dark wood shelves of the Borders or Barnes and Noble bookstores" and

"direct-mail book catalogues" (15)- Helmers dwells at length on the Bas Bleu
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catalogue-"carefully cultivate color, design, and image to associate reading
with pleasure" (15). Yet "institutional requirements and attitudes gradually
wean the reader from pleasure" (15), and as a result "the classroom becomes a
contact zone of occluded and conflicting expectations. Students bring to the
classroom a notion of reading that is solitary, escapist, and pleasurable; in
structors expect interrogation and demonstration" (18). Stopping short of ar
guing that seeing reading for pleasure should be an actual outcome of a college
English course, Helmers concludes that "researchers, teachers, and students
should analyze ... popular attitudes toward reading ... to find out how they
influence attitudes toward reading that appear later in the classroom" (19):

The material conditions of reading, such as the availability of books to the public
in spaces such as pharmacies, grocery stores, and airport convenience stores
should be studied ... in order to engage a clialecticbetween pleasure and study,
reading for escape and reading for study, and, ultimately, reading as leisure and
reading in school. (19)

While Helmers suggests that one goal of reading instruction should be to fo
cus students' attention on tensions between popular conceptions of reading
and its uses in schooling, Kathleen McCormick in "Closer Than Close Read
ing" argues that a college writing course should actually teach students spe
cific reading practices that will distance them critically from the dominant
reading practices of their culture-practices freighted with ideologicalassump
tions of which the students may be largely unaware. "When we have a deeper
understanding of the strength of reinforcement of the culture's dominant read
ing practices as well as the most likely sites of resistance to that dominance;'
she writes, "we can begin to think productively about developing in students a
sense of the complexities and multiple options they have in reading a text of
any kind" (30). In a section titled "Critically Reading One's Personal Experi
ence;' McCormick illustrates how she teaches three reading techniques: "his
torical analysis;' "the comparison and contrast of beliefs, practices, and
assumptions from different moments in time (36; emphasis in original); "cul
tural analysis;' "the linking of a belief or practice to other beliefs, practices,
and assumptions that are occurring at the same point in time (39;emphasis in
original); and "symptomatic reading;' which calls for students "to read texts
not only for what they are literally saying, but for symptoms of larger cultural
tensions, to read the text for 'what it does not say' and 'what it does not say;
but which is nonetheless part of its ideological underpinning" (41). Collec
tively, these reading practices help students understand how they are posi-
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tioned as subjects in both popular and canonical texts and, ideally, to tran
scend this positioning. Using these strategies, students learn "to analyze and
evaluate texts of all kinds for their antecedents-the values, beliefs, and ex

pectations of the culture from which they came-and their implications-the

effects they have had on past readers who lived in particular cultural contexts

and the effect they may have on present readers who live in varied cultural
contexts" (36).

The notion of embracing students' varied cultural contexts sits at the

center ofJames Sosnoski and Patricia Harkin's chapter, "Whatever Happened

to Reader- Response Criticism:' Sosknoski and Harkin take on the omnibus

college argument textbook, arguing that in such books, reader-response criti
cism "has become a set of instructions for 'finding' authorial intention in the

stable meaning of texts" (104). Argument texts, they continue, "teach their
student-readers that close and careful reading will reveal authorial intention,

that finding authorial intention is the purpose of any reading, and that the

meaning of an argument is readily available to any close reader who is willing

to respond" (104). Focusing on Wolfgang Iser's concept of a 'gap" as "a space of

indeterminacy that prompts a reader to 'ideate' or imagine connections and
consistencies among disparate moments of reading;' Sosnoski and Harkin

maintain that argument textbooks portray gaps as simply "a lack of informa

tion on the reader's part" (113). They clearly want students (and their teach
ers) to capitalize on these gaps, to generate from within them. Asserting that

arguments are "not ... texts, but ... cultural practices;' Sosnoski and Harkin

are "pleading for more respect for the intelligence students will bring to these

texts. As teachers;' they conclude, "should we not help our students see the
unreasonableness of certain positions and people who hold them?" (121).

