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ABSTRACT

RHETORIC, COMPOSITION AND PREACHING: WHAT HOMILETIC PEDAGBY

CAN LEARN ABOUT IMITATION FROM COMPOSITION PEDAGOGIES

Calvin F. Pearson, PhD
The University of Texas at Arlington, 2012

Supervising Professor: Kevin Porter

Across the centuries there have been thousands of books and articles written about
preaching and writing. Homiletics and Composition Studies have this in common. A
great difference comes when one looks for information about the teaching afwbese
closely related fields. Composition Studies has a great abundance of booles, artic
journals available to the teacher of composition; Homiletics has only a dozen or so, and
those when read yield very little practical guidance as to how to teactimgpathis
project seeks to show how the pedagogy of composition can inform the pedagogy of
homiletics. Through the study of how imitation has been used in the past and how it is
being used currently to teach composition guidelines were established and used for the
use of imitation in the homiletic classroom. An empirical study was conducted Gogipa
the results of two classes. One was taught by incorporating imitation methpadiich

was gleaned from composition’s use of imitation on and the other class taughutwit



this methodology. The class which was taught using a methodology gleaned from
composition pedagogies showed higher levels of learning. While thereaatanged for
the pedagogy of homiletics to be explored, teachers of preaching can enhance their
effectiveness by becoming familiar with and drawing from the wealth of intamma

found in the pedagogies of composition.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Orientation and Rationale

The journey to this project began with a phone call from the provost of a
seminary, inquiring if | would be willing to teach homiletics after twefntg-years of
pastoring. While | did have years of pastoral experience and a Doctorateisty¥
with an emphasis on preaching, | lacked a PhD. The offer was still made but with the
request that | pursue the research degree. | agreed and began teaching antbloamking
PhD program that would complement the teaching of homiletics. Thus, | searched and
found the PhD in Rhetofi@t a nearby major university. This seemed to be a heuristic
program that would provide a broad foundation for preaching. | enrolled in my first clas
Theories of Argumentatip@assuming that various theories of argumentation would be
studied. The class covered these, but it was filled with, and geared towards, graduate
teaching assistants who had to take the class in order to teach second $erakstan
composition. Since | had neither intention nor inclination to teach freshman compositi
| was very close to dropping but decided to stay with it. My plan was to ignore the
teaching of composition portions and focus upon the argumentation. | was amazed at

what happened to me in the class. As the class discussed teaching methods for the

! A Doctorate of Ministry is an earned professiotattorate which is a practitioner degree rathen tha
research degree.

2 After my first year it was announced that the RhRhetoric was being discontinued and | was advise
to transfer to the English department.



composition classes, it became evident that these methods of teaching compositl

be used in the homiletic classroom. This connection was an unexplored field that could
fill a void in homiletics education. Homiletics and composition have highly developed
theories and philosophies, and a dialogue between the two could reap great insights, but
the connection | observed was pedagogical. Much is written about what and how to
preach, but there is great need for studies regarding the pedagogy oingreash

discovered the numerous resources in the discipline of teaching composition, | began to
apply some of the ideas to my preaching classes and found that they seemed to work.
However, this was based on very informal and subjective observations. A focused, formal
study on how composition teaching methods could inform the teaching of homiletics was
needed. Thus, the idea for this project was born. With the guidance of faculty and input
from fellow students, | narrowed the study down to one particular kind of teaching
method to serve as a test case.

Since the field of teaching composition is quite extensive, attention will focus on
the methodology of imitation, which was a common pedagogical strategy in [gst era
when rhetoric, composition, and preaching were more closely aligned. | hope to
contribute to the broad field of rhetoric, but more specifically to the field of hbesile
by validating the use of imitation methodology in homiletics education through a
historical and philosophical study. Then based upon that foundation, | hope to propose,
execute, and evaluate a specific pedagogical activity for homitetitss grounded in the
history of rhetorical education and patterned after current composititatian
pedagogy. The evaluation will include some speculations as to how homiletics might

contribute to composition studies



The shortage in resources and research in homiletical education meriterattenti
When | moved from being a practitioner of preaching for twenty years tedbkdr of
preaching, | began to search for resources. My first attempt yielded nothiagalised
me to doubt my research methods, and even after help from the research libfauiaa, |
only five authors writing articles related to the pedagogy of honstdbavis, Demond,
Hooke, Mckinzie and Nichols. Of these, only two address a strategy for teaching
homiletics. Allen Demond (2002) makes a connection between teaching adults and
teaching preaching but fails to develop or even comment on a pedagogical strategy
Ruthanna Hooke (2002) presents a suggestion to bring a specific experienaa from
acting class into a homiletics class. This was a helpful anecdotal suggestitme & uiot
go beyond her personal experience. The other three articles are surveysruf curr
practices. Two books which give hope for this ared_asgning PreachingD.M.
Wardlaw, ed. (1989) and its companibsaching Preaching as Christian Practice
Thomas Long and Leonora Tisdale, eds. (2008) published in association with the
Academy of Homiletics While helpful in discussing the content of a sermon, these
books ignore teaching methods. The earlier book claims that preaching cannotbe taug
it can only be learned. The later book clearly states that the earlier bookavesin its
theory and preaching must be taught as a “Christian practice.” Thus, inadeeang
the actual teaching methods for homiletical education remains very Séédren.one

considers that, according to the Barna Research Group, on a given Sunday morning 140

® Professional organization for teachers of preagiirmainline denominational seminaries
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million Americans are listening to a sermon, the need for effective haralletlucation
becomes apparefit.

In contrast to a very limited number of studies in homiletical education, there is a
vast amount of information concerning composition education. One of the reasons for
this is the number of students in composition classes. Sharon Crowley provides the
informal figures that four million students are in a freshman compositionezabs
semester. Her purpose is not to provide a precise number of bodies but rather to show the
importance of giving attention to the study of composition pedagogy (1998, p. 1).
Meanwhile there are only about six thousand students per semester who are taking a
preaching class at theological institutiorisis easy to draw the conclusion from these
figures that the study of composition pedagogies should receive an attention level
commensurate with the number of students and teachers who daily engage in this
discipline. Thus, there are numerous journals and hundreds of books devoted to the study
of teaching composition.

Another reason for the lack of research in homiletic pedagogy is the type of
professor who teaches preaching. Seldom is a person engaged in homiletical edsication a
a life’s pursuit. Often the preaching professor is engaged in other areas gpastasing

a church or teaching in another area of theological studies. Furthermorey¢hené/a

* www.adherents.com/rel_USA.html - 93k accessed Q7

® This too is an informal figure. According the Asiion of Theological Schools, there are 34,000
theological students in the U.S. Subtracting 309416f the students in theological education whorente

in an MDiv program would leave 24,000. The MDiulig standard degree that prepares students for a
ministry that includes preaching. Assuming that nsesninaries have roughly 6 hours of preachingéirt
standard 90 hour Master of Divinity curriculumwibuld mean that two preaching classes would bentake
during course of study. Thus, during the normalssimesters an MDiv student will be taking a preaghi
class during two of those six semesters. Rougpdaking, one third, perhaps to be on the consesva
side, one fourth of those 24,000 or about 6,000estts each semester will take a preaching class.
www.ats.edu/leadership_education/Papers2005Aleshirel yadérenced 11/19/07




five seminaries that offer a PhD in preaching. These programs do not focus on the
teaching of preaching but on preaching ifsaNhile it is obvious that more work needs
to be done in the area of pedagogy of homiletics, | am proposing that an immediate
resource that homiletics teachers can draw upon is the study of compositioogieslag

Though there is not a one-to-one correspondence between preaching and
composition, enough common ground exists for homiletic educators to directly benefit
from composition educators. More work should be done in the field of how to teach
preaching. Until that takes place, teachers of preaching can learn fromrseaich
composition. Studies in composition pedagogies can and should inform homiletical
pedagogies because of the great amount of research in composition pedagobies and t
great need in the related area of homiletics.

A specific composition teaching strategy needs to be selected in @rdanage
this study. This teaching methodology needs to be effective in teaching sugbttiis
common to composition and preaching. A way of narrowing the path is to look at past
and current teaching methods for a common strategy that was used when homietics a
composition were more closely aligned. In the classical era, before coimpogis
identified as a separate discipline or homiletics had a developed theoayiamias a
common and often used exercise for students of rhetoric. Quintilian devotes Chapter Tw
of Book Ten of hidnstitutio oratoriato the methodology of imitation. In that chapter, he
justifies the use of imitation and comments on how it will improve style. Towardaithe e

of the chapter he says that imitation should not be limited only to words and dieects t

® Princeton Theological Seminary, New Orleans SeryjrBoutheastern Baptist Theological Seminary,
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary and SoutBaptist Seminary.
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reader to use imitation to develop other areas (X. ii. 27). In thirty years adeatsand a
practitioner of preaching, | have noticed that in my own form of delfvamyl that of
others, there is a tendency to take on some of the characteristics of tiemtaevhom
we frequently listen and those whom we admire. It is somewhat embarrassingeadecon
that for many years aspiring young preachers sounded like Billy Gralben | listen

to my own recorded sermons, it is easy to hear patterns of sentences, vodalneflec
and facial expressions that | have picked up from other preachers. Imitaion is
informal way that preachers develop their form of delivery. Since imitatasused to
formally teach style in classical rhetorical education, and since it isnaflyra way of
learning a form of delivering the sermon, this project will focus upon how the use of
imitation in the teaching of composition can inform the teaching of homiletibsawit
specific attention on style and delivery.

There is great diversity in how people think about imitation. At times imitation
refers to simplistic mimicry; it is also used to describe how lifeesltd reality. When
one begins to think of imitation in broad terms, such as how people relate to their world,
the topic of mimesis can provide insight.

1.2 Imitation is part of life: Mimesis

Mimesis is not equal to imitation, but when viewed from a philosophical
perspective, the study of imitation and mimesis converge. This brief lookregsisi will
show that imitation is not an isolated esoteric concept; rather all livéiedavith

imitative experiences and practices.

" In homiletic studies, delivery is the actual atpreaching the sermon.
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Mimesis is a field of study that includes theater, art, literature, cttwdies and

even theological studies. The English word is a transliteration of the Goedknimesis

It is sometimes translated as imitation, but this translation does not giveottescope

of all that is included in this concept. Thieeological Dictionary of the New Testament

which glosses an extensive lexicon of ancient Greek, defines theMimebmai to

mimic. It has other meanings: it can be used in the broader sense that tatihféait is

a negative term when something is said to be unoriginal, and in ethics imitaticoptd pe

can lead to goodness or evil (Michaelis, 1985, pp.594-596). When studying mimesis, one

finds more than imitation or mimicking: it is an elementary student trying ke thetters

just like the teacher, it is the painting depicting a pastoral setting thaemesentation

of a hoped-for peaceful reality, it is a child pretending to be a teacher, it is @ thatvi

shows us what it was like to live through the trials of the Civil War. Mimegarisof

the way that people live and learn.
In Matthew Potolsky’s (2006) work on mimesis, he articulates a mercurial

concept:
The word has been used to describe the imitative relationship between art and life,
as well as the relationship between a master and a disciple, an artwork and it
audience, and the material world and a rational order of ideas. Mimesis takes on
different guises in different historical contexts, masquerading under &\afrie
related terms and translations: emulation, mimicry, dissimulation, doubling,
theatricality, realism, identification, correspondence, depiction, velitside,
resemblance. No one translation, and no one interpretation, is sufficient to
encompass its complexity and the tradition of commentary it has inspired. Nor
can any one translation account for the range of attitudes mimesis evokes.
Mimesis is always double, at once good and bad, natural and unnatural, necessary
and dispensable. It is the sincerest form of flattery as well as teedfagpirates

and plagiarists, the signal behavior is of great artists as well as apess and
children. (p.1-2)



One would expect him to narrow this concept, but later in his book he affirms,

“the definition of mimesis is remarkably flexible and changes greatlytowerand

across cultural contexts” ( p. 50). Mimesis is not a precise area of studyheutaatay

of thinking about art, literature, government, human behavior, music, dance—the list
could go on to cover many areas of our lives.

Merlin Donald (2005) helps articulate mimesis when he describes it as the
broadest and highest form of reduplicative action. Mimicry is reduplication aftema
without attention to or knowledge of its purpose. In contrast, mimesis is a reduplication
giving attention to purpose and with an audience in mind (p. 286). For Donald, these fluid
divisions form a scale, beginning with superficial copying (mimicry), moworey tnore
complex cognitive process requiring purpose and self-evaluation (imitation), and
culminates in the copy having a purpose, which is understood in cultural context with
social ramifications (mimesis). A child’s slicing a wooden stick throngheir like a
swashbuckling Robin Hood is mimicking. When the child does it for the purpose of play
or self-satisfaction, it becomes imitation. When he wields this wooden sword imorde
fit in with his playmates and be accepted by them, it becomes mimesissdinseoart
of life and the way that humans learn to be human. To articulate Donald’s egegor
imitation is distinct from mimesis in that imitation is not for culturalegatance or
respect, rather it is for the more narrow purpose of learning a skill or mgstes
content of a literary work.

In Erich Auerbach’s (1946) influential work simply entitli®timesis he

demonstrates the mimetic relationship between literary works and liteeddies with the



Genesis story of Abraham’s potential sacrifice of Isaac comparingosutihsting it to
Homer’s lliad:
Far from seeking like Homer, merely to make us forget our own realityféav a
hours, it seeks to overcome our reality: we are to fit our own life into its word,
feel ourselves to be elements in its structure of the universal history. (p.15)
As he walks though the history of literature, he links works written at roulgélgame
time in a contrast/comparison relationship. Other works he individually asaBath
are done in order to show how they are imitations of life. He links the arredivearra
from the life of Jesus to a Roman novel by Petronius and connects an obscure work by
Ammianus Marcellinus with AugustineGonfessionsHe examines Dantelafernoas
an example of that which appeals to man’s inner life. He looks at various scenes from
Shakespeare, Moliere, Cervantes, and Goethe, ending with an analysis offeosgene
Virginia Wolf's To the LighthouséNhile he does not define mimesis specifically, he
does make a comment on imitation in literature and art showing that lifeagsaiwflux:
Imitation of reality is imitation of the sensory experience of life on eartbng
the most essential characteristics of which would seem to be its possessing a
history, its changing and developing. Whatever degree of freedom the imitating
artist may be granted in his work, he cannot be allowed to deprive realitg of thi
characteristic, which is its very essence. (p.191)
His work shows that there is a mimetic relationship between reality araduiter
Mimesis is not only broad in its scope; it is also deep in its foundation. Western
culture has spoken about a form of mimesis since ancient Hebrew and eastia@hri
teaching. Certainly the Hebrew culture was not a Western culture, butuenice
through the Old Testament and its influence upon Christianity had an impact upon
Western thought. The Hebrews were commanded by God in the Torah to be holy for He

is holy. Not that they were to be holy like God is holy, but they were to be holy because
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God was holy. While this is not a command to imitate, there is a mimetic reklagions
between the holiness of the people of the holiness of God. This mimetic activity is more
clearly stated in the New Testament. The apostle Paul writes that wdrerso imitate

him as he imitates Christ. These commands and examples of imitation canndhatea
there is to be a one to one correspondence of every attribute. It would have been
blasphemous for a son of Abraham to claim to be exactly like Jehovah. Nor did Paul
mean that he perfectly imitated Christ. However, it is clear that some kintiafibeis

to be imitated. Most likely it is moral character. From classical Helared Christian

thought the Western mind has a mimetic element.

One of the oldest understandings of art is to see art as a representatiotyabrreali
an imitation of reality. This way of thinking was articulated by Plato irRleigsublicand
according to Potolsky is the foundation of western art theory (2006, p. 15). Plato’s
concept of an ideal existence with a physical representation of that idaalésic. Even
when art is seen not as representational but expressive there is still thie @iemeent,
for the artist is outwardly imitating the inward emotion or feeling.

In Poetics Aristotle says that imitatidris a painting that makes a man look more
handsome and yet is still recognizable as the man:

As Tragedy is an imitation of personages better than the ordinary man, we in our

way should follow the example of good portrait-painters, who reproduce the

distinctive features of a man, and at the same time, without losing the likeness,
make him handsomer than he is. (14%%°

8 Aristotle uses the womhimeomaivhich it most often translated imitation. Malcomiath (1996) in his
introduction to his translation of Poetics defetids translation saying that it is closest to Asik’s
concept. The word “representation” does not encasfpize imitative aspects. Heath illustrates thtk wie
example of a symbol on a map representing an aingfrile it is a representation it would not falider
Aristotle’s view of mimesis (p. xiii).

° This is the Berlin number system which used bivekeon inThe Basic Works of Aristot(@941).
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He also states that imitation is not the exact recording of history; it is aglwmrm
history. Aristotle uses the example of Homer’s representation of the Trgandy
being an accurate historical record but an imitative interpretation. And thentprgse
the broader scope he says that mimesis is the representation of things ar¢heryase,
as they are said or thought to be or have been, or as they ought to b'%S{)L%ﬂ
Aristotle mimesis is an intentional, interpretive, representation otyedth a sense of
continuity with a model.

Richard McKeon (1936) attempted to re-establish imitation as a part of literary
criticism by showing that it was an integral part of Plato’s and Aristotlehking. He
may or may not have succeeded in bringing imitation back into literary smtidiut he
did show that imitation is foundational in thought for Plato and Aristotle. McKeon
broadens the concept of mimeses even beyond art and literature when he takes the
platonic concepts of imitation of the ideal to its logical conclusion when he sfa@s)”
is, the universe is an imitation” (McKeon, 1936, p. 9). Perhaps to say that our world is an
imitation of a divine being is pushing the concept too far, but it does show that mimesis is
not just a concept for artists making copies of reality but can be a part of hexpilae
the world.

Mimesis being a part of the western mind is seen in a work that was first produced
in 1380 and is still being published todayfasImitation of ChristThis widely published
work shows that mimesis affected the personal devotional life of Christians foedandr
of years. The mimesis that is called for in this work is in response to Cleostisiand to
“follow” Him. The work was apparently a collaborative effort by the Brehof
Common Life and was translated from Dutch into Latin by Thomas A Kempis. Tleere ar

11



several dozen short chapters in which a characteristic of Christ is appliely {deda
This imitation was not a surface mimicking or pretending but a striving to have the
attitude and actions of Christ. The work begins:

He who follows Me, walks not in darkness," says the Lord. By these words of

Christ we are advised to imitate His life and habits, if we wish to be truly

enlightened and free from all blindness of heart. Let our chief efforgftirer be

to study the life of Jesus Christ. (1380/2002, p. 1)

The person of Christ being the model for imitation is not the focus of my using this
example; rather | am attempting to show that imitation was part of thEadtury

community at all levels: written in Dutch for the common people and translateldatimo

for the scholarly community. The concept of imitation was not just for priests ared thos

in monastic orders, but the everyday person was also to be an imitator. The popularity of
the work across centuries is an anecdotal example that mimesis is deggdyinocour

thinking.

Mimesis was part of western thought from Moses, through the Middle Ages, and
up until the 1700s when the prevalence of mimesis began to decline. The Cartesian
emphasis upon the individual began to prevail and the imitation of the “great” authors
and artists began to be seen as stealing from them. It is interesting tioatobe first
copyright laws were passed during this BrBefore copyright laws, a work of art, be it a
sculpture or an essay, was seen as public property which others built upon and imitated.

Not that they tried to present other’s work as their own, but there was a freed@rato us

trusted work as a model without the fear or disgrace of being accused that one used a

Orhe British Copyright Act of 1709 was the first iglgtion to regulate the ownership of written mater
Though it was passed in 1709 by Parliament it wdstly tested until a case in 1774 and not funadioas
it is known today until the beginning of the twexthi century (MacQueen, Waelde, and Laurie.2005)p.3

12



classic as a model. But this mimetic way of thinking began to lose its influence.
Descartes’ emphasis upon the individual began the decline with William Blake late
saying that genius cannot be imitated, but must be born. During this decline, otleer view
were expressed that championed imitation such as those expressed by AlExg@eder
and Samuel Johnson, but it was the voices of Descartes and Blake that won over the
thinking. * With the coming of a more postmodern way of thinking, in which meaning is
more important than truth, mimesis was challenged as a way of thinkiAgsthetics of
Mimesis Stephen Halliwell (2002) states it this way:

In an age when talk of representation has become increasingly subject to both
ideological and epistemological suspicion, mimesis is, for many philosophers and
critics, little more than a broken column surviving from a long dilapidated
classical edifice, a sadly obsolete relic of former certainfe344)

Halliwell goes on to recount Roland Barthes’ and Jacque Derrida’s rejectiom of
representational aspect of art due to its apparent purpose of presenting truth and
convincingly makes a case that mimesis as representation should be cuméntigesl
because it was not striving to deal with the truth; rather it was focused upon niéaning

Even though there are reservations about the practice of mimesis in formal
education, perhaps because of its plagiaristic overtones, mimesis ipatillod how we
think and it is easy to see it in everyday life. Based upon the common activity of make

believe, Kendall Walton seeks to develop a theory of how mimesis is tied to

representational art. He says that our concept of make believe, which is a form of

" For a thorough review of the historical declinavdfmesis see PotolskyMimesis(2006, pp. 59-70).
Descartes’ emphasis upon the individual began ¢leirge with William Blake later saying that genius
cannot be imitated, but must be born. During tleislide, other views were expressed that championed
imitation such as those expressed by Alexander Bogeésamuel Johnson, but it was the voices of
Descartes and Blake that won over the thinking.

12 See Halliwell’'sThe Aesthetics of Mimegi8002, pp.340-388) for a fuller account of this.
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mimesis, is such an important part of children’s games it would be surprisieggifes
out of that mindset. He claims that we don’t grow out if it, rather our interactibn wi
representational art is an example that we still like to play make béWéaiéon, 1990, p.
12). When a movie is watched, a play experienced, a painting studied, a novel read, we
can step into this world of make believe, just as we did as a child. These works of art,
which give us a sophisticated experience of make-believe, are a form of siveeseise
we experience an imitation of life. While mimesis in its formal influencg naave
declined, it is still part of our lives.

This brief excurses into Mimesis is sufficient to show that the human mind is
prone to imitate, and that much of our relating ideas to reality and objects to each other i
bound up in the concept of imitation. Imitation is not just a teaching method,; it is part of
life.

1.3 Imitation is Uniguely Human

Imitation is not only a way in which our minds work, it is a uniquely human
activity. Michael Tomasello (1999) makes the case that imitation is uniquelynphuma
based upon his research involving imitation in animals and humans. He is attempting to
answer the question of how is it that humans developed so quickly and became so very
different from the other apes who share 99 percent of the same genetialmtdeeri
begins with an evolutionary description that humans developed into their current
advanced stage because they outcompeted other great apes. His answer isltbat soci
cultural transmission is much faster than organic evolution. He asseggamplays a
vital role in this accelerated social transmission of culture. He conduqtedraents
which compared the behavior of two-year-old children and chimpanzees. The two-year

14



old children would imitate even when their goals were not achieved whereas the
chimpanzees acted on a purely goal accomplishing basis (p. 30). Thus, humans have a
true imitation that is not directly related to results. Humans imitateapity because they

are copying other humans not primarily because the copied action helps them atcompli
a goal. Another experiment which he cites has an adult turning on a light by bending ove
a switch panel and turning it on with his forehead. Fourteen-month-old childreteanita
this inefficient behavior even though it would have been easier to use their hamashto t
the panel (p. 82). Tomasello combines these findings and other empirical studies in which
he teaches novel verbs to preschoolers. He tells them that a ball is “dackduérandés

how the child will use the verb. He discovered that children between two and four years
of age will use it only in ways that they heard it used. They imitate the usewbitie

even though they do not experience achieving goals with its use (p. 145).

Susan Hurley (2004) summarizes the work of Tomasello and other
anthropologists, psychologists and cognitive scientists, saying that anaalsopy the
actions but it is a trial and error learning rather than true imitation. Asiwidlabandon
behavior that is copied if it does not achieve a goal whereas humans will continue to
imitate a behavior even when it doesn’t achieve a goal. The results of the continued
imitation, even when goals are not achieved, do have effect, but it is not perceived or is
delayed. An infant learning to speak may not experience immediate results, but the
imitation is continued until sentences can be formed and goals achieved (p.166-69).

When | began thinking about using imitation in my homiletic classroom, it
seemed like an innovative, experimental, even somewhat bizarre teachivogl nhet
couldn’t have been much further from the truth. Since imitation is embedded in our
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literature, our minds, and even our daily activities, using it as a teaching method i
tapping into something that is fundamentally and uniquely human.

1.4 Homileticians' Hesitation to use Composition Studies

The relationship of preaching to composition studies may come into question due
to the warning in the New Testament that Christian preachers are not to usesipers
words in the their preaching. When properly understood this is not a warning against
rhetoric but rather an affirmation that the Christian faith rests on the gocdafidesus’
life and work. Due to the close connection of rhetoric to composition it is important to
briefly explore this relationship. If rhetoric is to be rejected by Ghrigireaching then
the benefits of composition studies would also be questioned and perhaps rejected.

This relationship of preaching to rhetoric was an important issue for the early
church. Are Christian preachers simply rhetors with a Christian topicRdDIds
Christians reject rhetoric as a device to persuade people apart fromweoki?s

The following passage from Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians can be teka
rejection of the influence of rhetoric upon preaching. If this is so, then the guidaines
by the New Testament will separate preaching from rhetoric. Thus, itdleses
scrutiny.

And when | came to you, brethren, | did not come with superiority of speech or of
wisdom, proclaiming to you the testimony of God. For, | determined to know
nothing among you except Jesus Christ, and Him crucified. And | was with you in
weakness and in fear and in much trembling. And my message and my preaching
were not in persuasive words of wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit and of
power, that your faith should not rest on the wisdom of men, but on the power of

God. (1 Corinthians 2:1-5, NAS)

The heart of the interpretive problem is the meaning of “in persuasive words of wisdom

What exactly is the apostle rejecting as characteristic of histprege InSt. Paul's
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Theology of Rhetorical Style: an Examination of | Corinthians 2.1-5 in Light of First

Century Greco-Roman Rhetorical Cultuhike Bullmore (1995) points out that the

word “demonstration” is a translation of the Greek wapddeixiswhich was used both

by Aristotle and Quintilian (p. 212-3). We must not imply that Paul was using theagerm

did Aristotle and certainly not as Quintilian who had not been born. However, we can at

least say there are some common rhetorical terms being used, which thedliéaul

was speaking about rhetoric. The audience to whom he wrote would have understood

these rhetorical terms because the Isthmian games were held eachGaanth which

were accompanied by speeches. Rhetoric was not foreign to the Corinthians.
Bullmore takes the position that there was a specific “Corinthian” sophistic

rhetoric which was characterized by empty oration presented for thespurpo

persuasion through the use of style rather than content. Thus, Bullmore says that Paul

wasn’t against rhetoric, but when he wrote “persuasive words of wisdom,” he was

speaking against a specific kind of Corinthian rhetoric (p. 222). The difficulty gh t

view is the lack of evidence that a separate Corinthian rhetoric existed. Apathiem

is anachronistic. Rather than something from the first century C.E., what Bulbnore

attributing to first century Corinthians sounds more like Platonic rejection abittasts,

which we heard in the Gorgias dialogue of the fifth century B.C.E.. Thus, | fdetdel

is wrong in his identifying a specific kind of rhetoric; however, | do feel highsg in his

assessment that a key in understanding this passage is the word “in.” Haitakes

preposition as describing the means by which Paul effectively proclaimectsage of

Christ (p. 220). Bullmore believes that Paul did not reject the use of rhetoric, but rather

he was clarifying that the Spirit's power in the hearer was the source dfabiveness
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not the power of rhetoric. In Bullmore’s interpretation, preaching can stédl aa
beneficial relationship to rhetoric in general.

Another view is that of Duane Litfin (1994), who rejects the notion that the
rhetoric which Paul was opposed to was a “sophistic rhetoric” which relied erratiyer
than content for persuasion. He says it wonderfully: “It is simply too facileteatype
classical rhetoric in overly negative terms as a bag of oratorical tacksanipulating an
audience, or to trivialize it as little more than the technique of embellishbwnbast or
purposeless prose” (p. 245). Litfin presents the concept that the rhetoriciang sfday
felt free to adapt or change the content of their discourses according itodtiersin
which they spoke. This, to him, is the point of rhetoric that Paul rejected. An adapting of
the message was unthinkable to the apostle, and thus, he spoke of not “coming in words
of wisdom” or rhetoric. Litfin interprets Paul as not rejecting rhetoriganeral, but
rather rejecting the rhetoric that adapts the content. He bases this upon haieamm
that classical rhetoric was in essence the adapting of the speakeatdliece in order
to accomplish a certain predetermined result (1994, p. 245). It seems thabkihrthe
concept of adaption to mean that the content of the message should be adapted to the
audience in order to persuade them. This “persuasion at all costs,” as Litfin szesma
would allow the rhetor to make substantial changes not only in his style but also in his
content, even to the point of changing the meaning, in order to bring about persuasion.
This is what, Litfin says, the apostle rejected. It strikes me that tdassical rhetoric is
summarized by adaptation to the point of changing the meaning in order to persuade
contradicts the point of rhetoric. Rhetors would adapt their content to some degree but if
adapted too much it ceases to be persuasion. It is as if the audience doesa’bohémng
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content does. Certainly persuasion was a major part of rhetoric as seenatie’sis
famous summary that “its [rhetoric] function is not to persuade, but to see thdlavaila
means of persuasion in each case” (1.1.7). While the means of persuasion includes the
adaptation of the content to some degree, if it is adapted too much it is no longer the
persuasion of an audience. Litfin seems to be saying that Paul refused to usévpersuas
words or rhetoric because he would not change his content.

Perhaps Paul is rejecting the dependence upon rhetoric as the foundation for one’s
belief. The issue is not rhetorical skills, but relying upon them as what faishugssn. It
is the good news of Jesus’ life, death and resurrection that faith must rest upon. The use
of rhetoric is not wrong; in fact, it is unavoidable. Even the “simple” straighéfiatw
presentation of the gospel is rhetorical. Thucydides claims that he usedithisglaof
presenting history which was in contrast to both the poets who embellished and the
logographers who were concerned with pleasing the ear. Claiming to girepbnt the
truth seems strange to the modern ear when in the next few sentences Thucydides
explains that he supplied speeches for historical characters that wedre aotual words
spoken, but could have been spoken (1.22dmeneutics Ancient and Modefaerald
Bruns (1992) points out that Thucydides was not so much striving to present truth but
striving to present a story in such a way that it could be taken as the truth (pr48). Ea
Christians certainly wanted their message to be taken as truth as viely swdsented it
in such a way that it would be taken as the truth. When the Apostle Paul spoke on the
Areopagus (Acts 17) he related the Christian message to the Atheniansecgeiy

referring to their altar to an unknown god. For Paul the foundation for the change in the
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listener was the truth of the Gospel though he may use rhetoric to get that tgthtacr
the listener.

Thus, Christian preaching, from its beginning stages, and rhetoric in gemeral ar
not in opposition to each other. Both see rhetoric as a tool: for the rhetor it was a tool to
bring about persuasion, for the Christian preacher it was a tool to present the truth. Thus
the close relationship of composition to rhetoric doesn’t hinder the homiletician from
learning from composition studies.

1.5 Preaching Benefiting from Composition

Homiletics and composition studies are normally seen as independent fields.
Those who teach preaching seldom, if ever, teach composition classes, nor do
composition instructors teach preaching classes. The educators in thesé&dswodigd
not normally consult each other’s notes or enter into dialogue to discuss teaching
methods. But, despite their differences, composition and preaching may have gaiideline
and foundational theory in common. Both are concerned with the communication through
words, most often composed by an individual for an audi&nBeth emphasize the
effective use of structures and figures of speech. Both preaching and conpsitnot
technically dialogical though in both fields some would make a case that the audienc

response provides a form of dialo§ti@hese common threads perhaps point to a

13 There are occasions in which compositions and sesrare written collaboratively. Andrea Lunsford in
her 1990 Singular Texts/Plural Authors: Perspective on Clotieative Writingis one of many who explore
collaborative writing. Collaboration in preachirgriot often done though some churches with multiple
pastors will occasionally preach a “tag-team” saimo

4 Howe’sPartners in Preaching: Clergy and Laity in Dialog(£967) is one example of seeing preaching
as a dialogue, while an example of one who expldi@sgue in composition is, William Covino in his
Forms of Wondering: A Dialogue on Writing, for Véri, (1988).
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common heritage which could give a logical and functional point of intersectidmefor t
pedagogies of these seemingly independent fields.

Admittedly, there are some areas of composition studies that are not appbcable t
homiletics with the most obvious being that the goal of a composition is the realm of
reading and preaching isn’t complete until the sermon is heard. Another is iepdhe ar
invention. In composition studies there is an emphasis upon originality of the tapics; i
contrast to this, the topic for sermons comes from a sacred text. Though the subjects of
sermons are not the invention of the preacher, the preacher, just as the writessafyan e
should work diligently on arrangement and style.

There are also ideological differences that could be seen as a sourcdict. conf
Christian preaching rests on the philosophical foundation that God exists and He has
communicated to people. For this system, God is outside and beyond our human
existence, yet we can enter into a relationship with Him, which in a broad sehee i
subject of every sermon. This is in contrast to the world view of some composition
teachers who consider absolutes and truth either unknowable or non-existent. For most
homileticians who understandably would have a view in which God does exists and has
communicated to this world, reading these compositionists who have a differesht worl
view could set up barriers that would prevent composition pedagogy form informing
homiletical pedagogy. For example, if a homiletician read Paulo Ri€i) and an
American counterpart Ira Shor (1980), she might be prejudiced against thgjoggda
due to their self-admitted Marxist world-view. However, when these conustis
present their pedagogical ideas of a studentcentered class room in which stedents
not oppressed, there could be agreement with their methodology. It seems that the
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difference lies not in a student-centered method of teaching, but in the reasandor be
student-centered. In postmodern thought, community and interaction through discourse in
that community is of highest importance. If absolutes and truth may or may not exist, or
if they do exist but they cannot be known, then dialogue and interaction are essential f
they are known and experienced. In the Christian world view, God has established truth,
and through community interaction the Christian community can better undensthnd a
find that truth. Community and dialogue are important in each world view. Another
example is Patricia Bizzell's (1982/1994) belief that the task of the congrottacher
is “not only to convey information but to transform students’ whole world view” (p.75).
This combined with her critical view of communities in which a revered authority is
sufficient to validate arguments (Bizzell, 1984, p. 453) could cause a homiletician to
reject her thought. This would be unfortunate for she has valuable insight into the
composing process. The Christian teacher of preaching can embrace dbodoiogies
of those with a potentially conflicting world view without necessarilypeaaing their
ideology.

The question arises as to how much influence world view plays on methodology.
C.H. Knoblauch and Lil Brannon (1984) advocate that the world view of the classical
writers resulted in a rhetoric and composition that matched that ancient wewidifwve
use these classical methods, then we advocate that ancient world view. § legsage
as a human expression that needs to be encouraged rather than a system that is forc
upon students (p. 92-93.) This is followed by specific suggestions for teachers of
composition to respond to students’ papers by affirming ideas rather than beiyg over
critical of the mechanics of language. They show that ideology does raféwodology,
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and methodology affects a world view. A homiletician reading their suggjessponses

to student papers would probably agree with the method, but with a different r@ason f
using it. Knoblauch’s and Brannon’s view, that language is not an absolute systém whic
is taught to a person but an organic process that resists a recipe appraéshnrieir
methodology of affirming students’ ideas rather than hammering at allrthve §v.80-

81.) While teachers of preaching may disagree with their view of langtinege,

hopefully would agree that students need to be affirmed, more than corrected.sbhe rea
for this affirmation could be grounded in the belief that God is full of mercy and love
Thus, homileticians can differ with them ideologically, but still benefitnftbeir
methodological suggestions. A world view will (and should) shape how we use
suggestions from Knoblauch and Brannon or any theorist. In this case, a differingf view
language that comes from a different world view doesn’t prevent homiletdadpgy

from benefiting from composition pedagogy. The ideological differencegekatsome
composition teachers and teachers of homiletics must not be a barrier thatgreve
people with differing ideologies learning from each other.

In allowing composition studies to influence the pedagogy of homiletics thed soci
constructionist influence must be given attention, due to the foundational level of the
conflicting ideologies. Homiletics is the presentation of truth that afreats, whereas
social constructionists view knowledge or truth (at least a functional formatbj ais
being created through dialogue and discourse. This obviously results in their esnghasi
community and discourse as a generative source. In homiletics thereavelsehew
method of preparing sermons that is receiving more attention and illustrates boad a s
constructionist methodology might be beneficial and compatible to homiletics. This
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method involves groups in the sermon preparation process: some groups have only
preachers, others include members of congregations and others groups incliigesnem

of the theological academic community. The method used by these groups is a
collaborative effort to better understand what the Scriptures are saying amd how

present those concepts to a congregdfidine sermon is partially created through the
dialogue and the discourse of the group. After the group work, each preacher builds upon
the products of the group in creating the final form of the sermon. The generathanél

of this group can benefit from the constructionists’ emphasis upon the generatiuetpr

of a community. The difference is not in the process of generation but in the product that
is being produced. For the social constructionists, discourse creates truth ordgeowle

for homileticians, discourse creates a better understanding of truth and haneto m
effectively present the truth. While the ideologies are in conflict, thergéwe power of
discourse is common to both.

Composition and preaching instructors struggle to teach many of the same
concepts such as: clear presentation of thoughts through a proper use of words and
grammar, a style that is appropriate to the context and writer, and the use of
argumentation. These traditional concepts are associated with the datsthppften
called Current-tradition Composition or Formalism; however, some of the more
contemporary approaches might find common ground with preaching as well. Express

one’s creativity in preaching has recently become more important to théipgeac

15 Collaborative learning in composition studies hagmto contribute toward collaborative sermon
preparation. As a start, one might consult Kenigtiffee's (1984) “Collaborative Learning and the
‘Conversation of Mankind’ ”, his (1993Jollaborative Learningand Karen Littleton’s (2000) “Rethinking
Collaborative Learning: An Overview.”
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theorist, thus the more expressive schools of composition can also be of help. The
dialogical school of composition has a common ground with homiletics because
relationships have always played an important role in preaching. First,ahenship of

the preacher to God is often addressed in a primary position in preaching textbooks and
forms the foundation for a preacher’s ethos. Second, a proper relationship of thempreac
to the congregation enables the preacher to identify with his hearers. Third, the
relationship of the preacher to the Biblical text and the human authors of the tetkiegive
preacher a base of authority. These relationships in a sense are dialdgicais an
interaction between the preacher and these three: God, the congregationtexid the
Thus, the dialogical and social elements of composition studies are areas ¢amogan
preaching.