In "Reading Matters for Writing;' Mariolina Rizzi Salvatori similarly sees
the benefit of teaching students to revel in gaps, uncertainties, difficulties they

might encounter in their reading. To '''consummate' and 'passionate' learners;'
Salvatori writes, "difficulties and the ability to understand, to process, and to

live with them are markers oflearners' high culture, sophistication, and intel

ligence" (199). She describes, therefore, her years of experience with asking

students, in a formal assignment, "to frame and reflect on students' 'moments

of difficulty' for their hidden potential to produce understanding and to in
struct" (200). Salvatori concludes:

[Flor a student, indeed for any learner at any level of learning, to perceive or to
name something as difficult is to demonstrate a form of knowledge, incipient
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perhaps, inchoate, not (yet) fully communicable, but knowledge nonetheless, and
one that is both protitable and responsible to tap into-whether to further de
velop or to 'readjust' it. (200)

These four chapters in Intertexts invite interesting speculations on what read
ing might be and do in college writing courses. Some potential outcomes
emerge: Students might be urged to examine-read and write about-the rea
sons why people pursuing a post-secondary education actually do read, in com
parison and contrast to the reasons why people read for pleasure, escape, and
leisure. In so doing, Iwould hope, students might scrutinize why they are asked
to read so many textbooks and, indeed, what kinds of intellectual and aes
thetic experiences the lavishly expensive, elaborately designed textbooks that
students generally find so tedious purport to offer them. Students might read
to investigate their own positions as subjects in canonical and not-so-canoni
cal texts. Students might read in order to revel in-and generate more mate
rial from-the gaps that "unreasonable" texts hold for them. Students might
read to comprehend, come to terms with, and learn from what they perceive
as difficult texts.

A similar outcome of having students understand and actually chart their
difficulties with reading surfaces in Kathleen Yancey'snew book. One might
think a book called Teaching Literature as Reflective Practice to be an unlikely
source for instructors and administrators trying to determine outcomes for
students in collegewriting courses. Collegecomposition these days is onlyrarely
an introduction-to-literature or even a writing-about-literature course. The
introduction-to-literature course is (or at least the textbook market for the
course would suggest it is) either a first course in close reading of fiction, po
etry, and drama-a introduction to issues of form and technique in literary
texts-or a foray into an easy version of reader response, a kind of "appreciat
ing literature" course rather than "analyzing literature:' In either version, the
course generally ends up teaching students about readings of texts rather than
about reading texts. Not so in Yancey'sworld. As she makes clear throughout
the book, which grew out of her own reflective teaching of an introduction-to
literature course at Clemson, and as she saysexplicitly near its end, "The teach
ing of literature needs to be, first, a course in reading" (120). What Yancey
reveals in this book about teaching literature speaks directly to deliberations
about outcomes for reading in college writing courses.

Yancey'sorganizes Teaching Literature as Reflective Practice byexamin
ing three curriculums that students encounter in an introduction-to-litera-
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ture course. The first is the lived curriculum: "the curriculum that the students

bring in the door with them" (16). As she explains, "no student walks in the
door as a blank slate. Each one brings with him or her a set of prior courses

and experiences and connections that contextualize the delivered curriculum"
(16), which is the second touchstone for Yancey's work. The delivered curricu

lum is "the one we design;' the one that is manifest in "syllabi, where course
goals are articulated;' in assignments, "where students deal with the specifics

of the curriculum;' in readings, "where students enter a specific discourse and

specific ways of thinking, and "in the vocabulary of the course" (17). The third

is the experienced curriculum, the course that's actually created rhetorically as

students "read" the delivered curriculum and make it their own (17). Certainly,

the same three curriculums inhere in every college writing course, and what

Yancey illustrates about the teaching of reading by tapping into each of them

can point college writing instructors and administrators to thinking about
challenging outcomes for their own students.

To tap into the lived curriculum, Yancey asks students to construct
graphic, visual maps of their reading of a poem at the beginning of the course

and then again at the end. She describes the mapping experience for one of
her students, "Sammie;' who I sensed was typical of most students in the course.

At the beginning of the course, most of the labels Sammie uses to describe her
"moves" on the map involve not moving through a text, but "stopping: 'confu

sion; 'confusion' [again], 'read up to the confusing part; 'get frustrated; and

'stop'" (34). "What seems plotted here;' Yancey writes, "is the analogue to writer's
block: reader's block" (34). But by the end of the course, Yancey points out,
"reader's block seems to have been resolved into several productive strategies"

(34). I think it would be a fascinating project to have students in a college writ

ing course produce the same kinds of maps of their readings of essays, reports,
visual texts, and so on.