Another point of connection of homiletics and composition is the theology of
Martin Buber (1937/1970). He advanced a theology of 1-Thou, which emphasized the
importance of genuine dialogue. His influence is seen both in Jewish and Christian
theological circles and was felt through the later part of the last ceagisgen in the
1970 edition of hisl and Thou This relatively short work affected composition studies.
In an article which challenged the Sartrean-based approach to respondirtgid s
papers, Glenn Matott suggests the Buber’s dialogical approach produceseisettsr r

For composition teachers, Buber’s concepts mean, | think, that the teacher’s

expertise is not in relation to tipersonas creator, nor yet with thgocessof

creation; rather, they point the way back to the traditional concern with the
createdproductbut with a difference. When, in freedom, the student’s creative
instinct, operating through highly personal and inscrutable processes, has
produced a created product, then the teadsgronddo the product and thus to

the creator. This response must be genuine. It need not-nor will it

characteristically-reflect “unconditional positive regard,” for theldrarm of the

response is to assist the creator in achieving ever greater command over the
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medium through which the “instinct of originatioahd* the instinct of
communion” are expressed. (p. 30)

The influence was also seen in two of the addresses by the Chairs of the CCC. Jane
Peterson (1991) mentions Buber’s I-Thou concept as the means of generating a true
community in the classroom (p. 31). In another CCC chair address, Miriam Chaplin
(1988) quotes him in order to support the concept that writing involves both an individual
and a group (p.58f. This dialogical theology also affected preaching. A homiletician
mentioned earlier in the chapter, Reuel Howe (1963), cautions the preacher to not
approach the sermon as a monologue in which the preacher is insensitive to the
congregation: “In monological communication the speaker is so preoccupied with himself
that he loses touch with those to whom he is speaking” (p.33). The influence of Buber’s
theology upon both composition studies and homiletics affirms the close connections of
the two disciplines.

1.6 Overview of the Project

Since it seems that Homiletics can learn from and even borrow teaching methods
from Composition Studies, the specific composition teaching method of imitatidmewi
tested as to its effectiveness in a homiletics classroom. Broadly speakifigw of
thought moves from theory, to practice, and then to analysis.

Chapter Two: Imitation Pedagogy Prior to Composition Studies

Imitation is often misunderstood. Some common phrases that come to mind are:
cheap imitation, knock-off, or plagiarism. Although used for centuries as artgachi

methodology, it is not held in high esteem today. This chapter describes the ebb and flow

1 Helen Ewald (1993, p.341) and Kevin Porter (2q0®87) also mention Buber’s influence upon
composition.

26



of the acceptance and use of imitation pedagogy. This historical understanding of the
changing attitudes towards imitation across history will provide a Hetiadation for
understanding that attitudes, both negative and positive, towards imitation are not new.
This tracing of the use of imitation begins with the use of imitation pedagagpnaral
and when possible focuses upon rhetorical education.

Chapter Three: Imitation Pedagogy in Composition Studies

An exact date for the emergence of composition as a separate disciplirezlis dat
around 1800-1900. The use of imitation in this emerging discipline, as well as the
contemporary use, will be examined and analyzed, leading to a list of guidelines f
effective use. The chapter will conclude by listing some possible benefits.

Chapter Four: The Use of Imitation in Homiletic Classroom

This chapter reports the plan for the implementation of the empirical dlefen
the project, which tested the use of imitation teaching methodology, based upon
composition pedagogies, in a two homiletic classrooms at Southwestern Sestoirmagy
the spring of 2008. For an evaluation tool, | used a survey with both objective
guantitative type of questions and qualitative, open-ended questions. Two classes were
involved in the study. One functioned as the control group and thus did not have the
imitation teaching activity, while the other class had two sessions usitadjam.

Chapter Five: Reporting and Analysis of the Data from the use of Imitation

This chapter presents the results and an analysis of the data from the sugweys. M
theory is that the students who will experience the imitation teaching plaeavill more
that those who do not. This was proven to be true but not in an overwhelming way. The
guantitative objective portion of the survey was inconclusive, while the qualitative
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section shows clearly that imitation teaching methods in the homiletgs @tem, which
are based upon composition’s use of imitation, are successful in more effectively
teaching homiletics.

Chapter Six: Summary and Evaluation

Four areas will be articulated: contributions, weaknesses, applicationseasd ar
for further study. This is an expected outline for a concluding chapter, withdapt®n
of applications. Since the focus of this project is to show how one field can learn from

another, it only seems appropriate to delineate what was learned.
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CHAPTER 2

IMITATION PEDAGOGY PRIOR TO COMPOSITION STUDIES

Since imitation is part of life and uniquely human, pedagogical imitation has bee
a part of the educational system from our earliest records. The ancieks@Getd up
Homer as an example for students to follow; the Romans had an elaborate system of
declamations in which students often copied a prescribed model. This system of
declamation continued up to the™&ntury in English schools for young men. In the
history of imitative pedagogy, there is layer upon layer of theories andoggsaethich
are mixed together forming a soil in which imitation at times flourishdsaainther times
struggles to exist. At times, imitation is an intentional method, broadly gedctother
times it is barely noticeable. Whether overtly or covertly, intentional or unioietht
imitation has always been a part of the teaching discourse. A quickhwaillgh this
long history will reveal some important attitudes for us to remember asnseler how
composition teachers use imitation and how homiletics teachers can learhdérom t
Generally speaking composition teachers and scholars seem to think thabmmit
was an accepted teaching methodology before the modern era. In an artickeésate
development of topics for composition assignments, Robert Connors (1986) makes the

claim that up until 1800 or so, imitation was the default method of teaching discourse
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(p.168)*" While imitation may have been the default teaching method, the use of
imitation was at times neglected and even opposed. If imitation has been ussdhecros
ages with various degrees of success and failure, with acceptance and opplositidn, t
follows that there would be timeless lessons from which the contemporary users of
imitation should benefit.

2.1 Imitation Pedagogy in Antiguity: Advocated by Many and Forbidden by None

Historical surveys of composition studies often begin with the forming of the
discipline of rhetoric in ancient Greece. Since this project encompassesdipére: of
homiletics which has its roots in ancient Judaism and early Christianity, ¢chisnseill
begin with these two closely related ancient religious traditions and thew thle more
familiar path of the rhetoric of the Greeks and Romans, ending with Augustine.

From the Hebrew culture we will learn that following rules takes precedsst
a model is not perceived to be available. From early Christian education, the opposite
this comes when the perfect model is seen to be in Jesus. From the Greeks and Romans
we will see that most rhetors strongly advocated imitation, but some expriéggsdres
The use of pedagogical imitation in antiquity indicates that imitation should be used but
with caution.

Imitation in Ancient Hebrew Educatiodewish culture has existed in various
forms across three millennia. William Barclay (1974) makes a congese that the

early and extensive emphasis upon education is one reason that the culture has been able

" In Personal Writing AssignmentRobert Connors shows that up until about 180@nvgiassignments
were always about general topics and asked therstsitb express the thoughts of proven historical
authorities. In essence all assignments were somedf a research paper. Students were to writetasdo
well discussed topic such as “friendship” citingatbthers had already said about it. There wds litt
concern to let the student express his or her bweunghts.
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to maintain this identity for these many centuries. His study is based upomagtnor
examination of the Old Testament and the Talmud as well as non-canonical Jewish
Scripture (p. 11-48). In this culture, in which education was of high importance, tlaere is
conspicuous absence of any record of imitation being used in formal education.

The lack of information about formal education in ancient Jewish culture creates
difficulty in looking for the use of imitation or any teaching methodology. Tlsere
considerable debate regarding when a formal school emerged in the anbiew He
educational system. It seems that up until 70 C.E. education was handled irya famil
setting’® If education was handled mainly by parents, then it is understandable that there
would be little written record of teaching methods. Since no methodological sources
exist, perhaps by examining the content of the teaching some light can be shedsen the
of imitation in ancient Jewish education. Fortunately, the Torah and otheniHebre
writings are well preserved and accessible for this study. A primary tedltasducate
young men was the Jewish book of Proverbs which was addressed specificallygo youn
men?® The primary teaching method used here is observation. Frequently, as in the

following example, the writer asks the young person to observe the ways of certa

'8 Some would say the formal education began as aar§00 B.C.E. and others would say that it emerged
at the same time the Roman system of formal ecarcdtiletcher Swift (1919 his Education in Ancient
Israel, which is quoted by many other sources, articultite=e periods in the development of the ancient
Hebrew education system: (1) TRes-exilic period(prior to 586 B.C.E.), in which there was no fofma
school and education was handled exclusively by#rents: (2Post exilic periodprior to 70 C.E.), in
which synagogue elementary schools were establisiehdols for scribes began to emerge and there was
some evidence of limited higher education, althopgtents still had the major role supplemented by
scribes; and (3yalmudic periodprior to 550 C.E.), in which a complete educagiosystem was
established, including higher education, where iarstill taught in the home but Rabbis becamenrthjor
teachers (Swift, 1919, p. 6). James Crenshaw (1i#%8)more recent study presents considerable
opposition to the timetable for the emergence foffimal educational system, citing numerous studies,
some of which place the beginning of formal edusath Jewish culture as late as the seventh otteigh
century (p. 4). However, he does affirm that thaifg was always the primary educator. Barclay’s
research into the Old Testament and Talmud stroagpiges with Swift's and Crenshaw’s emphasis tiet t
family was the primary place of education in An¢idawish culture.

9 For greater detail on the purpose of the boolBsaee K. Waltke, (2005Jhe Book of Proverbs.
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people and learn from what they see: “At the window of my house | looked out through
the lattice. | saw among the simple, | noticed the young men, a youth who lacked
judgment. He was going down the street to her corner.” (Proverbs 7@48s method
of teaching wisdom is repeated numerous times. There are also analogoustioinse
from nature: “Go to the ant, you sluggard, consider its ways and be wise” (Fr@ve).
The bulk of the content dfroverbsis wise statements about life and recommendations
for ways to apply that wisdom, but there is no command to imitate or even model the
wise person. Perhaps it is assumed that the young person will in someiveaiodie
like the wise person and not the foolish person, but it is never specifically mentioned tha
the young person should “be like,” “model after,” or “imitate” the Viise.
In the Torah, which is the codification and exposition of religious and civil law,
Israel is commanded to teach God’s commands to the children as part of daily lif
These commandments that | give you today are to be upon your hearts. Impress
them upon your children. Talk about them when you sit at home, and when you
walk along the road, when you lie down and when you get up. Tie them as
symbols on your hands and bind them on your foreheads. Write them on the door
posts of your houses and on your gates. (Deuteronomy 6:6-9)
To this day, Orthodox Jews still practice this command by writing portionsipfieer
and binding those to doorpost and even putting portions in small amulets. This practice

along with the exhortation from the Jewish Psalter to "hide Scripture in ones heart

(Psalms 119:11) strongly implies that memorization was used as a teacltiogl ine

2 All Biblical reference will use the New AmericaaBdard Translation.

2L Another wisdom book, Ecclesiastes, presents ahgradescription of the search for meaning in lifee
writer explores many areas of life and strivesxpegience every venue of pleasure and purpose
concluding with a simple exhortation that is baspdn his observations: “Fear God and keep His
commandments” (Ecclesiastes 12:13). Throughoubdiod there is the theme that he is searching for
wisdom and meaning in life, but imitation is neweentioned.
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ancient Jewish culture. While imitation may result from memorizatioiation is not
commanded either explicitly or implicitly.

In these canonical documents, as well as the non-can@nighich governed
ancient Jewish culture, there is no mention of or even an illusion to imitation as an
educational method. If no teaching method was mentioned at all, then the absence of
imitation would have no ramifications, but since the teaching methods of observation a
memorization are prescribed, the absence of imitation is conspicuous. Whatahssise
difficult to surmise, for absence does not mean a rejection of the method. It cast bélea
said that in the ancient Jewish culture as reflected in the Torah, wisdatutiéerand
non-canonical writing, imitation was not advocated either for formal or informa
education. In his article on the Greek wiMtmeomai,mentioned in the previous chapter,
W. Michaelis (1973) summarizes the Old Testament concept of imitation: “Orhthle w
the idea of imitation is foreign to the OT. In particular, there is no thought thaiuse
imitate God” (p. 663). Nor, | would add, is there a directive to imitate other people.

For ancient Jewish culture, the primary way of learning how to live life is by
following the laws of God rather than following the examples of others. Treref is
understandable that imitation was not articulated as a teaching method it daaish

culture because following a human example is to follow a human and not God. This

22 The concept of imitation is briefly mentioned irethewish non-canonical books. In the Latin
Vulgate a version of the woiichitor is used in a negative sense in the non-canonizaek Bf Wisdom
(15:9) to describe what god-less people do whey tilieke an idol: they imitate a bronze-worker, drid i
used in Esdras 15:48 to describe the sinful inatakiy Asia of the sins of Babylon. In the Septutgin
which is the Greek version of the Old Testamenta@thér non-canonical Jewish writings, mimesis sdus
in the passage cited above (15:9) and in a mornéym®ay to describe the temple as an imitatiothef
tent in heaven (9:8) and in an exhortation to itaitartue (4:2). This last reference is not a comd
imitate another person, but to imitate a persoaiion of virtue, which is in essence a commanaliod
God’s principles and laws.
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resistance to imitation may also be rooted in the Jewish view of man and theafview
God’s law. According to the Torah, there is no person who can keep all the law, and thus,
it contains an elaborate description of a system of atonement for sins. This#ack of
perfect keeper of the law is described by a seventh century B.C.E. Jewisht:gitbghe

heart is desperately wicked who can understand it” (Jeremiah 17:9.) In cahtrdatv

or Torah itself was perfect, for it came from God. This is articulated in rws&ld
Testament passages, but most strikingly in thd Pislter, in which almost two hundred
verses are extolling the perfect nature and power of God’s law.

This cautious view of imitation is helpful to the contemporary user of imitation.
When imitation is employed as a teaching method, the instructor must rensmdber
explain to the students that there is no perfect model. Rules of preaching or composit
are broken by even the best model. Having imperfect models can be encouraggng to t
students: the model and the students have something in common—they both make
mistakes. This lack of formal use of imitation also gives the contemporaheteac
reminder that following rules can be an effective way of learning.

Imitation in Ancient Christian Educatioff:urning to the early Christian era, we
see a significant difference in the attitude towards imitation than wasssegkin the Old
Testament. In the writings of the New Testament, imitation is not only ometibut it is
specifically commanded. Christians are urged to imitate individuals, grodps a

characteristicé® Jesus himself stated that when a student is fully trained, the student will

23 Christians are commanded:
to imitate the apostle Paul “Therefore | exhonti,yoe imitatorsrhimetajof me.”
(1 Corinthians 4:16);
to imitate God “Therefore be imitatonmifnetai)of God, as beloved children.”
(Ephesians 5:1);
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be like his teacher (Luke 6:40). These commands all contain the same Greek root word
mimesiswhich links these commands to the Greek concept of imitation. This emphasis
upon imitation has at least two possible sources: the new theology of Jesus oftiNazare
being the perfect model of humanity and the Hellenistic influence in thedmiirny

Jewish culture out of which came Christianity.

This acceptance of imitation by the early Christians has its roots inrghe ve
commands and person of Jesus. He directed his disciples to “follow him.” This was not a
direct use of the word imitation, but it implies a model. By the first centuCyB
Hellenistic culture was strongly felt in Israel and provides us widaaanable
explanation of the rise of imitation in early Christianity. The Hellentticure was
influenced by the Platonic concept of the “perfect” existing and the presddtsiraply
being a reflection or an inferior copy. The Christian belief that Jesus wpsrfieet
human, combined with this Platonic influence, provided very fertile ground for iomtati
to flourish in early Christianity. In contrast to the ancient Hebrew setaty
Christianity clearly encouraged imitation as a process for lgataoitive in a Christian
way because now, in Jesus, there was a worthy model to be copied. The lesson is easily

carried across time: Imitation is dependent upon a good model.

to imitate both the apostles and God “You alsaabsz imitatorsrhimeta) of us
and of the Lord. (1 Thessalonians 1:6);

to imitate the faith of other Christians, “... imgatnimeisthé their faith.”
(Hebrews 13:7);

not to imitate evil, but good “Beloved, do not iate fnimoy what is evil, but
what is good.” (3 John 11);

and they are commended for imitating other chwus¢he you, brethren, became
imitators (nimeta) of the churches of God.” (1 Thessalonians 2:14).
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Imitation in Ancient Greek Educatioimitation pedagogy in ancient Greece
seems to have been common place. Isocrates used it and advocated its use, while others,
such as Plato, seem to have accepted its use but cautioned against using it too often. In
pre-Socratic times, two factors created a favorable environment in whiehiamicould
be accepted as a common pedagogy: the extensive use of Homer as an example and the
Greek educational system.

Homer’s writings were central to the education in pre-Socratic Greeceeits
writings not only set examples of how to write but they also set examples atirain
his classic workEducation in AntiquityH.l. Marrou (1956) cites several later Greek
authors who refer to the importance of Homer in the education of Greeks throughout
antiquity and perhaps even through the twelfth century. While Homer left no specific
pedagogy or even comments about education, a dominate theme of his writing was the
exemplary hero. This theme implies an unwritten pedagogy which is at leasttibbenpa
with a pedagogy of imitation. Marrou claims that there are “manyrtestes to the fact
that every cultivated Greek had a copy of Homer by his bedside” and siiesééz the
Great as an example (1956, p. 9). Thus, an early educational tool relied upon “example”
as a primary pedagogical method. Imitation was also becoming partfofiie ancient
Greek pedagogy as seen in their system of education. Ruth WEbdhaation in Greek
and Roman Antiquit{2001) presents in detail a system that the Greeks used based upon

a description by Theon in his work entitlPdogymnasmatp. 289-292)* In this

24 Malcolm Heath (2002/3, p. 129) gives evidence, Basemanuscript fragments and the way in which
Theon’sProgymnasmatavas used in the fifth century C.E., that it wastteri at that later date. He
gualifies his view by saying it is not conclusiVieHeath’s work is correct, it takes away what wlasught
to be an earlier description of Greek educationweleer, there are other sources, such as Marrowk,wo
that confirm the existence of the practicpodgymnasmatéut not in the detail that Theon gives.
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standard methodology, students recited and copied portions of speeches from proven
models. The early Greeks were accustomed to a thought process that forohadlgd

the concept of being like someone else. The contemporary students might not be as
accustomed to a thought process of copying another, which gives instruetong se

use imitation an extra challenge to overcome. Appropriate groundwork needs to be laid to
help create an atmosphere in which students will be open to using imitation.

Plato’s view of imitation pedagoglato’s view of imitation pedagogy comes to
us through bits and pieces gleaned from his writings, for he has no formal desafpti
how teaching should take place. A portion of Plato’s writings that might expregs\is
of imitation as a teaching method comes fi®haedrus The character of Phaedrus has
been enamored with a speech of Lysius and discusses it with SocrategsStueat
uses Phaedrus interest in this speech as an opportunity to teach Phaedrus about the art of
speaking. His method of teaching is not to criticize the speech; instead f®gaedrus
a better example. This setting up of a better example gives the impressiacentain
amount of imitation is expected by Plato. More specifically he mentions ionitat the
middle of the second major speech of Socrates. Here Plato uses theimeamai
(imitation) in referring to the way a young man should follow his god. This is p&rha
line with his world view of the ideal existing and the world being a shadow or poor copy
of the perfect. It could be reasoned that Plato saw the gods as a copy warihgtan.

A passage which presents a negative view of using imitation as a teaching
method occurs towards the endRifaedrus Here Socrates advocates the importance of
order and unity in a speech by quoting an epigram in which order doesn’t seem
important, implying that Lysius’ speech lacks order and unity. Phaedrus responds
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defensively and asks if Socrates is making fun of the speech, “And yet | thiakitbe
many things in it which would be useful examples to consider, though not exactly to
imitate” (264E. Harold Fowler, trans?}.Plato was not opposed to Phaedrus considering
the speech and learning from its example; he was opposed to Phaedrus imitdieng it
speech was an inferior example unlike the gods which he earlier said to.iPlisdbe
does not specifically tell one to imitate in his dialoglidss apparent hesitancy to use
imitation as a teaching method is reinforced in his comments regardingamitahis
The Republic

In TheRepublicPlato is proposing his model society, based upon his view of
reality which he illustrates with the famous cave example. For Platalghkis the real
and what we have in this world is an inferior copy or shadow of the “real” thing. He
drives this point home in book ten DeRepublicwhen he makes this statement
regarding imitation: “Imitation is an inferior thing that consorts with anatiferior
thing to produce inferior offspring” (603b). He comments that a painter caatenait

couch when he creates a picture of one, but the painter may know nothing about a couch,

% There are at least three different translationsi®feply and each seems to emphasize a sligtifgrelnt
view of imitation:
“It might furnish many other examples of what a noaight rather to avoid”
(Clark, 1957, p.166.)
“I think it has plenty of useful examples, providewk tries to emulate them as
little as possible.” (Nehamas and Woodruff, 19952p
“And yet | think there were many things in it whiglould be useful examples to
consider, though not exactly to imitate.” (HaroloW#er, trans., p. 530.)
The key word in the translationnsimetai(imitation). Clark’s translation seems to put iatibn and
example under that same broad category sayingtteashould avoid examples from this speech, imglyin
that Plato saw no difference between example aitdtion. This does reflect Plato’s use of two diéfet
words:exampleandimitation. Nehams and Woodruff are more specific in sayirag bne should emulate
the examples from the speech as little as posgtbleler’s translation maintains this differenceviostn
example and imitation. The latter two translatibase Phaedrus considering the examples but not
imitating them.
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only what one looks like. The one who makes a couch is closer to knowing it but still he
may not know what is done with the couch. Then, there is the one who truly knows a
couch because of use and experience with it. He states that the painted insitéti@e i
removed from the real object (600 ff.). Poets, he says, are like painters only pgaalucin
thrice removed imitation from the real thing. Thus, for him, this kind of iroitais
inferior and doesn’t need to be a part of his ideal society. Poetry is strivingito on
imitate a feeling or experience. His opposition to imitation comes bebatfeels this
kind of imitation is fruitless; it only stirs up desires, which should be controlled (605b)
From this, it is clear that at a societal level, he is opposed to the imitatierc@ation of
emotions and feelings. This opposition needs to be balanced with the earlier esfémenc
which he seems to allow for the imitating of gods and virtuous moral chachctrers
(396d). When it comes to learning morals, Plato seems to allow imitation, but he does not
appear to encourage its use as a pedagogical method. The contemporeayi@ppli
this is that the teacher who uses imitation must remember that there grevincatio not
use it. Perhaps they, as Plato was, are fearful that the wrong things wiitdiedm
Isocrates view of pedagogical imitatioisocrates who trained rhetors as a
contemporary of Plato presents a clearer and more positive view of im#ésti
pedagogical method. In his encomiliwagoras Isocrates mentions that those who want
to be the best should imitate persons who have both good character and the skills
necessary to speak well (section 75). Though the purpose of the work is to praise
Evagoras, Isocrates makes this passing comment which seems to show alddavor
stance towards imitation as a pedagogical methodolodNicliclesa ruler of this name
IS giving various instructions regarding imitating those of a higher rank. Haatsst
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those of lower ranks not to envy those with higher ranks but to imitate them (section 60)
The implication is that one would imitate their good character, for those that sieul
imitated are described as good men. However, imitation could also be mora ¢@ner
include activities and speech.Aneopagiticuswhich is a speech written by Isocrates to
encourage his audience through a difficult time, he concludes by callingifati@m of
ancestors who protected Athens (section 84Adainst the Sophishe instructs that the
teacher must be a model of the forms that are being taught so that the studenitaiay i
the teacher (section 17). While all these show his favorable view of imitdtefast
passage is very clear in his encouragement of imitation as a pedagogiead . met
Isocrates was not opposed to principles, but it seems that he thought principles could be
too ridged and relied more upon exampfiis.contrast to Plato, Isocrates advocated and
apparently used imitation as a teaching methodology.
Aristotle’s view of Pedagogical Imitatioin his Rhetoric,he does not mention
imitation, but he has an extended discussion of it irbbhistical Refutationdt is
guoted here in length for he clearly makes his point that imitation can produce a,produc
but it doesn’t seem to teach the skill:
For the training given by the paid professors of contentious argumentkevas li
the treatment of the matter by Gorgias. For they used to hand out speeches to be
learned by heart, some rhetorical, others in the form of question and answer, each
side supposing that their arguments on either side generally fall amongitheém
therefore the teaching they gave their pupils was ready but rough. For tddp use

suppose that they trained people by imparting to them not the art but its products,
as though any one professing that he would impart a form of knowledge to

% Though there is no record of Isocrates writingaadbook of rhetoric principles, Terry Papillion reala
case that Isocrates’ opposition to handbooks waamopposition to rhetorical handbooks in genbulto
overly ridged handbooks. Papillion goes on to nthkefeasible case that Isocrates perhaps wrote or a
least used rhetorical handbooks. These were hed filith ridged concepts, which would have beenemor
like Aristotle’'s Rhetorig rather Isocrates used handbooks with examplestdidents to follow, rather than
principles to follow (Papillion, 1995, p.149-163).
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obviate any pain in the feet, were then not to teach a man the art of shoe-making
or the sources whence he can acquire anything of the kind, but were to present
him with several kinds of shoes of all sorts: for he has helped him to meet his
need, but has not imparted an art to him. Moreover, on the subject of Rhetoric
there exists much that has been said long ago, whereas on the subject of reasoning
we had nothing else of an earlier date to speak of at all, but were kept abwork f
a long time in experimental researches. (2007, Pickard. Trans. P. 34)
Here Aristotle is showing that the use of examples emphasizes the proderctirah
teaching the art. It would be arguing from silence to say that he is opposethtmmor
the use of examples, though he does seem opposed to examples and imitation being the
only source of learning. His extensive work on rhetorical principles written in a
systematic way clearly shows that in his mind the best way to teach wagtththe
learning of principles. Should we steer away from imitation based upon A’istot
apparent rejection of it? If all imitation produces is a product, as Aristoteis this
account, then the process emphasis in composition studies would support not using
imitation. It should be remembered that Aristotle is not known for his teaching
methodology, but rather for his systematization of rhetorical principles. B@aota
writing about teaching rhetoric, he was writing about rhetoric. Thus, his lackpbd
for imitation need not hinder the contemporary pedagogue from using it. Aisstatle
of support is a valuable lesson for the contemporary teacher who wishes to ugenimitat
There is a distinction between the principles and an exercise using imitaidaather
uses imitation there should be some emphasis upon the principles as well.
In ancient Greece, there is a mixture of attitudes towards the useaifamit

Plato seemed to tolerate it, since it fit into his world view; Isocragsslgladvocated it;

and Aristotle seems cautious of it. Even at this early stage, imitation ashantgmethod
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is accepted by some but others are hesitant about it. This use of imitaties cget into
the pedagogy of Roman rhetoric where imitation is not only accepted, it is championed.

Imitation Pedagogy in Roman Antiquittl three of the most prominent of the
Roman rhetors, Cicerdd Herennium’sauthor and Quintilian speak in depth about
imitation as a methodology with Quintilian writing extensively about it. Based Unese t
three it seems that imitation was fully accepted and widely used abhadolegy from
Cicero to Quintilian.

Cicero and the Pedagogy of Imitatidn:De Oratore,Cicero is describing a very
gifted young orator who speaks too rapidly and has other faults common to young
speakers. He describes how he advised the young orator to choose a mastéofrom w
to learn; hopefully, this model would be Crassus. The young man’s improvement over the
period of a year is described and Cicero concludes the section with “Assuréallg Na
herself was leading him [the young orator] into the grand and gloriouso$i@iassus,
but could never have made him proficient enough, had he not pressed forward on that
same way by careful imitation . . . of Crassus” (Il, xxi, 89). In the nexibse(t, xxii),

Cicero gives his counsel regarding whom should be imitated. He highlightswvari

Greek and Roman orators, highlighting Isocrates as the master of thela affers the
direction that in learning from the “master,” a student must be carefto mottate
everything but only the good things. In this same section, Cicero goes on to say that
indiscriminate imitation is mindless copying, which is not learning. Inoitafor Cicero,
should be selective of a model’s strengthdniitation and EvolutionElaine Fantham
(1978) comments extensively on this sectioefOratorearguing that Cicero was
showing that Roman rhetoric owed its development to the imitation of previous orators.
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For her, Cicero was saying that just as Greeks developed their rhetoric throiadion
of other Greek orators, so too, Roman rhetoric would develop as Roman rhetoric was
imitated (p. 2). Cicero was not only advocating the use of imitation, he saw it p$ca ke
improving rhetoric across the generations.

Pedagogical Imitation in Rhetorica ad HerennfinA very clear outline of
rhetoric is given early in this work: the three types of speech, “Epideitideative and
Judicial” and the five canons of rhetoric, “Invention, Arrangement, Style, Mearaty
Delivery.” These categories are used by other Roman writeradiddérenniums the
clearest articulation of them. The author goes on to state that these can teldngui
“Theory, Imitation and Practice” (Book I, II. 3). In a later section, &t is further
commented on when the author writes that teachers of eloquence should be models of
eloquence. It would be foolish for a teacher to say that he could direct students to
eloquence when he can’t seem to find it himself (1V, vi. 9). The author was giving
guidelines for the teacher who it was assumed would be the model that waedimitat
According toRhetorica ad Herenniunimitation was a well-accepted and was a standard
educational method.

Quintilian and the Pedagogy of ImitatioQuintilian wrote a book for the specific
purpose of training orators. The title is very significant. He could havéeéntit“The
Teaching of Rhetoric” or “On Oratory”, but his tiflestitutio Oratoriais best translated

as “the instruction of an orator.” His goal is not just the passing on of idedtibreory;

2" The author oRhetorica ad Herenniutis unknown. For years it was thought that Cicers &author,

for there are similarities between Cicero’s workd the content cid HerenniumThus, it was attributed
to him. However there is no clear evidence thatefiavrote it. It is significant that Cicero is rtbe author
for it gives an additional voice in Roman rhetoric.
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his goal is to teach orators. He emphasizes imitation as a teaching methoasleéliad
the outset of a person’s life, saying that the nurse of the infant must not be
“‘ungrammatical” because she is an early model that the infant will imitege,teough
the nurse is not technically a teacher (I, 4-5). He reaffirms the importaacgoofid
model, even when the person is not a designated teacher, when he says that the
paedagoguswho was a slave that functioned somewhat as a nanny, should speak well so
that he could correct mistakes a nurse may have passed on to the child (I, 10-11).
Throughout this work, he mentions various anecdotal uses of imitation and then
articulates its use in detail in Book X, Chapter 2. There he begins with a broaglprinci
that one sees imitation in all of life when he says, “And it is a universal riife tfat
we should wish to copy what we approve in others” (X, 2.2). His foundation for the use
of imitation is that everyone imitates others in some way. However, beforedse gi
guidelines for using imitation, he qualifies that imitation has its limits aaafcks.
Imitation alone cannot bring improvement beyond the model, for the “one who
follows another must on necessity always be behind him” (X, 2.9). Not only will tfie cra
as a whole never improve solely based upon imitation, but he seems to imply that
imitation alone could hurt the progress of rhetoric. He states this by saying
Again, whatever is like another object, must necessarily be inferior to the objec
of its imitation, just as the shadow is inferior to the substance, the portrait to the
features which it portrays, and the acting of the player to the feelings which he
endeavors to produce. (X, 2.10)
This has a hint of Platonism in it, but Quintilian seems to be speaking in a very icagma

way; a duplicate is never as good as the original. This leads him to ask fongauti

choosing whom and what to imitate. One must be selective not only about the models but
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about the characteristics of those models. There is not a perfect model, thus gobydthe
things from the best models are to be imitated. After presenting the lomgatf

imitation, he gives specific principles to be remembered as imitation is b&aag It is
unquestioned that Quintilian was a great advocate of using imitation as a pealgog
model.

Roman rhetoric during the era from Cicero to Quintilian saw a shifting of
emphasis. Under the republic, rhetoric enjoyed a role of influence through semators
even citizens, but with the coming of the empire, rhetoric had to be content withgraini
young people to be good citizens who spoke well. This shift caused the pedagogical
aspects of rhetoric to be given more attention. During this emphasis upon the educationa
aspects of rhetoric, imitation flourished as a teaching methodology. Allaghtee major
Roman rhetoricians advocate the use of imitation with Quintilian going evteerféo
suggest guidelines for its use. Each of these saw imitation as a way oftcanteec
previous generations and expanding the collective skills. Rather than an isolatedjteac
method, the present day teachers of composition and preaching can see imitati@yas
to broaden the collective skills in their disciplines.

Augustine’s Use of Imitation Pedagodyhile he doesn’t spell out the use of
imitation as a pedagogical method, he is not opposed to it. Early in BookO¥ of
doctriana Christianahe comments on learning from the rules as opposed to learning
from examples, “For those with acute and eager minds more readily learn elogpence b
reading and hearing the eloquent than following the rules of eloquence” (BoakdlV, i
This implies that an eager mind will learn best by imitating what he readlsears. In
the next paragraph he makes the comparison that children learn to speak by imitation,
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thus one can learn eloquence in the same way. He goes on to say that one can be eloquent
without knowing the rules; but he cannot be eloquent without reading and hearing
eloquence. This leads one to believe that Augustine saw imitation as the bést&aoh
eloquence. Rules were good but not as important as good models. Later he spgecificall
directs those wishing to speak well to imitate those with eloquence. “Indeed, he who

wishes to speak not only wisely but also eloquently ... should more eagerly engage in ...
imitating them...” (1V, v. 8).

Near the conclusion of his work, he presents a concept similar to the teaching of
Isocrates, Cicero (whom he quotes often) and Quintilian when he says that tlotechara
of the speaker should also serve as an example for the student’s character,(B64,-xxix
62). This is followed by a suggestion which, in the ears of modern preachers, sounds
sinful and in the ears of teachers of composition, plagiaristic. Augustisdielieaders
that if a person cannot come up with a good sermon on his own, he should memorize one
already written. He justifies this by saying that the sermons bebo@gd and not to
those who preach them. While he doesn’t comment on the pedagogical value of this
imitative copying of a sermon, it would seem that the practice of imitatasgquite
accepted by Augustine.

In a biography of Augustine which has been in publication since 1967 and most
recently in 2000, Peter Brown says thaDoctrina Christiana, Augustine by-passes the
“most self-conscious element in late Roman education, the obsession with rules of
eloquence” (1967, p. 267). While it might be debatable that late Roman rhetorical

education was obsessed with rules, it is clear that Augustine does not gisetus a
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rhetorical rules to follow. Brown’s observation that Augustine by-passed mfavor of
examples gives further credence to Augustine’s dependence upon imitation.

In many ways, Augustine advocates the use of imitation. He gives examples for
the students to follow in a loose sense and suggests that some directly imitatera se
that another has written. Imitation for Augustine was an integral part of degpgical
thinking. This is an expression of his rhetorical training in the Roman system which
relied heavily upon imitation as was seen most clearly in Quintilian’s wsiti@grtainly,
the contemporary teacher of preaching should heed the example of this respected and
influential theologian and preacher.

Summary of the Use of Imitation in Antiquitjne use of imitation in antiquity is
advocated by many and forbidden by none. The religious setting of ancient Hebrew
culture did not mention it while Christianity encouraged it. The Greek edudatisiam
as well as the most noted teacher of rhetoric in antiquity, Isocrates, agedut:

However, Aristotle does not mention it as an educational method and Plato seems to be
suspicious of it. For the Romans, it was an integral part of their educatioreshssysd it

is affirmed by Augustine. The practice of imitation as a teaching methadiguiy

serves as a favorable example, but not a wholesale acceptance it. Thenisgionf in
antiquity advocates that it should be used, but with caution.

2.2 Imitation Pedagogy in the Middle Ages: Assumed but Not Advocated

Low Middle AgesThe low Middle Ages has only a few figures that say anything
about imitation at all and even fewer that speak about the use of imitation in education.
Boethius (480- 524) was mainly a philosopher who subordinated rhetoric to dialectic and
saw rhetoric as a tool to be used, but not a generative discipline. Although it saems t
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he was not familiar with Aristotle’®n Rhetorig hisOverview of the Structure of
Rhetoricfollows the same general plan: principles without examples (Miller, Trans.
1973). He did not offer any comment on teaching methodology, for this, apparently, was
far beyond his intention in writing this short description of rhetoric. His work is quite
passive in that he does not suggest that these are rules to follow, only descogdii®ns t
observed. Boethius is not advocating the use of imitation, for he gives descripians ra
than principles and offers no examples to follow. In his other notable Wopkca
Boetii, he is more concerned with the relationship of rhetoric to dialectic but makes no
mention of the use of imitation or any form of teaching methods (Murphy, 1974, p. 69).
In the mid sixth century, Cassidorus wrdatstitutionesDivinanrumin which he viewed
rhetorical principles as discoveries of God’s creation rather than tieoseaf man’s
thought?® In his preface, he tells his students that the writers of the past shouldibe a g
for proper hermeneutics and even explicitly states that they are vadrithytation:
In the first book we have presented teachers of the former ages who are always
available and prepared to teach you, not so much by their speech as through your
eyes. Therefore, learned brothers, wisely moderate your desires, andiioimit
of those who desire to gain health of the body, learn what is to be read in proper
order. (Cassiodorus, p. 1)
Wibaldus of Stavelot'setter to Manegold1149) spells out to a former student his
philosophy of education. He begins with a foundation common to many writers of the

Middle Ages—that the most important goal of education is the knowledge of God. All

education should lead us to better know Him. This reinforces the concept that rhetorica

28 This is very important considering the church’spicien of “pagan” writers. In the introduction to
Readings in Medieval Rhetorigoseph Miller, Michael Prosser and Thomas Be($0n3) articulate a
general characteristic of the Medieval era—the cisrhostile suspicion of pagan writers. Cassiodoru
viewed his principles like the laws of nature; gfere they could be more easily embraced when ebemmp
were presented from pagan authors (p. xiii).
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principles are beyond culture and are given to us ultimately from God, thusstinere i
danger in learning from non-Christian sources. He goes on to clearly staievhibat
imitation is the best way to learn rhetoric:
If you see the examples of another, you are taught: if you listen to another, yo
are instructed: if you follow another, you are brought to perfection. And so, if you
are moved by fame coming from eloquence, pick out someone to emulate, and let
your spirit be gently touched by his eloquence. It is the unanimous opinion of the
best speakers that there is a greater possibility of speaking more glagaintl
fluently by imitating the eloquent than by following rules of rhetoric. @ajll
1973, p.213)
These writers of the Low Middle ages generally support imitation but do not add any
significant insight to the use of imitation in education. However, they are worthy of
mentioning to show that imitation, as a pedagogical method, continued through this era.
The High Middle AgesAround 1100, rhetoric began to develop in three distinct
area$” Ars dictaminis, Ars grammaticandArs praedicandiThree exemplary works
will be examined as defined in James J. Murpfiyisee Medieval Rhetorical Arts,
(2001). Murphy chose these three because they “represent major streams wdimedie
thought about writing and speaking” (p. xxii.).

Ars dictaminis:Following the pattern of Alberi€ (1087,) several books were

written from roughly 1100-1400 which offered guidelines for the writing of let@ne

29 |n a festschrift honoring James J. Murphy, Martan@rgo (1995) concisely describes this division of
rhetoric. “Rhetoric fragmented and then fused wekieral related disciplines more central to medikfea
Insofar as rhetoric was concerned with methodsswfosdrery and proof it was swallowed up by dialedtic
so far as it was concerned with verbal ornamentig swallowed up by grammar and poetry: insofar as
was the culmination of the ideal citizen’s trainibgvas swallowed up by moral theology and homifeti

(p.83)

39 In this first work to relate the principles of thec to the emerging art of letter writing, imitat is
encouraged, but it is only the imitation of struetun Flowers of Rhetori¢1087) Alberic of Monte
Cassino articulates guidelines and principles ameisgexamples, specifically saying that these exesnp
can be imitated (lll. 6). The imitation is not bkt style of writing, rather he was suggesting that
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of these is the anonymo&sationes dictandwritten in Bologna in 1135. The format of
this work is to give the proper five part structure of a letter: salutation, sgafrgood-
will, narration, petition and the conclusion. These are defined and examples artogive
each with the salutation receiving the most attention, having dozens of examges. Thi
accepted structure is followed by discussion of more general guidelinestfng\wuch

as the flow of thought, with examples once again following. While there is no explicit
reference to imitation, it is clear that the author intends his readers thisaggyamples,
for the author even gives blanks to be filled in by the student. The numerous examples
given by the author could give evidence that imitation was an assumed method of
learning. However, even with this specific reference to imitation, it wioailith error to

see this as a pedagogical strategy, for it seems that the purpose tofgntii@ form of

the letter was to achieve standardization, rather than to improve the vatigit\sto
compose a letter.