As she reflects on tapping into the lived curriculum, Yancey addresses

directly the lament with which I began this review essay: It's not that students
can't read, she says, "if by read we mean respond to a prescriptive set of in

structions"; it's that "they haven't been asked to guide their own reading, to
make their own questions" (39). Again, I think of the silences that ensue in a

composition class when instructors ask students to posit inferences about and

interpretations of essays they read. Mter twelve years of traditional schooling,

students look to the instructor for the questions to answer to get at the "right"

interpretation. Yancey would have us teach them how to pose their own ques
tions.
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As she describes how she tried to move students to reflect critically on
the delivered curriculum, Yancey notes its most salient, and disturbing, as
pect:

[T]he delivered curriculum (over)relies on students' playing a singular role: as it
is conventionally played, the school game, which spins off from the delivered cur
riculum, asks students to tell us what they know, not what they don't know. It
rewards students for strongly asserting their claims to knowledge, typically rep
resented in thesis-and-support format. (41)

It doesn't require much of a stretch to hear echoes of composition instructors'
critiques of the epistemology of the five-paragraph theme here. To mitigate
this stranglehold, Yancey asks students to complete, in pairs, a "misunder
standing" assignment. The first student focuses on a poem (feelfree to substi
tute "essay"for "poem" in the following) that he or she doesn't understand by
summarizing it, explaining where he or she got lost or didn't understand, and
raising any other questions he or she has about the poem. The responding
student, then, writes back to his or her partner ("in the form of a letter if you
like"),echoing what the initial writer didn't understand, providing a summary
of the poem, providing one interpretation of the poem, providing a second
interpretation of the poem, explaining how these interpretations might re
spond to the initial writer's confusion, and then, optionally, expressing a pref
erence for one interpretation (43). Yanceydiscovered that in completing this
exercise of explaining a poem to a colleague, "students theorized about how
they read, often making comparisons that allowed them to translate the new
practices, the unfamiliar, into the familiar" (55). Ultimately, she writes, "stu
dents found that poetry meant something-to them-and they shared this
experience with others outside the class" (55).

As she tapped into experienced curriculum, Yanceynoted what she does
as a savvyreader that students seem generally not to do: "when I read almost
any text, I seem to make multiple connections almost naturally, although I
understand that such connecting is anything but natural, and some of mycon
nections are richer than others" (66).Building on this realization, she asks stu
dents to create what she calls a "pop-up palimpsest" for a text they read. Yancey
appropriates this genre from a cartoon that appeared in the February 2001
New Yorker titled "The Norton Pop-UpAnthology of English Literature;' which
glosses John Donne's "Holy Sonnet 10;' with such pop-ups as "Around a hun
dred people die in Japan each year from eating incorrectly prepared blowfish"
(qtd. in Yancey66). The New Yorker cartoonist was obviously making light of

486



JOLLIFFE / REVIEW ESSAY

young readers' experiences with interactive electronic texts. Yancey makes hay
with them. Using simple word-processing and graphic software, her students,

in groups, create "pop-up" boxes, dialogue balloons, even interactive links be
tween lines or sections of the poem (again, try "essay") to show more germane,

more interesting connections and associations they are making with the text.

One group's pop-ups for Frank Norris's The Octopus, for example, included links
to the movie Tombstone, to the history of railroads in the American West, to

narratives from the 1849 gold rush, to definitions of the word octopus, to ex

planations of women's fashions on the American frontier, and so on (69). Yancey
notes two salient benefits of the pop-up project. First, "[sJtudents who can

create pop-ups make more connections, bring more contexts to bear, and read

more complexly" (74). Second, and more vitally,

Pop-ups can show multiple stories, which helps students shift from the single
thesis-and-support reading ... to more sophisticated reading. This approach cul
tivates an intertextuality new to most students, one in which the stories of popu
lar culture contextualize those ofliterature-and vice versa. (75)

Imagine the possibilities of following Yancey's lead in teaching students in

college composition how to read everything that comes their way in a first

year or general-education curriculum: textbooks, manuals, reports, graphics,
as well as complicated discursive essays, such as those students mayencoun
ter for the first time in their lives in college compo Students could learn to map

the way they read a text at the beginning of a course and then return to map
the same kind of reading at the end. Students could learn to generate their

own questions and lead their peers through collaborative questioning of texts.
Students could use simple technology to show themselves and others how they

make connections while reading-and learn, thereby, that making explicit

connections is something that all successful readers do.