Ars grammatical Geoffrey of Vinsauf'fPoetria nova(The New Poetics) was
written about 1215 and was based upon the concepis Herenniumand it serves as an
example ofArs grammaticaMarjorie Curry Woods (1991) who examined numerous
Medieval commentaries on this work states Batria novawas the basic textbook of
rhetorical composition for three centuries. This is indicated by the more thao@ee c
of this work that have survived (p.56). Geoffrey presents general guidelines for what
should characterize good poetry, but he seems to mean that these conceptspappéy t

as well, for most of his examples are not poetry. He articulates various fajsmsech

structure of the letters be imitated. Later he éwiefers to examples, which continues this affignirew
of this methodology, implying that they should betated (1V.5, VII .2).

50



and rhetorical devices, giving examples for each one that he identifies. Theplexare
quite varied, ranging from a vivid description of feminine beauty, to an excerpafrom
sermon exalting the sacrificial death of Christ for the sins of the world (Mu2ai01,
p.51, 54). As he presents examples, there is little admonition to follow these exdmples
seems he is presenting the examples not to be imitated but to further explaoipepri
However, towards the end of his work, he exhorts his readers to apply themselves to
knowing the art, practicing the art and then imitating examples:
Three things perfect the poem: art, by whose rule you should be governed,
practice, which you should cultivate; your betters, whom you should imitate. Art
makes artists sure, practice makes them quick, imitation makes them tadteful
three combined produce those artists that are preeminent. (2001, Murphy, p. 94)
This is the only specific call to imitate in this influential work which rbayan indication
that as a teaching method, imitation was assumed or that it was not as prevalent as
thought. In contrast to the examples of letters in the anonyRatisnes dictandivhich
were clearly to be copied, Geoffrey gives principles with exampleshwdgiem to be for
understanding rather than copying. His work was a set of guidelines to falidw, a
apparently, the imitation he mentions in the above quote was to be of other works.
Ars praedicandiPreaching had been for centuries a homily or loose commenting
on a text, with little structure and form. Robert of Basevdfoisna praedicand{1322)
is one of many preaching manuals produced in this later part of the Middle Ages which
emphasized a new sermon form called the “university sermon” due to its popatiarity
universities. Basevorn presents fifty chapters covering who should preach, theohature

preaching, and historical examples. The heart of his work is “twenty-twoatays

ornamenting a sermon” in which he explains what makes a good theme, where it should
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come from, how it should be divided and other aspects of a sermon. For these twenty-two
principles, he gives some examples but not consistently, and they seem to be more for
explanation purposes rather than examples to imitate. He does not exhort histoeaders
imitate him or other preachers.

From these three examples of the emerging disciplines of rhetoric, the use of
imitation as a teaching method was not discouraged, nor was it championed. The writers
from the earlier Middle Ages seemed to allow for imitation and mentioned it smpas
but there is not the same treatment that Quintilian gave to the practicerid#pods
(1993) states at the outset of her arti&tene Techniques of Teaching Rhetorical Poetics
in the Schools of Medieval Euroffeat imitation was part of the daily routine in the latter
Middle Ages (p.91); however the commentariedPortria novaupon which she bases
her observations apparently do not mention imitation or give specific examgkesms
that imitation as a teaching method was used in the Middle Ages, but it is only briefly
mentioned in the major rhetorical texts.

2.3 Imitation Pedagoqy in the Renaissance: From Hesitant Use to FulitAcce

During the Renaissance, rhetoric increased in importance due to itstaldilélp
one climb the social ladder and due to its effectiveness in spreading or couthtering
message of the Protestant Reformation. In this era, in which the queen of thesscienc
seemed to rise in its importance, so did the use of imitation to teach it. However, the
groundwork for the decline of imitation as a teaching method was being sown.

Early Renaissancd?etrarch, one of thearliest writer of the Renaissance,
discusses in a letter written around 1350 how this learning eloquence can takel@lace.
specifically mentions imitation but in a somewhat pejorative way. He useswice dé
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an imaginary contrarian who says that virtue is learned through theiomitdt
exemplary deeds and seems to imply that eloquence does not teach virtue. Petrarch
doesn’t disagree that imitation can teach virtue but makes a strong caseqhenee is
perhaps even more effective in teaching virtue:
How many people have we seen in our time who have not been affected at all by
received models of correct speech, but who, as if awakened, have been suddenly
converted from the most wicked course of life to the greatest modesty merely by
the words spoken by others! (Petrarch in Rebhorn, 1479/2000, p. 16)
The contrarian claims that virtue is learned though imitation of exemplaagels) but
Petrarch says that virtue is learned through the impact of eloquence. fraoctRehe
effective teaching or eloquent exhortation to be virtuous is more effectiventitatian.
He doesn’t reject imitation as teaching virtue, but he does minimize its use.
Rudolf Agricola greatly influenced many of the later Renaissancergiirough
his 1479 publication dDe inventione dialectica libri tre€Three Books Concerning
Dialectical Invention) in which he seeks to present proper use of dialespeathes.
Agricola articulates his purpose of teaching rhetoric at the beginning acd¢beds
chapter of Book Two:
Our purpose in this book is to teach the use of the places, that is—to say the same
thing more plainly—to explain how to develop that verbal skill called dialectic. It
seems to us that we can do this most agreeably if we show what materiatis, wha
tools it uses, and how it goes about handling things. (Rebhorn, 2000, p. 47)
In this work, there are very few examples, and these are only presengggléoration
purposes, not examples for the student to follow. It could be argued that since he makes
the separation of style or eloquence from invention and arrangement, which Wasus
later to make even more distinct, he has little need for examples. His purposalis

teach the use of dialectic in speech not to teach style or delivery. Sincanstydelivery
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are the elements of rhetoric that are often taught by example, it isrpassg that he
does not advocate the use of imitation. His goal is to explore the use of dialectic in
composing speecH.

Walter Ong (1974) in his seminal work on Peter Ramus shows how Ramus was
greatly influenced by Agricola. Agricola seems to be silent on imitation uR@nes
mention it, but only slightly. Ong quotes Ramus, “a boy should learn by imitating
classical writers especially Cicero” (p. 177). Ong goes on to say ématifalso taught
that learning can take place through the deducing of principles and applying those
principles to practice. This relying upon the deduction which leads to practicéenlag
reason he mentions imitation so briefly. Deducing principles and applying thera leave
out the need to follow an example. Other insight into Ramus’ use and view of imitation
comes through one of his critics. One such critic, Jacques Charpentier, pointed out tha
Ramus’ desire—that students should imitate a master—has had a major pedtdem;
Ramus is through criticizing the masters there is no one left to imitatg {OR4, p.

222). Ramus emphasized following principles rather than the following of a person who
was flawed in the practice of those principles.

So at the outset of the Renaissance, three of the major writers who influenced
rhetoric did not explicitly encourage the use of imitation and their philosophiesseem t
discourage it use. In the early years of the Renaissance, one can sesdhe ca
relationship between methodology and philosophy. The philosophy that emphasizes the
loci and principles is not prone to the use of imitation, for imitation is by definition a

copy of another’s work, not the following of rules.

31 Thomas M. Conley (1994) provides a good summadyaaralysis of Agricola, pp. 124-128.
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Renaissance, Reformation Related Writd@itsere are major figures during this
time of the Renaissance that one would hope speak to pedagogical imitation, such as
Luther and Calvin, but they seem to remain silent on the issue. They were not seeking to
be like those before them; they were separating from traditional ecogsallstructures
and theological ideas. This understandably would give them a great hesitatiggdets
that one learn from imitating those from whom they are trying to separaste\Wr the
motivation, some of the loudest voices of this era seem to be silent on imitation.

Another clear voice of the Renaissance is Erasmus, who affirms the use of
imitation as a teaching methodology in many platresection three of hiBe Ratione
Studii (On the Right Method of Instruction,) he parts from the earlier Renaissance
emphasis upon rules when he states that learning language comes not frorg tedesi
but by copying what is heard. The improvement of language then comes fromingact
language and reading of good literature. He states

For it is not by learning rules that we acquire the power of speaking a tggua

but by daily intercourse with those accustomed to express themselves with

exactness and refinement, and by the copious reading of the best authors.
(Erasmus, 1511/2009. Sec.3)

While this is not an explicit reference to imitation, it does reveal histi@pesf rules and
principles being the primary teaching method. He not only rejected this sole depend
upon rules, he also rejected the other end of the spectrum that was expressesl by thos
who copied Cicero as the sole example to follow. Erasmus later addresseseld is

only copying Cicero, in hi$he Ciceronianby saying that Cicero advocated not

slavishly following another’'s example, so to be like Cicero is to not be too much like
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Cicero?? Later in this work, he specifically states that he welcomes imitation as a
teaching methodTthe Ciceroniann Rummel, ed. 2003, p. 133). In an article which
defends the sixteenth-century humanist’s claim that their educational pveakiethical
as well as grammatical, Edward Erdmann (1993) reports that, EdtEation of the
Christina Prince Erasmudad a four step process for students to follow when they
copied another’s work. This imitation exercise ended with reflection upon what tthey ha
copied in order to discover any example that may be applicable to morality fh4y. |
commentary on Erasmus wowk, Time for Peace, the Ecclesigtdadith Wozniak (1996)
says that Erasmus did not advocate imitation for imitation sake, nor for the emolic
certain model, but for the purpose of the learning that takes place when a model is used
(p-115). He had in mind the ultimate purpose of the imitator becoming a better
communicator, in ways unique to that person.

As part of Phillip Melanchthon’s 1523 worReclamationeswhich was a general
work on rhetoric, he presents the importance of the study of speech and expands into a
discussion of the methods of learning good speech. Ultimately, Melanchthon all but
commands his readers that they must imitate good models of rhetoric. Beearhgy
and fond of illustrations, he begins with a metaphor of a student being “tanned” by good
speech. Just as a person is tanned by being in sun, a student is influenced when he is

exposed to a good model. He intensifies his view of the importance of models salying tha

32 Two letters written in 1512/1513 which were pubdidhater as pamphlets express the two sides of the
controversy. These were translated and publishdddrg Scott (1910). The first written by Gianfrasco
Pico advocates that imitation should take placatksitould be of many models rather than one. ldaes
that one cannot exactly imitate another, but onstraultivate that which God allows to shine upon us
This light comes from many sources and Pico spedifi advocates the imitation of all good writers.
(Scott, 1910. p.6) The response from Pietro Bemipoesses the side of those who Erasmus later called
Cicerorians. Bembo simple says that only the bestlsl be imitated and Cicero is the best (Sco8;18).
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through examples a young mind learns about, “ the power of words, the structure of
orations, and the figures of speech needed to explain their thoughts” (Melanchthon in
Rebhorn, 2000. p. 103). He then clearly states that imitation helps in the teaching of the
art of speech and it helps teach the other arts as well. He mentions some aisibalcla
models, such as Homer, Vergil and Cicero, strongly concluding with “unless you are
deposed to imitate them you must completely despair of ever being able to speak and
judge things correctly” (Rebhorn, 2000. p. 104). Melanchthon is clearly an advocate of
imitation and reinforces this methodology by appealing to the model of the ancients w
used imitation in their elementary schools. His greatest affirmationitaitiom

methodology is his admission that he, himself, practices imitating the ancients

Emerging Rhetorical Educator®Vhile the Reformation was taking place in
northern Europe of which Melanchthon was a part, another influence on the culture of
Europe was beginning to grow throughout the continent. As the middle class began to
develop and the means of education was available to more and more people, rhetoric was
seen as an important tool to help one climb the social and economic ladder. The
following writers are representative of this increasing emphasis uponichatdrgive a
broader, non-religious, cultural sense to the use of imitation.

Though its influence is not felt today, Baldesar Castigliomés Book of the
Courtier (1528) was very influential in the t’i‘G:entury and across the following two
centuries. This influence is marked by over 150 editions of work published after the dea
of its author. In the introduction to his 2002 edition of the Charles Singleton translation,
Daniel Javitch (2002) points out that imitation was central to Castiglione’s tauulgirsg
of learning (p. ix). The importance of imitation as a teaching method is seennofften i
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book: he implies that one learns to use arms through imitation (p. 31), writing is best
learning through imitation (p. 37), and language is improved by following extell
examples (p.46). Yet one must not think that imitation, as Castiglione advocates it, is
mechanical process that produces actions that are unnatural to the person. This goes
against Castiglione’s concept of all skillful actions and speech seemimgvtavithout
effort or as Castiglione refers to it, “sprezzatura.” Imitation wasften used means to
an end.

Leonard Cox publishe@ihe Arte and Crafte of Rhetoryf@ca 1530), which is
perhaps the earliest text written in English about rhetoric. He presenjsensed
teaching method which includes some form of imitation at each step. lan MitB8gé) (
in his study of the teaching of English during this era, describes Cox’slplaAnalysis
of a model, 2- Memorize illustrations of a theme, 3- Imitate a model, 4- Whriteiginal,
5- Compare the original to a model, and 6- Memorize the model (p.271). In his pedagogy,
the student did not need to learn principles, rather one learned what to do through the
models.

Thomas Wilson publishetihe Arte of Rhetoriquie 1560 which was the first
book written in English to approach rhetoric within the framework of the traditiveal f
canons. In the section in which he answers how eloquence is taught, he gives althreefol
answer: practice, wisdom and imitation. He expands upon how imitation should be used
saying that we should “deicate our minds wholly” to follow good models in their thashi
aswell their speache and gesuturyng as their wit or endtiyng” (Wilson,1B820/p.
592). It sounds as if Wilson is calling for an exact imitation, but he goes on toasaly t
one will imitate, he will take on some of the “colour” of the model. For Wilson, fioita
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is a process for letting students learn from examples, not a process of tehoterds to
be like the example.

Johann Sturm was a key figure in the educational culture of southern Germany
during the 18 century. As a rhetorician, he does not have the recognition of Ramus or
Melanchthon, but the merit of this closer examination lies in the detailed record of his
teaching methodology as revealed in his letters on pedagogy written fehtwdssthat
he administrated. In an article devoted to this important German educatas,NPesmard
(1966) summarizes Strum’s educational philosophy: The impregnation of princiges wa
accomplished by a series of exercises beginning with memorization andatimhgiin
imitation (Mesnard,1966, p. 210). This use of imitation was not a servile exercise
attempting to re-produce a classic author. Barbara Tinsley (1989) quotes a 1649 edi
of a letter written by Strum in response to a question regarding a couradytlesigned
to complete education at home rather than at a school. After suggestingrilaifriree
classics be studied and imitated, Strum adds:

Imitation ought to be free, not servile. It is our wish that an imitator should not

always follow in the footsteps of another, but should whenever possible and he is

decently able, outrun the one ahead. (Tinsley, 1989, p.33)

For Strum, imitation was the means to impregnate the student with the knowledge of the
classics. A contemporary of Strum was Rofgecham, whose identification of types of
imitation was mentioned earlier in this chapter. InThe Schoolmastepublished
posthumously (1571) Ascham discusses a similar sequence of imitativesesdrci
Translation, 2- Paraphrase, 3- Metaphrase: prose into verse and verse into-prose, 4
Epitome: distilling of works into a more concise form, 5- Imitation, and 6-
Declamation(Ascham, 1570/1934, p. 150). However, his purpose for these exercises was
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different from Strum. The end of these exercises should teach the student theagrincipl
and rules that a student sees in a model (Ascham, 1570/1934, p. 182). The end of
imitation for Ascham was the imitation not of an author or his work but the imitation of
the rules or principles used by the example.

While Francis Bacon did not speak directly to the use of imitation, his influence
affected it use. His emphasis upon investigation, experimentation and carefubtibeer
helped create an environment that discouraged imitation. If learning wesb gasn
discovering from observation rather than learning from the past as the schdlastic
earlier emphasized, then to imitate the past is to hinder the discovery of thBaten
does not decry imitation specifically in his major works, but there is an imp|extion
of it in his shorter essays. In his esdaigsimulation and Simulation (162%)e speaks
against a person pretending or simulating to be something he is not. Dissimulation is
preferred because it is original and not the copying of another (Bacon in Vickers,
1625/1996, pp.249-351). While not using the word imitation, he is clearly opposed to it in
the sense that a person copies another in order to deceive. This is not neeessarily
rejection of the use of imitation in an educational setting; however, Bacon does not think
it necessary to articulate that pedagogical exception. He describesahisuidiere of
learning in his essay,he New Atlantiswhich was just that, new. It was not a copy of
what had been or even an improvement upon an old system. In his description of his ideal
kingdom in which scientific and philosophical knowledge produced an exemplary world,
the only imitation was for the purpose of study. In his world, which to his contemporaries
must have seemed like what we would call science fiction, he described vast houses in
which nature was imitated in order to study it more thoroughly: the events of teadky
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as meteors, snow and rain were recreated, sounds of animals were reproducesh and ev
the flights of birds were simulated for the purpose of observation (Bacon in Vickers,
1624/1996. pp. 381). Bacon’s only positive mention of imitation was to recreate nature so
as to study it. His emphasis upon present observation and analysis as primary, and
placing the past tradition as secondary, set the stage for a later decline mdlhe us
imitation.

At roughly the same time Bacon was writing, a Jesuit rhetorical educator and
political figure advanced a system of rhetorical education which was irasbtd
Bacon’s apparent de-emphasizing the imitation of the classics. Nicolasi€&L680-
1651) wroteDe eloquentian which he extensively used examples and guidelines for
imitation (Conley, 1990. p. 182-183). This is in line with the Jesuit traditional approach
to knowledge and education which relies upon the Church for authority. This was in
contrast to Bacon’s and other Protestants’ departure from the authority of human
traditions. Following closely to Caussin was another advocate of imitationg€harl
Rollin. He published hi3raite des Etudem 1726 and it was translated into German,
ltalian, Russian and English seeing at least 27 editfoRsllin presented rhetorical
principles, followed by numerous examples, and he states, in several placesriEeex
is a better way of teaching than presenting a principle (Rollin, 1726/1769. p. 36, 80, 348).
He explicitly gives instructions as to how to use imitation when he instruatsdusrs to

imitate the “turn” of an essay as well as the content (p.170). So, while Bacdaynasa

33 Conley presents a convincing case that Rollinthace influence in the eighteenth century than Vico
who is perhaps better known in today’s academicroanity. The number of editions and breadth of
publication is an indication of this influence (deyy 1990. P. 201).
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philosophical foundation that discouraged imitation, others such as Caussin and Rollin
were using it in their educational systems.

In A Discourse on Elocution and the English Languéigés9,) Thomas Sheridan
described his goal as the study of the English language so that the professimustha
often used the language would “acquit themselves properly on such occasions and be able
to deliver their sentiments with propriety and grace” (Sheridan. 1759/1969, p.4). 8herida
reasons that if written language has guidelines, spoken language will.ahesk
guidelines, he says, are enforced by example (Sheridan, 1759/1969, p. 36). This
inclination towards imitation is seen in his later and more popular WwotlQurse of
Lectures on Elocution (17625e first mentions imitation in a negative way, saying that
bad habits can be learned by imitating the wrong models. But he encourageséiis re
that if they speak authentically “from their hearts,” they will avoid tiegative imitation
(Sheridan, 1762/1968, p.54, 124-125). Later, he clearly advocates the use of imitation
when he expresses his assumption that imitation will be used to teach properand clea
speech just as it is used to teach other arts. He rhetorically asks, “@ae d@ytaught to
sing, or to dance without the aid of masters and patterns for imitation?"d&meri
1762/1968, p. 124). Towards the end of this work, he begins to present ideas as to how
proper speech can be propagated. One suggestion is that universities should employ
masters of elocution who will teach the rules and “afford in themselvesnzatber
imitation” (p. 197). He also suggests that proper speech in the pulpits would advance
elocution. Apparently he believes that people will hear the proper way of spé&akiveg
church and be apt to imitate it in conversation (p. 209). Sheridan was not seeking to
reduce speech to a stylized performance; rather he was striving to impeayeetof
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spoken English. Since the spoken word relies so much upon tone, pace, gesture and
expression, it necessitates examples to imitate as Sheridan suggested.

John Ward published a textbook in 1759 which is a fitting capstone to this
Renaissance era because in contrast to most textbooks and rhetorical handttosks of
era, it provides details of his teaching philosophies and methods. While imitation may
have been assumed to be a major teaching method, few writers thought it necessary to
describe the practice. Ward does soA I8ystem of Oratorfl 759,) he states that more is
learned through example than by precept and goes on to defend the use of imitation to
those who object (p. 396). This defense is followed by a discussion of who, what and
how to imitate (p.416).

Imitation increased in importance during the Renaissance: Petrarch’s [A360)
of attention grew into Ward’s (1759) presenting extensive guidelines for its use. One
would think that since imitation grew, it would be a major influence for years to,come
but towards the end of this era, groundwork was laid for its decline. Bacon’s andsLocke
epistemologies which emphasized empirical authority, the Protestanstistvards
human traditions and the rise of the elocutionary movement set the stage foritiee decl
of imitation. The elocutionary emphasis of Sheridan later became caricasuvedrly
stylized and inauthentic as demonstrated by Gilbert Ausiihisonomia (1806)n which
guidelines for gesturing are prescribed even to the placement of fingergave the
emerging Scottish common-sense rhetoric a target to attack. Not only dejdat\the
overly codified non-verbal aspects of rhetoric, they also ignore the prio@riptteach

them, imitation.
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CHAPTER 3

IMITATION PEDAGOGY IN COMPOSITION STUDIES

A trend towards composition studies emerging as a separate disciplineyof stud
began, perhaps, as early as 1500, as exemplified in the English Grammar school. This
trend turned into a set way of thinking sometime during the late 1800s or early 1900s,
when composition studies became its own field, distinct from the more inclusive field of
rhetoric. This is not to say that composition studies were severed from rhietoveyer,
composition is beginning to emerge as its own discipline and not just a part of rhetoric.

Robert Connors (1997) dates the foundation for this division as early as the mid
1800’s: “My claim . . . is that there is a new rhetorical tradition that arose lortited
States during the nineteenth century to try to inform an ever increasing demand for
literacy skills for the professional and managerial class” (p. 4). Stephém (4687)
dates the beginning of composition studies in the 1960shdnViaking of Knowledge in
Composition he states that in the past twenty years composition has become a field (p.3).
Martin Nystrand, Stuart Greene and Jefferey Weimelt (1993) agree with Woen they
say that composition studies began to emerge around 1960 (p. 267). The dating of when
Composition achieved the recognition as a self standing discipline is debated, dig ther
no question that it was emerging as a discipline during the modern era, from midal700s t
the mid 1900s. As Composition emerged, the use of imitation was doing just the

opposite—it seemed to be going into hiding.
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3.1 Use of Imitation Pedagoqy in the Emerging Field of Composition Studies,
1750 until 1940's: Decline to all but Disappearance

In the early 1700, imitation was firmly in place as a teaching methodology, but
during the later part of that century, imitation began a gradual but steadysaeicréa
dominance as the primary teaching method. A note is in order regarding th@&cope
material being examined as to the use of imitation in the teaching of colmposip
until the nineteenth century, there were relatively few textbooks and thosedtleaidi
had a scarcity of teaching methods, if any at all. Thus, the study of the use ofgieslago
imitation demanded a wider view of the literature. In the nineteenth centueyvihe an
increasing number of textbooks being published which were devoted to rhetoric. In his
examination of the relationship of textbooks to the evolution of the discipline of
composition, Robert Connors states that a great force that shaped the devitupoig f
composition pedagogy was the textbook. He shows that prior to the late eighteen
hundreds, books used for the teaching of rhetoric only listed principles with little or no
pedagogy (1986,p.178). Since the number of textbooks increased and more attention was
given to pedagogy, focused attention will begin with books on rhetoric in general and
then shift to representative textbooks.

Campbell, Blair and Whatelyhe three dominate rhetors who influenced the late
1700s and much of the following century were Hugh Blair, George Campbell and
Richard Whately. I'Writing Instruction in the 18 Century James Berlin (1984) details
how these three were so dominate that most of the rhetorical textbooks of the 1800s were
imitations of their work (p. 35-41). In the introduction to a compilation of Blair’s,

Campbell’s, and Whately’s works, James L. Golden and Edward P.J. Corbett (1990) stat
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that the general approach of these three influential rhetors was to evaludassioalc
writers rather than accept them as unexamined authorities (p.12). This vpastarde
from the predominate view, caricatured by the Ciceronians, that thecslassie
unquestioned examples. This new critical examination of the classic weitieis the
analysis of all writers both past and present, which tends to discourageomiliaseems
inconstant to imitate a work that is being criticized. These three rheidisspoke about
imitation. Campbell does not mention it directly and only refers to it by infeiartde
discussion of resemblance. Blair still affirms its use, though with cautiolvéuately
suggests that the only thing to imitate is authenticity to one’s own style.

Campbell’s striving to establish a scientific basis for rhetorical thaod purpose
in writing does not lend itself to the use of imitation. He strives for originalkitig and
IS not trying to imitate or even emulate previous rhetorical theory. Thigt it say that
he does not benefit from other writers, but he does not place them as the final authority
for his views. He refers to them as aiding his work (1776/1988, p. Ixvii). Thus, his
approach to rhetoric mitigates the use of imitation. His purpose is not to wrxibactie
or give a guideline for teaching rhetoric, rather he is setting forth prascifl/76/1988,
p. Ixvii). He is not giving a guide for educational theory, so it is not surprising that he

doesn’t mention imitatiofi’ In Lectureson Systematic Theologynd Pulpit Eloquence

34 Campbell does venture into the concept of imitatidien he speaks about resemblance. Resemblance
has a wide meaning for Campbell. In an article Wwishows the varied meanings of Campbell’'s useef th
word resemblance, Arthur Walzer (2000) articuldtes different meanings: (1) actual resemblanciaas
painting—words create a mental picture of an objedtlea, (2) a metaphorical resemblance of a word

an idea—words create a relationship to another (@geiting Hume’s influence on Campbell, resembkan
as an association within a person’s mind of idembexperiences—words create an resemblance with
experiences, and lastly, also because of Humdigein€e, (4) resemblance can refer to the impaatooéls

or the affect of the word—words create an affecidose of resemblance (p.340ff). So, for Campled, t
orator’s task is like a painter’s task. The oratwough vivacity re-creates an idea or experientech in-
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(1832/2010), published posthumously, Campbell devotes a chapter to acquiring the art of
pulpit eloquence. In this intentionally practical book, one would expect him to suggest
ways for the reader to learn eloquence, but he only gives the principles with socefer
to activities to practice or ways to put the principles into practice. It weelch shat if he
would ever encourage imitation it would be in this book, but he does not mention
imitation nor even alludes to it (p.93ff.). Campbell is not concerned with teaching
methods, so to say he rejected imitation would be too strong a statement. However, in his
major writings, he does not advocate its use.

In Hugh Blair'sintroduction toLectures on Rhetoric and Belle Lett(@§83), he
emphasizes the use of a principle as a standard for speakers rathemtiantdashion
of speaking. The current fashion, he says, may be “corrupt” and not follow an dccepte
principle (Blair in Golden and Corbett, 1783/1990, p.33). It follows that if he encourages
the evaluation of a current fashion, then imitation of that fashion would be discouraged
unless the fashion conforms to the principles. If imitation takes place, it mustabe of
worthy model. This is later confirmed when he lists the means of improvement as
“character and disposition, a fund of knowledge, application and industry, the right
choice of models, and exercise” (p.134). Under the right choice of models, he easourag

the imitation of these models but limits its practice by saying that thetgdsnot be

turn creates a resemblance in the hearers. Thasmi#ance can be a simple association with an objest
metaphorical exercise leading to recalling of eigeres and impacts of those experiences. Or therbn
of what a speaker is saying so resembles or peitmatages an experience that it generates vivanithe
hearers. The vivacity may produce resemblancesamblance may produce vivacity. Campbell’s tertiary
mentioning of imitation is in regards to how rhétororks. The orator is to create in the mindshef t
listener something that resembles or imitates #gieriencesCampbell is not referring to a teaching
method but only to how rhetoric works. Though hesinot venture into how this principle of rhetoric
might affect teaching, it follows that if this resblance works for rhetoric in general, perhapsitld

work for teaching.
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slavish imitation because it depresses originality. He does not advocata¢heapying
from a model because in the next paragraph he affirms that more than one model should
be used and that principles should be applied to evaluate what should or should not be
imitated. He goes on to caution that imitating the written work of a model does not
transfer to spoken word, for there are great differences between goeah styte and
good oral style (p.134). Blair seems to allow for some form of imitationeacaing
method, but he falls short of advocating it.

Richard Whately irElements of Rhetorid828) is often cited for his work on
argumentation. He does not mention imitation other than in the area of ddlvery.
contrast to the elocutionary movement, which was at it height during the early 1800s, he
emphasized that each person should develop his own natural delivery. Thus, when he
mentions imitation, it is only to explain that a person should imitate anothean’$opla
natural delivery. The speaker “adopts the plan” of natural delivery from the nibeel.
student does not adopt the speaker’s delivery but rather the speaker’s plan, which is to be
natural (Whately in Golden and Corbett, 1783/1990, p.385). The student should strive to
be himself, just as the speaker is being himself. Later, he mentions imitafiorery
negative light in referring to how people read publically: “And even men of good sense
and good taste, often acquire, through undesigned and unconscious imitation, an absurd
style of reading those passages which they have been from infancy accustweed t
ill-read by others” (p. 386). For Whately, all that was to be imitated wasrdiaihe

Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century Rhetorical/Composition Educdtongs The
Teaching of English from the Sixteenth Century to 1&fOMichael (1987) affirms that
imitation was the dominate teaching method up until the 1700s (p.142, 281). He
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summarizes the widespread use of imitation by listing common textbook psaghazh

are all imitative: direct imitation, varying the structure of sentgngaraphrasing, and
transposing the order of thoughts and elliptical completions. Each of theseudin a
model which the student uses to complete the exercise. The intended result isxaat an e
copy but a hopeful by-product of the student incorporating the style of the modekinto hi
own style (p.279).

Michael (1987) gives several examples of educators who advocate the use of
imitation during the early to mid-eighteenth century: Henry Felton (17 1@joo&d
against strict imitation of one example but acknowledged that using many mcudis re
in those masters “gracing” the student with improved style, an anonymous author in 1750
recommended Swift as the best example to imitate, David Williams (17 odhmeends
Shakespeare and then the student’s favorite author (Michael, 1987, p.280-1). In
Eighteenth-Century Rhetorslichael Moran (1994) examines John Lawson who
published his lectures on oratory in 1758. Moran shows that Lawson viewed imitation as
being of highest importance. He quotes Lawson, “All progress in the arts, including
eloquence, comes not from the innovation of an isolated genius but from the imitation of
earlier writers” (p. 144).

As popular as imitation pedagogy seems to be in the seventeenth century and into
most of the eighteenth, its popularity seems to stop toward the end of the eighteenth. la
Michael (1987) plainly states that imitation as a teaching method was dropgies by
1800s (p.280). This is a bit overstated for it was still used in a small way, butly clea
stopped being the major and dominate teaching method. So why did it stop? Michael
doesn’t venture much into analysis as to why; he is simply describing what &oek |vi
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part, it was due to the growing epistemological shift towards the empisibedh was
seen in Bacon and Locke, and is demonstrated by George Campbell’s method ofjteachi
principles.

Ninetieth Century Rhetorical/Composition Educatdrge first author whom lan
Michael cites in his list of teachers of English is Richard Parker wh@ulagshed in
several disciplines. He published his first English textbook in 1BR&#jressive
Exercises in English Compositiowhich was directed at the level identified in our era as
High School. He revised this several times and it saw several editions publiatieatsP
book contains very specific guidelines even to the point of instructions specifically
addressed to the teachers. This was unlike any other textbook of that era and unlike
anything written for years to come, not only because of the suggested teaethogsn
but because he is also holding on to imitation as a teaching method. Many of his
exercises have the elements of imitation though he never directly leatisciet $o
imitate the model. Parker (1832/1837) has them perform several exercisesigearr
sentences, (p.10), paraphrase sentences and phrases (p.29) and fill in blanks in an
incomplete outline (p.37). This is a clear use of imitation. In the college levieineoi
Parker’s work entitléids to Compositioffirst published in 1844, the subtitle reveals his
attitude toward imitation; a portion of it reads, “Specimens and examples of sndool a
college exercises.” In this expanded work, he adds many more categoonespaistion
even covering obituaries and goes into more detail in the area of syntax,agrantn
sentence structure. The exercises are similar but there is even nphi@senupon
following an example. He briefly presents a principle followed by an examipée. T
instructions for the exercise portion almost always begins with, “In a simdaner the

70



learner may write . . .” (p.3ff). This phrase is followed by the exercise bttiagter,
such as, “In a similar manner the learner may write a descriptive parddfigdeaves
open how similar the students’ work is to be, but it is clear that imitation is a primar
pedagogical tool. Just to clarify, he is not aiming to create students wha@satiile
copying, for he affirms in his preface the importance of students developing\irei
styles (p.iii).

Later in the nineteenth century, George Quackenbos textbooks went through
several publications and editions just as Parker’s did. Though not as specific asiParke
his 1873 edition oFirst Lessons in Compositiphe relies on forms of imitation. He
gives exercises such as in changing a sentence from the inteedgdhe declarative
and transposing the order of words (p.87- 90). In each of his more than fifty chagters, h
explains or at least states a principle, suggests an exercise andréseangexample,
which by implication the student is to model. In his teaching of style, hénéasudents
make exact copies of some of the examples for the purpose of thoroughly antigzing
model’s style (p.105). In these two influential textbooks published in the mid 1800s, the
practice of imitation as a teaching method was still being used. This seémshe last
holdout in using imitation, for textbooks of the next era do not suggest its use in any
form.

The late nineteenth century textbooks are well represented by four dominate
textbooks: Adam Hill'sPrinciples of Rhetoric1878; John GenungRractical Elements
of Rhetori¢ 1886; Barrett Wendell’English Compositiod891 and Fred Scott’s and
Joseph DenneyBaragraph-Writing 1909. In articles regarding the textbooks of this era,
Robert Connors (1986, p. 187) cites the first three as the most important texts and John
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Brereton (1995, p.321) adds the forth to the list. Connors and Brereton both cite the
number of editions and the number of colleges that used these texts to substamtiate the
importance.

Adam Hill wrote The Principles of Rhetorid878/1895) and taught English
Composition at Harvard for several decades. In this book which went through twenty-one
revisions and editions in twenty years, he articulated and listed principlesnaingr and
sentence structure and other common syntactical guidelines; however, he diggest s
any exercises. This very popular textbook, which only listed principles aredvgay few
examples and no exercises, produced students who knew the rules of writing, but that
seems to be all. Hill later complained that Harvard’s English compositiongpnagnder
his leadership made the students into slavish devotees of form and rules (Adams, 1993, p.
23). His textbook reveals that exercises were not emphasized much lesenmitati
Another professor of Harvard that produced a well-used textbook was Barrett \Wendell
His English Compositiof1891) went through fifteen editions, had the same format as
Hill's book and suffered the same results of students knowing the rules but not being able
to use them well (Adams,1993, p. 24).

John Genung'®ractical Elements of Rhetor{&887) is similar to Hill's work,
having extensive principles and a few examples but no exercises. The giiletjthith
lllustrative Examplesgives indication that some form of imitation will be practiced and
perhaps encouraged, but in the introduction, he makes it clear that the illustrative
examples are not intended for practice. He expresses his view of the pedagodyewhe
says that the purpose is to teach by principles, rather than the student legarning b
experience:
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The question therefore is, whether the writer will learn without rules, by
blundering experience, or take what the approved procedure of others has found
to be best. Nor can the answer be doubtful. The true way is to submit to rhetorical
laws and methods; and though these may be in the beginning be obtrusive and
tyrannical, by diligent practice they will become second nature. (p. 6)
In 1900, this was followed by an expansion of this work and though written for the
purpose of a handbookhe Working Principles of Rhetoric, (190€9d no assignments,
and only a few examples. Apparently, Genung was no advocate of imitation esiagea
method.

Early Twenty Century Composition Educatofsvo English Professors, Fred
Newton Scott and Joseph Villiers Denney, taught at the University of Michigh®hio
State, respectively. Thetaragraph-Writing 1893 is divided into two major sections:
principles with numerous examples fill 185 pages and the last 150 pages have the
assignments. The assignments direct the student to work with a text saohlgsing
the examples, rearranging the order of statements into a logical cod®leting ellipsis
exercises (sentences or words left out of paragraphs that must be suppiedtogéent),
and re-writing of paragraphs that need correction. While imitation may tate pla
because of the scrutinizing of the models, there is no direct use of imitation.

A hopeful exception to apparent aversion to the use of imitation was Frances
Berkeley who earned a PhD (1912) and taught at the University of Wisconsin. In 1910,
before she received her PhD she publishe@pllege Course in Writing from Models
should not go without note that her textbook was published before she completed her
PhD. Perhaps she was more involved in the teaching of freshman English and closer to
the process that students needed to advance in their composition skills. Sh@seems t

advocate the use of imitation, saying that students don’t learn to write bintptre
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rules of composition; rather they learn by “absorption and imitation” (1910/1995, p. 384).
In a subsequent publicatiofreshman English1914 written with her husband Karl

Young, (published under her married name) there are numerous exercises Ugsig ana
and observation, and suggested prompts for practice; but none using imitation.
Apparently the absorption of writing skills would take place as a by-produst. Thi
husband and wife team comes closer to using imitation but still fails to spiécifiea it

in their suggested assignments.

In the study of textbooks mentioned earlier, Robert Connors (1986) states that
little was added to textbooks that was novel from 1900 to after 1940. They werelypasical
all very similar: principles followed by examples and sometimes easrevere given (p.
189). This is consistent with the next and last textbook to be mentioned which was
written by Harry Robbins and Roscoe Parker in 1935. As others authors of textbooks,
they were also English professors, Robbins at Bucknell University and Pattker at
University of Tennessee. In théidvanced Expositiotheir pedagogy is clearly stated in
the preface: “They (the authors) believe the only way to learn to write isté3 (1935,

p.v). They were writing to fill the need to improve writing skills in the heterogeneous
setting of the modern university. Seeking to enable each student to put research into a
readable formats, they list principles followed by examples and then suggesiese
which are entitled “Analysis and Practice.” The exercises ask questigansiing the
examples and then ask the student to create sentence, paragraphs, etc., that put into
practice the principle of the chapter. Under the chapter “Expository Repadiittiey
mention “Summary, Précis, Translation and Paraphrase” which are themed@ad
followed by examples (pp.66-70). While this practice could have an imitative tone,
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Robbins and Parker have analysis as the purpose. The teaching method is nom imitati
the sense that the student will learn to be like the model, rather it is for the pofrpose
more deeply understanding the content. These forms of exposition are being taught
through the approach: Principle, Example, Analysis and Practice.