Reading throughout the High School Curriculum: Two Sensible
Guides

It should cheer college writing instructors and administrators that high school

superintendents, principals, and teachers are paying increasingly more atten

tion to the teaching of writing throughout the content areas. In many schools
and districts, experienced teachers are benefiting from workshops and semi

nars showing them how to expand the content of reading beyond textbooks
and lead their students to engage with texts more carefully and critically. In

most high school teacher preparation programs, incipient teachers also have
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at least some exposure to the teaching of reading across the curriculum. Not

all of this activity is happening for the noblest of motives. Public schools exist

in a high-stakes testing environment, and students' reading comprehension

scores are always trumpeted-cheerily or gloomily-when standardized test

results are published every fall. School officials figure that if more teachers

beyond those in English and language arts offer some reading instruction, test

scores are bound to improve. They're probably right, but when science, math,
social studies, physical education, performing arts, and vocational education

teachers are told that the main (perhaps the only) reason they're being trained
to teach reading is to jack up test scores, they can feel as though their own area
of teaching expertise is being dismissed and morale can suffer. Moreover, not

all of the heightened occupation with reading is effective. Some schools and

districts, for example, mandate that students simply spend a certain amount

of time every day reading silently, under the assumption that if students just
read more, then they will read more successfully. Students who don't know

how to read actively and constructively no doubt see such sustained-silent

reading periods as largely a waste of time, and so, ICIimagine, do their teachers.

The best of the in service and preservice training programs in the teach

ing of reading do have noble motives and make use of any number of good,
useful books about the teaching of reading in all content areas. I review two

such books here, and I do so for two reasons: to urge the readers of this jour
nal-college writing instructors and program administrators-to learn about
what excellent high schools are teaching students about reading and to rec

ommend that college writing instructors think about the possibilities for adapt

ing many of the teaching strategies these books promote and using them in
their college courses.

One reason I really like Harvey Daniels and Steven Zemelman's Subjects

Matter: Every Teacher's Guide to Content-Area Reading is that I've known

Daniels and Zemelman for twenty-two years, and I can hear their delightful
voices throughout the book. (Where else are you going to find authors admit
ting a new discovery with a sentence like "Yikes-we didn't know this our

selves, until now!" [184]) More importantly, though, I admire, and will use,

Subjects Matter because of its emphasis on teaching teachers how to teach

students that reading is not simply decoding words and sentences and captur
ing the gist of a text. As Daniels and Zemelman explain (and here they're echo
ing about a quarter century of research), reading is a constructive, interactive

enterprise in which the reader makes meaning, rather than "getting" it. In a
chapter titled "How Smart Readers Think;' Daniels and Zemelman explain eight
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constructive strategies that effective readers use when confronted with any
text, but particularly a challenging one: They visualize, making mental pic

tures or sensory images. They connect what they're reading to their own expe

rience, to events in the world, and to other texts they've read. They question,

actively embracing their uncertainties and facing up to quandaries in the text.

They draw inferences, in order to hypothesize, interpret, and draw conclusions.

They evaluate and make judgments, determining what's important in a text.
They analyze, noting how the form of a text supports its function. They re

call-retell and summarize-in order to remember what they've read. They

self-monitor, recognizing and acting upon confusion, uncertainty, and lapses
in attention (24). Virtually the entire remainder of the book is devoted to ac

complishing two goals that grow out of these strategies. First, and most im
portant, Subjects Matter provides teachers with a marvelously broad array,

literally dozens, of teaching strategies that can lead students to engage in these
effective thinking strategies as they read. While some of these strategies may

strike the college writing instructor as a bit puerile, many of them are adapt

able for college-level work and would be appropriate activities for any college

class that wants to move its students toward challenging outcomes. For ex

ample, Daniels and Zemelman teach teachers how to do "think-alouds;' where
an expert reader (the teacher or a trained, proficient student) "reads a passage

aloud and stops repeatedly along the way to explain her mental processing of
the ideas being portrayed" (102). Daniels and Zemelman urge the teacher/stu
dent/reader to be explicit about the strategies they're using-for example,

"Watch how I use the information in the passage to figure out what's really

going on. We call this inferencing" (104). As I read Daniels and Zemelman's
explanation of using think-alouds with students, I recalled a wonderful tactic

my former DePaul colleague Tom Mokaitis liked to use in his first-year semi
nar class. Once a term, he would set aside twenty minutes and just explain to

students how he prepared for class that day: what books he had to take down
from his shelves, what he had to tap into from his own scholarship, what notes,

charts, and diagrams he had to make, what class activities he had to orches
trate. It was a brilliant idea. First-year college students need to learn how smart

people do their intellectual work. First-year students need their instructors in
all content areas, including composition, to model how they "think aloud" as

they read, write, plan classes, and so on.
Second, while Daniels and Zemelman devote considerable space and en

ergy to urging teachers in all content areas to broaden the content of students'
reading beyond simply textbooks, they also concede that a great deal of the
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reading students must do comes from textbooks, so students need to develop
effective thinking strategies to get through them. Daniels and Zemelman pull

no punches in their assessment of textbooks. The subheadings in their chap

ter titled "Why Textbooks Are Not Enough" are telling: "Textbooks Are Super

ficial" (38), "Textbooks Are Exceedingly Hard to Read" (40), "Textbooks Are
Badly Designed" (41), "Textbooks Are Authoritarian" (42), "Textbooks Often

Are Inaccurate" (43), "Textbooks Are Not Written for Students" (44), and "Text

books Cost Too Much" (46). Arguing, therefore, that teachers in all content

areas should assign students to read entire books rather than solely bits and

pieces from textbooks, Daniels and Zemelman provide a wonderfully rich read

ing list of books, nonfiction and fiction, that deal with issues in history, social

sciences, natural and life sciences, mathematics, foreign languages, and cur
rent events. I have frequently been asked by novice instructors of college com

position what book-length works of non-fiction prose they might incorporate

in their courses. (I always ask them how they intend to connect the reading to
student writing, of course.) Now I'm going to turn to Daniels and Zemelman's
list for assistance. Many of the texts they recommend would be perfectly ap

propriate for first-year college students.

But Daniels and Zemel man are realistic about the ubiquity of textbooks.

In a chapter called "How to Use a Textbook;' Daniels and Zemelman teach

such strategies as jigsawing (149-53), in which groups of students are assigned
to read different parts of the textbook and then teach the material to one an

other, or creating written study guides (Daniels and Zemelman give them the
rather corny name "Star-Search Guide-o-Ramas") that show students how to

attend to various parts of a textbook. Consider, for example, these samples
from a written study guide to a chapter: "Page 111-113: Read this introduc

tory section slowly and carefully. It sets up the big ideas you'll need later" (155).

"Page 113: The diagram on the lower left is really helpful" (155). "Pages 132
135: Lots of tough vocab here. The three big ones to understand are celestial

sphere, celestial time, and celestial latitude. Don't sweat the planisphere stuff
for now; We'll get to that next week" (156).

Throughout Subjects Matter, Daniels and Zemelman emphasize what

teachers can do to get students ready to read the texts they'll encounter in

courses, to provide students as much as possible with a fore structure for analy

sis and interpretation, and to guide students through challenging texts while

they're reading them. But college is not simply high school redux, only later in

students' lives. Teaching must be more challenging in college; learning must
be more self-motivated, self-initiated, self-monitored. College instructors read-
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ing Subjects Matter, therefore, might consider the teaching and learning strat

egies Daniels and Zemel man explain and consistently ask themselves, "Now

how can I get my students to do that on their own?"
While Daniels and Zemelman emphasize the active roles that teachers

can take to help students construct meaning with their reading, I read Cris
Tovani's engaging little book, Do I Really Have to Teach Reading? Content Com

prehension, Grades 6-12, as a clarion call for teachers to turn over to students

the responsibility of teaching themselves how to be effective, constructivist,

and strategic readers. Tovani clearly recommends that students master just a

few reading strategies-she is right on the mark in her claim that too much

reading instruction in the schools is governed by long, elaborate lists of state,

district, or school standards that anatomize reading to the point of overkill.