The modern era from about 1750 to the 1950 saw the development of a strategic
textbook, but imitation does not seem to be a significant part of that strateggarfihe
books, before 1825, generally had principles but few examples and no suggested
exercises such as Blair, Campbell and Whately’s publications on rhetatthe imid
1800s, as textbooks became more important due to the increasing numbers of colleges
and proportionally decreasing numbers of English professors, the principlesstezte li
and examples were added. This set pattern became almost catecheticappraaeh:
principles followed by examples. The late 1800s into the twentieth century sawoasmer
textbooks being published with principles, examples and an increasing number of
suggested exercises. The general trend of textbook development sawi¢headddns
emphasizing principles, then examples were added and finally suggestedesx&is
textbooks focused increasing attention to teaching methods, imitation is scarcely
mentioned. Though given some attention as a means of learning, it was never aodified |
the textbooks.

In an article about the changes in subjects of writing assignments, Robert Connors
(1987) shows that there was a shift from objective generalized topics to very persona
topics. His examination is of the general trend in the subjects that were givedeots
around which they would create their essays or speeches. Prior to the late 1800s
suggested subjects such as Friendship or Loyalty were a repeateddstamdzr

75



prompts imitation. In an effort to individualize and personalize composition assitgyme
these general subjects became “a description of my friend” or “how | display my
loyalty.” This shift towards the individual away from the model is typified in Casnor
quoting of a textbook written by David Hill in 1878, “Do not go to Homer for a sunrise
when you can see one every morning” (Connors, 1987, p.174).

In the modern era, imitation as the primary teaching methodology saw a
continued decline with more emphasis being put on principles, analysis and examples.
Individual and original creation took the place of the classics as models to &tednas
the great influx of students was about to flood into the colleges of the post war United
States, the attitude toward, and the practice of, imitation seems to be ebbiagdtisat
imitation will have an uphill battle in the contemporary setting.

3.2 The Contemporary use of Imitation in Composition Pedagogy

Changes in the demographics of colleges and, more broadly, in linguistig the
created a context in which imitation could come back into use. In this more feitle f
contemporary writers began to use and write about the use of imitationho teac
composition. Building on the foundation of the rich history of its use in many areas of
education, its use in composition education will take center stage. This sectiorowall
from a broad perspective of the elements necessary for pedagogiaibimtio take
place, to a specific description of how imitation is used in composition pedagogy.

During the 1950s, several major factors greatly influenced the teaching of
composition. Following WWII, large numbers of military personnel returnedtioaci
life, and due to the Gl bill and the 1958 National Defense Education Act making it
financially possible, many of these went to college. In 1949, the College Composition
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and Communication organization was founded which gave composition instructors a
professional and academic organization for the exchange of ideas. The type of student
that was coming to college was also shifting. Previously, college eolueedis only for a
small percentage of the population, but now it was becoming common to attend college.
Many of these new students where the first of their families to eesrdatbllege. The
increase in numbers of students and the decrease in educational heritage helped fuel a
examination of the traditional way of teaching writing. New concepts begaretgem
According to composition historian Robert Connors, composition studies began to be
greatly influenced by books such as McCrimmom’s (1986@jing with a Purposén
which the purpose of a discourse governed all that was written in it. The standard of the
five paragraph theme which followed rules of eloquence began to be replaced with
guidelines based upon the presumed pragmatism that a writer should predict what
purposes would be achieved by a discourse (Connor, 1997, p. 103). This was just one
example of numerous new ways of approaching composition pedagogy that began to be
introduced in the middle of the last century.

Another dynamic effecting composition studies was the shift in linguistic theory
A pure behaviorist school of thought based upon B.F. Skinner’s work in which language
was a behavior learned through trial and error began to be replaced by Noam Chomsky’s
linguistic theories which demonstrated that behaviorist’s theories couldautrador
what happens in language. Language was not just a predictable response to stimuli:

people created new thoughts and meanings in unpredictable and very comples Patter

% Miles Myers (1983) has a good summary of thesesmmols of thought in hi&pproaches to Teaching
Compositionp. 3-11
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This shift called for a greater creativity in the teaching of compositioangfuage was a
response to stimuli, then teaching would give the right stimuli and good writing would
result, but since language was far more complex than the behaviorist theorized, the
teaching of composition became far more complex. Because of the increasimgy imfim
students, the change in the background of these students, and the ideological whifts, ne
pedagogical theories could emerge, including those related to the use abimitat
3.2.1 Imitative Practices in Composition Studies

Based upon a review of various journal articles, representative compaosition
textbooks and short trade magazines, all of which refer to some practice Gbmitae
following kinds of imitative exercises have been identified: (1) Copyinglviarword:
the exact imitation of sentences and paragraphs with no changes, (2) Copyimmthe fo
and structure: the imitation of the structure of a paragraph or sentence wigiesha
subjects, (3) Copying the process: imitation of the process that a model uses y{ay Cop
of principles: reading of models and articulating strengths and weaknessp{sh@of
an image: the reading of models without formal analysis. These categirig®wde a
structure by which numerous practices can be presented in a somewhat organized method
rather than a random listing. For each of the five categories mentioned abov&iilihe
be a description of the practice, a presentation of examples of the use presented, and a
analysis of the strengths and weaknesses.

3.2.1.1 Copying word-for-word

Description: An often cited experience from the life of Malcolm X is his making
a hand written copy of a dictionary. This type of exercise seems to fit ieraergary
school rather than in a college classroom and yet for Malcolm X, who wasnkeaga
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as many college students when he made his copy, the results were verydieWdiite
no one advocates such an extreme form of imitation, there are those, though not many,
who direct students to make hand-written, word-for-word copies of a model.

The process simply involves the student making an exact copy of a model. The
length and complexity of the model must be appropriate to the level at which thestudent
are working. In transferring this to a homiletics classroom, a firstpreaiching student
would not do well at making an exact copy of a sermon from John Calvin or St.
Augustine. Edward J. Corbett’s (1965/1971) guidelines, more specifically sited below,
calls for hand-written copy. He claims that the process is hindered when stodda a
copy on a typewriter, claiming that the process is too fast and too mechanicshride
concept could well apply to the computer. The purpose of the paper and pencil work is
not to make a hand written copy but to help students make the copy at such a rate and
with such care that the content of the model is at least noticed and perhaps eved analyze
as the copy is being made. A student could make a hand written copy in the same
mechanical way that Corbett thinks will happen via a keyboard copy. The issue is not the
method of making the copy rather; instead, it is what happens in the student whilg maki
the copy. The point of making the word-for-word copy is the student’s interaction wi
the model.

ExamplesWinston Weathers and Otis Winchester, (1969) who both taught
composition at the University of Tulsa, published a book devoted to imit&apy, and
ComposeAfter a brief introduction in which they site examples of well-known writers
who praise imitation, they give sixty-five sentences as model sentencestblgw
twenty-eight model paragraphs. The student is instructed to copy the model, word-for-
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word (p.3). After the initial copy, the model is analyzed, followed by the student
attempting to compose a similar sentence or paragraph using the model as a guide.
Weathers and Winchester state their purpose and philosophy in the afternote:
Hopefully, as you practice the art of imitation, you will acquire not only new skil
in your writing, but you will also acquire a vocabulary to use in your discussion of
composition and style, and you will become more alert to some of the things that
constitute good prose. As you emulate model sentences and paragraphs by the
best of writers, you will penetrate more and more into the inner workings or
rhetoric and style, and you will acquire a greater capacity for stydisalysis and
understanding. With this understanding, inevitably, a more knowledgeable and
confident performance on your part will result. (p.140)
Weathers and Winchester assume that the student can indentify various forytes of st
and rhetoric. Some students might need to be helped in making the analysis. Perhaps the
actual process of making a copy is to familiarize the student with the madiehai on
which analysis can take place.
Edward P.J. Corbett in his much quoted work of 1965/X9@%sical Rhetoric for
the Modern Studerives specific guidelines for the imitation process. After citing
Malcolm X, Benjamin Franklin, and Somerset Maugham as testimonies of the value of
imitation, he gives five guidelines for imitating the models: (1) a maximutwexity
minutes per session, (2) copy with a pen or pencil, (3) vary the models, (4) readréhe enti
passage first and again after transcribing, (5) copy slowly and aslgui@a610). These
guidelines are then followed by dozens of paragraphs from well-know works such as the
Bible and well know authors such as Hemingway, Defoe, Faulkner, and James Baldwin,
who serve as models to be imitated. Following these model paragraphs are model

sentences. The student is to copy the sentence and then write a similar selgenes

numerous model sentences and model imitations. Thus, he gives not only a model to
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imitate, he gives an example of his imitation so that the student can imitatetatson.
His goal is that imitation exercises will “cut the student loose from his moeglipped
with the competence and resources to go it on his own.” (1971, p.538) As Weathers and
Winchester moved beyond the copying word-for-word, so too, Corbett has the student
advance to creating similar sentences and then even to create complgiea} ori
sentences.
In The Art of Fictiondesigned to help writers improve their ability to write
fiction, John Gardner (1983/1991) briefly mentions imitation. He suggests that one can
learn to write fiction by copying the structure that an author uses and Yingdipe-by-
line from a model (p. 142.) He does not present any further information as to how this
should be done. It seems that he assumes when this line-for-line copy is made that the
student will notice what the model is doing and how it is done, and then emulate it.
The example of Malcolm X making his own hand written copy of a dictionary
shows that this elementary step can be beneficial. After copying aptgedictionary,
he examined and read aloud his own written copy. It was an act which gave Inise a se
of ownership of the model. “I woke up the next morning, thinking about those words—
immensely proud to realize that not only had | written so much at one time, but I'd
written words that | never knew were in the world” (Malcolm X, 1965, p. 173). It was a
dictionary, but it was his personal copy of that dictionary. Making an exactsepyay
of de-mystifying the model and facilitating some initial identificatiotwaen the student
and the model. Another important and often overlooked element to the success of
imitation-as-teaching tool for Malcolm X is his attitude toward the @®c€his
exercising in imitating the dictionary takes place after he has undeagomesformation
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of his will. Just prior to his willingness to copy the dictionary was his conseaictusf
becoming willing to pray. He describes being under the teaching of Elijah Muoddm
who directed him to pray. Malcolm writes that it took him a full week to get hirtself
the point of bending his knees and submitting himself to prayer (p. 171). This act of
submission is not an extraneous element in the success of his imitative satfeeduc
Before his submission to pray, it is doubtful that he would have submitted to learning
something from a white man’s book, but in submitting, he humbled himself, which is
necessary for imitation to work. The point is not that this was a religious exggrienc
rather it highlights that the student must submit to the model. The extreme waald be
submit so much that individuality is erased. That level of submission to the point of
losing one’s own identity can destroy learning, but a student must be at least humble
enough to learn from the model. Malcolm X was willing to learn from the model that he
was imitating.

Analysis:This seemingly too simplistic step in imitation has merit in that it can
familiarize the student with the model, and it can give the student a sense of gwagershi
the model. Of course the student will know it is not her own work, but it will be a
personal copy that the student made. All of these examples take the studensto level
beyond the exact copying of a model to analysis and a new creation by the student, but
they are unique in that they begin with this ancient method of word-for-word
reproduction. Other types of imitation, which follow, do not have students take this first
step of a seemingly elementary activity. This step of laboriously and séglimapying
the text word-for-word will hopefully force the student to be familiar v thodel and
puts the model into the world of the student. The insistence that it be a hand-written copy
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has some merit, but one wonders if our students who live in today’s computer-flooded
world would benefit by using a medium that is not their normal way of expressing
themselves. By typing the model word-for-word into their own computers, the students
perhaps will have a similar sense of familiarity and identificatioh wieé model, and

they will have a document that can be easily manipulated for the purpose of anadgsis. O
could change the order of a sentence and put in different words with relatiandase

then go back to the original. The use of the computer would take the purpose of the
copying to greater heights. More familiarity and ownership could occur betteuse
students could work with the original more easily than with a hand-written copy.
Personally, being one who struggles with mild dysgraphia, the act of hand copying
something would have been so daunting that | would have never been able to see beyond
the task of copying to the task of analyzing and learning from the model. The use of a
computer to generate a personal copy is an important alternative that could de of gr
help in many situations.

Though this use of imitation seems to reduce the student to nothing more than an
archaic copy machine, when coupled with a desire and submissive spirit to leaen from
model, this type of exercise takes on purpose, which results in the copying bding the
step in being familiar with and then learning from a master. The student mkstine
copy noticing how the model uses words differently from what the student wouldslo. It i
not a passive act for the purpose of making a copy, but rather an act in which students

take the initiative to notice what the model is doing.
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3.2.1.2 Copying the form and structure

Description:A large majority of those who advocate imitation fall into this
category. This imitation is not copying word-for-word, which can degenerate irdvgas
reproduction, rather it is an imitation of the structures in a model. Thus, the studlsnt’s f
task before imitation can take place is to discover and articulate theisgrudtis can be
done for the student or by the student, but without this step, the structure cannot be
imitated.

If the students are asked to analyze the model in order to discern the structure and
style, the teacher must remember that this will demand a high level of skill giniti@o.
The cognitive process of analysis is near the top of the cognition levels agcardi
Bloom’s taxonomy and its more recent updit&his type of imitative exercise assumes
that the lower levels of knowledge, understanding and applying have been covered in
another class. If the teacher asks the students to analyze before theyhagestbasic
concepts, he will be setting the student up for an assignment that will be beyond their
abilities and thus ineffective. If the student does not have a basic understantimg of t
elements of good writing, it will be quite difficult to find it in a model. Reading a inode
very closely without the ability to understand what is being modeled will shouitdine
analysis process. The instructor might wish to lead the student through amsanalys
insuring that these lower levels of cogitation are in place. Then, once theclogvation

levels are in place, maximum learning can take place at the higheoteagnition,

% Blooms taxonomy was introduced in 1956 by BenjaBiwom in which he identified levels of cognition
that build upon each other and are progressivelgerdemanding of a student. His work was updated by
two of his students, Lorin Anderson and David Kvathl in 2000. In both of the taxonomies, analysiati
the fourth level, being built upon the first thré&@pwledge, understanding/comprehension, and agifdit
For a good summary of Bloom’s work and the upd&tzdion see, Leslie Owen WilsoBsyond Bloom -
A new Version of the Cognitive Taxonoumip://www.uwsp.edu/education/lwilson/curric/newtnomy .
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which is analysis. When the students must read the model closely enough to discern the
structures that should be imitated, they are reinforcing the learning prasassous

times. They must first read the model and then examine it closely makingatilses as

to strengths and weaknesses, patterns and unexpected elements, and rhefcgsal de
This process involves the students reading and re-reading the model numerous times,
which by mere repetition might result in the student unknowingly imitating the model
Though unintentional imitation might occur, the purpose of this type of imitation is to use
the structures of the model, while supplying different content. For example, thé mode
may have introduced the essay with a startling statement; the student wonldiser

essay with a startling statement as well, though not the same one.

After the structure of a model is articulated either by or for the stuithenstudent
then creates a new work patterned after structures that are in the medel sfriactures
may be at the paragraph level, the sentence level or even at the level okaTieas
benefit to the student is increased because the structures must be recognized and
understood well enough so that the structure can be duplicated.

ExamplesfFrank D’Angelo (1973) gives a thorough description of the process in
which he used imitation in his composition classroom. It begins with a close reading
very thorough analysis of the model. This very extensive analysis includedhguthie
number of words in a sentence, the kind of sentences, the specificity of verbs, and the use
of adverbs and figures of speech. His analysis also included examining what was
accomplished by the style of the model. Then, the student writes a version of the model
essay using their own story but trying to follow the sentence structures, veEdf
adverbs, and figures of speech. D’Angelo says that the outcome of these typeciskeex

85



is that the student has more options from which to choose and thus can be more
inventive. Imitation for D’Angelo is a method for improving invention. He shows the
importance of becoming very familiar with the model through thorough andlye

student doesn’t understand what a model is doing, then it is hard to imitate the model. It
would seem that in some freshman composition classes, much time would have to be
devoted to explaining the analysis. How many freshmen are familiar witkdetey? If

the class is familiar with basic grammar and figures of speech, D’'&gheocess seems
very doable.

Donna Gorrell (1982) offers dozens of good model sentences, paragraphs, and
letters, and she includes models which are purposely inferior and need to be changed.
One of her exercises presents a model letter that is in the passive voice astddesks
to re-write it, changing it to the active voice. The principle, of the activeyletter than
passive, is not presented with the exercise. Her pedagogical philosophyas thatn in
this order: practice first and then the principle. Thus, the title of her Kumyky/\Write
Her basis for this concept is the way in which children initially learn to spehite W
seems presumptuous to say that learning a language as a child is equal tb an adul
learning new writing skills, she offers us the important concept thatiagvpitinciple
does not require a thorough understanding in order to be appreciated and used. In a
children’s acquisition of language, they do not begin with principles and rules: language
is acquired through hearing and using. When copying a work the student may notice that
the author moves quickly from one action to another. The student may or may not know
that it is called asyndeton, but they can still copy it. At this point, after they ha
experienced writing, Gorrell would say, is the time to teach the principle.
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The timing of when to introduce the principles into the teaching process divides
Gorrrell and D’Angelo, but what unifies them is their concern about when to use
imitation. Michael Flanigan (1980) is also concerned with the timing of whertionitis
introduced. He brings models into his classroom when the student encounters a certain
problem in writing. Rather than using a model as an example of a final product, he uses
models to show how a specific problem was solved. He is concerned that using a model
which is analyzed and then copied is an artificial exercise. He advocetgsniels to
solve a real problem that a student faces when writing. In this article, agvevdoes
not present details as to how this would function in a freshman composition classroom.

Penelope Starkey (1974) describes how she uses imitation in her undergraduate
literature classes in which she has the students writing a modern version eb@gnte
Tales from the perspective of an observer of travelers at an airport. Shetfoend i
helpful in equipping students to appreciate what Chaucer was doing and how he was
doing it, as well as improving the students writing abilities. Though she dekdnbe
detail, her use of Chaucer, she does not limit the model to Chaucer; she also used
Petrarch, Dickens and others. She concluded her article with this observation: “The
conscious journey through the voices of others hastens the discovery of one’s own voice”
(p. 437). Chet Meyer (1998), another compositionalist who uses Chaucer as a model, has
his students imagine that they are observing and then describing travietease on a
journey to visit Elvis Presley’s Graceland.

Maurice Hunt (1988) of Baylor University appeals to what he calls pre-raanant
writers such as Baldassare Castiglione and the English educator RogamAte bring
imitation into the classroom. He calls for a very close imitation but ckahgesubject
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matter. He suggests that “In imitating a complex sentence of a prots,ntas student
essentially observes at least the same kind, number and order of clauses and phrases
while creating different content” (p.17).

Ken Roemer (1984) of my own institution, University of Texas at Arlington, used
imitation of the voice of the writer to assist students in developing invention. Using N.
Scott Momaday’'d he Way to Rainy Mountaim which the author uses three different
story-telling voices to describe Kiowa stories and narratives thag tram Momaday’s
childhood memories and Kiowa legends, Roemer asks his students to imitate the various
voices to recall events or settings from the students’ own experiences. He fduhgtha
exercise produced richer invention. By imitating Momaday, the students puetiiems
as one of three storytellers: (1) a distant storyteller of a legend (thsatshappened),

(2) as an observer of an event, whether mythical or real (this what is happermnes, let
describe it), or (3) as one reflecting on the event (this is my response t@the €his
imitation of the different voices equipped the students to look at their memories from
three different points of view. They experienced new ways of approachuigests thus
improving their invention skills.

Ann Loux, (1987) uses imitation extensively in her classes at St. Mary’'sg€olle
She gives her students four poems, one by Emily Dickenson and the other three were
imitations of Dickenson’s style. Students quickly could spot the imitation. She tkexth as
why they were easy to spot—what where the differences (p. 467)? She points out that
order to imitate an author the student must master the model and very carefylly stud
what that author does. This gives the student an intimate and personal knowledge of an
author’s work, rather than just distant facts about he author’s writing. Isfarsident
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to closely study what the model writer is doing (471). Only then, after thoroadysen
and familiarity of a model, does she ask the students to produce an imitation of the style
and structure of the model.

In an act which he describes as pedagogical desperation, William Gruber (1977)
experimented with imitation and found that it liberated his students to achieve individual
freedom resulting in their compositions becoming intensely moving and personal (p.491).
After his experimentation with imitation, he organized his composition classesd it.