Early in Do I Really Have to Teach Reading?, Tovani draws on the groundbreak-
ing constructivist reading theory developed by P. David Pearson and his col
leagues to argue that readers need seven strategies to construct meaning and

to monitor when a text is making sense and when it isn't. Readers need to
activate background knowledge and draw connections between new and

known information, question themselves as they read to clarify any ambiguity
and deepen their understanding, draw inferences from the text using their prior

knowledge and clues from the text, determine the relative importance of main

ideas and details in the text, employ "fIx-up" strategies (such as rereading or

linking the text structure to the main idea) to use when they get confused, use

sensory images to visualize what they're reading, and synthesize and extend
their thinking to other texts and real-world situations beyond the text (5).

Tovani is similarly minimalist as she explains the essential elements of read

ing-comprehension instruction. She suggests four steps: First, teachers should
assess the text students are supposed to read: "Is it interesting and pertinent
to the instructional goal? Is it at the reading level of the students, or is it too
difficult? If the text is too difficult, consider how you will make the text more

accessible" (17). Second, teachers should provide an explicit modeling of their
thinking processes. "As an expert reader of your content, identify what you do
to make sense of text. Share that information with your students" (18). Third,

teachers should define a purpose and help students have a clear reason for

their reading and writing. "Make sure they know how the information they

read and write will be used" (18). Finally, teachers should "[t]each students

how to hold their thinking and give them opportunities to use the information

they've held" (18). As the book proceeds, however, Tovani makes it clear how
successful readers need to be weaned from teachers who take the lead too
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forcefully in these four strategies, Discussing the importance of having a pur
pose for reading, for example, Tovani admits that "no one now gives me a pur
pose for most of the reading I do, I have to give myself a purpose if I am to
remember what I've read" (61). Similarly,"holding and marking thinking is
new to a lot of students, because they've been taught that it's the teacher's job
to ask the questions and the student's job to answer them" (68). As she pre
pares to demonstrate ways to teach students to mark up their texts as they
read (acknowledging that many students either may not or choose not to write
in the actual texts, she teaches quite creative and reflectiveuses of stickynotes),
Tovani asserts that "[w]hen students find ways to capture their thinking while
reading, they are more willing to return to texts. They tend to participate more
in classroom discussions as well as in small-group discussions. They have an
easier time beginning writing assignments. The marked text gives them a way
to review and study for a test" (68).

Like Daniels and Zemelman, Tovani both urges instructors to ask stu
dents to read other texts besides their textbooks- Tovani labels this "other"

textual world as "accessible text" (39)-and acknowledges that a great deal of
the reading students will do in college will be drawn from textbooks. Tovani
quotes the work of Richard Strong and his colleagues, who claim that an aver
age first-year college student "is asked to read, on average, eighty pages per
class per week, with most of the load coming from textbooks" (qtd. in Tovani
38).Throughout Do [ Really Have to Teach Reading?, Tovani provides a plenti
ful array of sample activities that students can use to mark up and hold the
information in textbooks, use textbooks to motivate discussions, and connect
what they read in textbooks to their own personal experiences, to concepts
and events in the world beyond school, and to other texts they might have
read.

Sowhat might readers of this journal, including college-levelwriting pro
gram administrators and teachers, do with Subjects Matter and Do I Have to

Teach Reading? First, we might find in these texts the germ of an assignment
or project students could complete that would provide a diagnostic assess
ment of where they are as active, constructive readers. Such an assignment,
for example, might call upon students to write a "think-aloud" response, ex
plaining how they read a brief text. Instructors could examine these texts for
evidence of Daniels and Zemelman's eight effective thinking strategies or
Tovani's seven constructive reading strategies and could use these (ideally
nongraded) responses as starting points for teaching strategic reading. Sec
ond, assuming they have developed critical-reading outcomes for their pro-
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gram or course, administrators or instructors could plumb Subjects Matter

and Do I Have to Teach Reading? for strategies they could adapt for college
level instruction and teach, with the hope that students would internalize the
strategies and see the benefit of reading strategically as they transition from
high school to college.

In a workshop I conducted recently, a very good high school teacher
claimed that "the days of simply saying to your students 'Read this for Friday'
are long gone:' I would make the same claim about reading in college compo
sition. We need to do considerably more to teach students how to read the
new, challenging kinds of texts they encounter in their college courses.
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