His process begins with a collaborative analysis of several different madtelsthe

student has spent time “examining critically a variety of distinctive grdseimitation
assignment begins (p. 497). The students rigidly follow the form, both at the paragraph
level and sentence level, of a model, but they are free to choose any subject they want

A version of this copying of form and structure is paraphrasing. In an article
devoted to encouraging the use of paraphrasing, Phillip Arrington (1988) suggesting that
Burke’s pentad be used to help articulate what aspects of the model are being
paraphrased. It gives a grid to analyze both the model and the paraphrasehso that t
change can be more fully understood. He gives examples that show how one paraphrase
can minimize the setting and the agent while maximizing the purpose. A oneesenten
paraphrase of a multiple sentence paragraph minimizes the setting by s&ingmar
details in one phrase and minimizes the agent when the author is left to the pas¢nthet
notation. Thus, the purpose of Burke’s pentad is being emphasized. In another
paraphrase, numerous examples of the setting are added to the paraphrase, though not in
the original, thus emphasizing Burke’s scene. Arrington gives an exampleauftrany
plan, in which the students are divided into work groups whose task it is to examine
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various paraphrases of a model in order to articulate what was emphasizedozadini
in the paraphrase. Then the groups are to paraphrase with a specific purpose in mind,
such as paraphrasing a writer to highlight weaknesses or paraphrasing i stggydrt
a certain point of view. The point that Arrington is making is that paraphrasing, when
done through an analytical grid such as Burke’s, gives the student a betterambiegst
of what an author is doing and why. Though Arrington does not mention imitation
specifically, it is easy to see how paraphrasing is a form of imitation.

Donna Hickey (1993) ibeveloping a Written Voiceses imitation in three
different sections of her book, which is centered around developing one’s own voice as a
writer. It seems almost contradictory that she would use imitation to teawtteng that
seems so individualistic as a writer’s voice, but she uses it more than molstegll t
exercises (p. 111, 152, 172) ask for the planning and writing of essays using concepts of
style, structure and voice that the student found in a model.

Analysis:The actual act of a student imitating the structure of a model has great
merit but to accomplish that type of imitation, many other levels of learningtakes
place as part of the process. First the student must become familiar enthutifewi
model to determine a pattern that indicates structure. The student is exposedxbahe t
a level that is far beyond reading for content: she must not only master teetcbat go
much deeper to discover the order of thought and rhetorical devices that the madel uses
This analysis of a model can extend into the evaluation of the model’s success at
producing an affect in the audience. One can easily imagine a student readiag a
reading while looking for repetitions, sentence structures, theme sentordesstive
structures, and other rhetorical elements. This rhetorical analysis wifuligggve the
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student a greater appreciation for the author’s skill as a writer and show the bimde
the skillful use of rhetoric can bring about persuasion or some other intended result.

Imitating structure while supplying one’s own content affirms the isigaand
value of students because their own experiences and ideas are the basis for their
compositions. This affirmation of a student helps this exercise become something
personal and can be very expressive. There are also the dialogical abflexiatense
interaction with the model which can almost be generative in the student. As the student
examines and re-examines the model, itis as if the student and the model ara having
conversation about what the model did and why. The answers of course are skewed
because there is no responsive interaction from the model, but if the studemtenaltt
with the text, even this one-way dialogue can be beneficial.

The greatest weakness of this type of imitation lies in the students’ abiligck
of thereof, to analyze a text. If the instructor must analyze the model fauttfemns then
the student’s becoming familiar with the text is truncated and the benetfiist of
familiarity do not take place. However, if the students are unfamiliar withusa
grammatical and syntactical structures, this type of imitation can beaissath those
elements. Th€opy/Writeconcepts of Gorrell seems to fit this pattern in that she first
gives the model, asks student to copy it, and then gives a hame to structure. Atformal
way of thinking would gravitate to this type of teaching, while others such as the
expressionist would prefer not to restrict the student to certain prescribdadrssudhe
act of copying a structure and using one’s own content can be used by different schools
of thought, but it must be shaped to meet the teacher’s philosophy. The formalist will
look for standardized categories and have the student both learn the categories and
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imitate them. The expressionist will minimize the structure of the modealsait as a
tool to facilitate student expression. The social constructionists and those whoigemphas
dialogue will have the students immerse themselves in the model so thatrthey ca
discover structures for themselves in a generative act and then use thtisecstias a
means for expressing their own thoughts.
3.2.1.3 Copying the process
Description:Robert Connors (1997) in his history of Composition-Rhetoric uses
the numerous editions ®¥riting with a Purposdéy James McCrimmon to show the
development of composition studies. The work first appeared in 1950 and went through
seven editions, the last appearing in 1980. As this work was edited for the changing
landscape of composition studies, more emphasis upon process was introduced in 1963
with the inclusion of three stages of writing: planning, writing and revising (Cennor
104-105). This emphasis upon process was so clearly articulated and forcefulstestigge
by Robert Zoellner (1969) in his articlEalk-Write: A Behavioral Pedagogy for
Compositionthat it merits this lengthy quotation.
It is even more important to see the enormous implications of modeling and
vicarious reinforcement techniques for both present and future compositional
pedagogies. Permit me to make my point in personal terms. During my own K-12
years, during my undergraduate years, and during the fifteen years tssil m
have taught English composition, | have seen English instructors deliver lectures
on rhetorical principles such as unity, coherence, and emphasis; | have seen them
comment on the textbooks which develop such principles; | have seen them
analyze textbook readings and student themes in terms of such principles; | have
seen them hand out mimeographed materials of their own composing which
illustrated such principles; and | have seen them bring everything tdrdass
student newspaper editorials to “Peanuts” cartoons to inculcate such principles —
but | havenever repeanever seen a composition instructor, whether full
professor or graduate student, walk into a composition classroom cold-turkey,
with no preparation, ask the class for a specific theme-topic perhaps derived from

a previous day’s discussion, and then — off the top of his head — actually compose
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a paragraph which illustrates the rhetorical principles that are the ccoresgrn

of the class. The skiing instructor actually skis for his students; the pianiatia

plays for his; the teacher of dance can occasionally be caught glavwean

English teachers, generally speaking, are different: as far as thetstudeur

composition classes can see, we are very good at talking about writing e but w

never write.

In short, we nevemodelthe scribal act.And the reason we don't, of

course, is that even though we are teaching a skill (or “art,” if that is more

palatable) we seem hooked on the idea of always coming to class “prepared.” And

this means that before we assert too roundly that today’s students “can’t write”
and “don’t know how to re-write,” we had better examine the possibility that the
reason they can't is théttey have never seen it dor¢hey have just seen it

talked aboutpy “prepared” teachers. ( p. 310-11)

With all the emphasis upon process in the pedagogy of writing, it is interdsainipere

are so few who follow Zoellner’s advice to show students what writing is likieeoy t
teacher actually writing in the classroom. If we are to teach the grotesiting, it

follows that if one is to use imitation, then the process must be modeled. Immeithately
problem arises as to a source for such models. How can a student imitate sudie a priva
and individual activity as writing? Because of this problematic element, dhefew

who use this method although the benefits of this type of imitation would merit much
wider use.

Simply put, the student observes through watching the teacher as shenwrites i
class and voices her inner thoughts and struggles. If the model begins by brangstormi
ideas for a subject, writing down every thought as it comes, then the student does the
same. If the model begins to evaluate these random thoughts, then the student does so as

well. Since the imitation is tied to thought processes of a model, students cannot be

expected to make an exact copy, as they did from a model essay. The essay can be
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examined and re-read: thoughts cannot be. Though the thought process is much more
complicated and dynamic, imitation can still take place.

ExamplesMuriel Harris(1983) who was the director of the writing lab at Purdue
suggested a practical application of Zoellner’s advice. Though her modétimg
process is in a student conference setting, her basic approach in the clasasabm w
talk-write, or talking-while-writing, approach to help students be more asidhe
process that they are using in composing. In striving to help a first yegosdion
student who seemed to be helped little by the talk-write approach, she decidedlto mode
the process. This took place in a one-on-one conference session involving her expressing
her own thoughts while she wrote. The student then imitates the process and allehe whi
voicing the principles and process that he was trying to use. After three onedmonse
there was improvement in the student’s writing. The content improved as well as a
decrease in time that it took to produce the improved work (p.77-78). She focused more
on what was taking place in the student than on the product. The imitation was not of
writing but of a person who was writing.

In a similar approach, Robert Brooke (1988) used an author rather than the
teacher as a model. He describes a teacher, Janet Rich, with whom he worketl. He m
with her weekly to discuss her teaching process and the results in the studeh&l She
had three major teaching methods: (1) Writing of essays in which studefdseetheir
own feelings and identities, (2) ReadingfoBird in the Housdy Margret Laurence,
which was chosen because the novel “is of a person who uses writing to explore, present,
and hopefully understand the complexity of life around her,” (3) Class discussion both of
their compositions and the novel (Brooke, p. 27). The discussions of the book were not
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the typical English class topic of plot and character development; instead, Jah¢tsoug
lead the students to relate their own experiences to those of the author. Thus, they were
reading a book that was, in a sense, modeling the type of writing that theepssggned.
During the early part of the class, this correlation between the readingraing was
not emphasized, but toward the end of the class it was made explicit. The sather’
was to help students identify with the author as a writer. She sought to havesstudent
think through how the model author wrote about her experiences. According to Brooke,
the teacher’s use of Margret Laurence as a somewhat covert model affered
opportunity for the students to act as writers like Margret Laurence (p.[8®¥ktlidents
were not only able to identify with the model author; they were able to imitate her
process of writing. They experienced a process of writing about their v While
examining a work in which the author was doing the same. Brooke further analyzed this
process a step further, by including a report of the responses of the students t@the use
a model. He presented the ends of the spectrum of student’s responses: one very positive
response in which the student took on a new identity from the model and wrote
expressing very similar feelings, and the negative response of the studenjestsalre
the whole process and complained that she only needed to develop writing skills to help
her pass other classes. Most of the students fell in between these responsegorTiye m
affirmed that they were transformed in a beneficial way by the use of mvdadelt it
threatening their own identity (p. 35).

In the days before overhead projectors when blackboards were a thing on the wall
and not a computer program, Richard Larsen (1978) wrote an essay in which he
described imitating the process of writing to his freshman composition cidssni of
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the class, he used three blackboards on which he composed an essay, describing as he
wrote some of his thoughts and various decisions about writing that he was making as he
was composing. The students wrote their own essays while he wrote his. He lgeiided t
choice of topics so that there was enough similarity to facilitate thetionitaf his

process. For example, he asked the students to write on the benefit of some sport. While
he was writing on the benefits of long distance running, the students would pick some
other sport. He then began his essay, explaining why he wrote the way he did, and
encouraged the students to imitate his overall structure, inserting their ownt @nte
sentence structure. The imitation was of both his structure and of his process. The
students were able to see his actual creation of an essay and hear sontardditige t
processes he went through while writing. Larsen’s composing in front of thecolads
certainly be approached with greater technical ease in today’s techiyowsald.

Connecting a projector to a computer upon which the teacher would be composing could
be accomplished with ease. The difficulty with imitating the processes isniegi

writers will have significant differences from a seasoned instructor, me¢tdion the
differences that personalities bring to the writing process. The advaitagigating the
instructor in this setting is that a student will see and experience how it istdeastdy

one model author.

Analysis:While it is difficult to accomplish this, it seems that it can be a very
beneficial process. When a student sees a model going through a process, there is a
picture of at least one standard for the student to use to measure if his prakeghes |
model’s process. The difficulty lies in how to make the process apparent to th&.stude
Modeling an inner process is impossible, but there are outward expressions of the inner
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workings which can be observed. These outward expressions, such as Muriel Harris’s
expressing her thoughts as she writes, gives the student a hint of what his own thought
processes could be. The key in Brooke’s example was the identification aidkatst
with the model. Another benefit of this exercise in imitating a process iththatudents
began to identify themselves as writers. When they realized that they wegendat a
writer did, they could see themselves as writers because they knew thaetbey
writing. The model formed a standard of a process by which the students could measure
themselves. This type of generative experience can be very helpful to khefgma
Social Constructionist view of composition. Imitating the process and embtaeing
writer’'s identity accomplishes the goal of shaping the writer.

In imitating the process of writing, a problem may arise when a beginmitey w
is trying to fit into the process demonstrated by a seasoned writer. Thaegagiter
may quickly compose a complicated sentence with relative ease, while thedyagi
much slower in constructing sentences. In some ways, this will alwayprbelam
because the teacher must be more advanced than the student.

3.2.1.4 Copying of principles or elements of a model

Description:This form of imitation might be put outside of the category of
imitation because it is a step removed from the actual imitation of a model. Hpwever
imitation does take place in the application of the principles that are deateddiy the
model. As with the imitation of the structure (the second type of imitation erdjnia
student reads and analyzes a work to discover what the author did. This demands a great
deal of exposure to the text. For example, as the student reads and re-reads trehmodel
might discover that the author is weaving the main idea or thesis throughout the
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discourse. The student is not only identifying the importance of a centralngnifyi

thought, she is having repeated exposures to how the author is writing. This repeated
exposure will affect the way she expresses herself either diogdtigirectly. The

conscious act of imitation is to use the same principles that the student saw cstenstr

by the model. This demands that the student not only be familiar with the model and but
they must go on to understand what and how the model is achieving a purpose. Thus far,
this is the same process as imitating the structure. However, this methoththgni

differs because the student, after finding the principles, uses these psitcipteate her

own work. Rather than using the same structure, the students take the princgried gle
from the model and use the same principle, but not the same structure. A student may
observe that a writer creatively restates the main theme of an é#isayaginning and

at the end. The principle that the student will hopefully imitate is that aidesmshould

be mentioned enough so that the reader will follow the flow of thought. The student
strives to have a clear idea in her writing, but not necessarily in the sactarstias the
model. The model may state the theme at the beginning and end; whereas the student ma
introduce the idea mid way through the essay and at the end. The principles &ee imita
not the structure. This conscious act of identifying and imitating principles hiypeful

results in an unconscious imitation of the model due to frequent exposure.

A genre that perhaps is not often thought of as imitation is parody. But, in order to
have a parody, there must be a model and the parody must imitate that modelaim a cert
degree, lest the connection to the original be lost. When a parody is assigned to a student,
there is a type of imitation of a model that seems to fall under this categergtident
must grasp what the model is doing in order imitate it in a satirical or humorgus wa
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Parody could be a separate category of imitation because of the diftttadean the
agent towards a model and the specific product that is identified as a getemtirk.
However, the basic element of this kind of imitation is a re-creation based upaniceiet
devices, content and structures used by a model. It is a humorous or satitatanmi
that is free to change structure and content.

ExamplesBased upon a desire to be consistent in pedagogy and theory, Mary
Minock (1995) attempted to use imitation in her classroom in a way that was consistent
with postmodern thought. In her class, the students thoroughly examine, analyze, and
respond to a text using various methods. She begins by having them read a text seven
times, each time is to be at a different time of day and in a different placerddpond
each time with a one page response. Another exercise is to take one sentertoe from t
work and develop a one page expansion of the thought of the sentence. These writing
experiences whether positive or negative are presented in class. Shep$§rajteaniead
the students to become very familiar with a text and familiar with thearsesand
struggles that other students are having with a text. The individual writing sfp@nse
and the sharing of the commonality of the struggles is very important in trespraofc
engaging the students in a text. Texts were embraced whether favorably or with
resistance. The end result of this immersion in a text was that students fiméhei
essays showed signs of imitating the texts which they so thoroughly examinéér,For
imitation was a by-product of the students interacting and engaging(@1¢xThis
indirect imitation for her is consistent with her postmodern thought: “The opporfanity
students to pounce upon, tear up, deconstruct, besmirch, and —in the ultimate irony—
imitate a text is a deferral of the usual agenda of meaning making, and endefey
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this undertaking and in order not to stop the process, | do not later explain that our
interpretive acts simply constituted a game and the text finally meansiog®ith
another” (24-25).

John Ruszkiewiez (1979) and Don Bialostosky (1991) both advocate the use of
parody as a form pedagogical imitation. Bialostosky mentions parodyasg @ de-
mystify models in a composition classroom, but he does not develop how that would take
place. Ruszkiewiez gives attention to different types of parody that haveottoihis
classroom. He mentions that he has seen eight different forms of parody. He basins to |
these with the first being a close imitative parody which stays aabe tcontent and
form. He then describes variations of form content, trying to articulase #ight
different forms of parody. While this division of eight forms of parody wasusomd and
difficult to follow, the point he was trying to make is that parody can be sféégcused
to help students analyze and master various forms. He claims that the studdessrwil
more about themes, character and craft of literature than in a traditiongdper and
the process of learning will be more interesting (Ruszkiewiez, 1979, p.701).

Analysis:A major strength of this type of imitation is the student’s articulating of
principles based upon the student’s analysis of the model. Without this step, the student’
writing is based upon principles or guidelines that a teacher might give thesn. T
certainly is a valid and well used type of teaching method, but it is not onit&s in
the previous type of imitation, the student’s ability to analyze is an impoaietor that
could hinder the process. If the student has little exposure to literary denatéges of
sentence structure, then this process might not be effective. A teachebegghby
asking students to list the literary devices and syntactical elements, olidgawer that
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the first thing she must do is teach these concepts to the students. Theifathidit
comes from reading and responding and perhaps creating a parody can help the student
see these models are a level of writing they can achieve. If one carmywatody of a
famous author, one can see that the model’s writing is not some magical creatiba, but
creation of a person.

3.2.1.5 Copying of an image: the reading of models without formal analysis

Description: This could almost be called covert imitation. No conscious imitation
is called for, but imitation will hopefully take place. If a student is reagouyl literature
they will pick up on what is being done by the authors and will emulate the “good”
writers. An indication of the popularity of this type of teaching is demondttate¢he
constant publishing of books that contain examples of good wiitMéhat distinguishes
this type of imitation from the previous one is the intentionality of the use of a.nhode
the previous section, there is a specific model that is analyzed with theantehthe
student indirectly imitating the model. This category is more general. Havingraus
good examples will give the students a sense of good writing. No specifitomita
called for by the teacher and is not even expected to happen unknowingly.

ExamplesPaul Eschholz (1980) describes how his English department at the
University of Vermont combined an emphasis upon writing as a process with the more
traditional emphasis on product. Models are given to the students to read but no
structured analysis is called for. As they read these models, Eschhols tBpbftmany

students are surprised to discover that the qualities which characterize girugl ave

37 A brief survey of most any composition textbookeals that many examples are used by most every
author.
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the very qualities that make them as readers want to read” (28-29). Whagdamis not
sought directly, they hope and assume that imitation will take place simply bexdabe
reading. Eschholz does say that models are used in a more direct way, not in the
classroom but in individual sessions, to show how writers solved various problems.

Barrett Mandel (1980), who taught at Rutgers and was the director of a writing
center, seems to advocate a form of imitation that is like the first and moshé&deyn
form of imitation: the rote copying of models. He advocates this but with an important
caveat that causes me to mention his concepts under this indirect form of imitagon. T
student should keep a copy book into which exact copies of parts of books and essays that
are special to the student are recorded, but the student is not to conscioushtirasat
in her writing. He bases this upon theories that a true artist cannot tell you lyow the
create- they just do it. If one tries to follow a pattern then it destroysdhawty or at
least stunts it. Thus, he has the students reading and even copying model writeith, but
no analysis or intentional imitation.

This type of imitation is implied in most composition textbooks. A review of
twenty-five composition textbooks published after 2000 revealed the abundant use of
examples® While this is plain to anyone remotely acquainted with freshman composition
textbooks, there is an implication that needs to be articulated. Obviously these authors
expected that examples should serve as models, though few ever mentioned that student
should imitate them. The two examples cited above, Eschholz and Mandel, in articles

about pedagogy articulated that they expected the students to imitate in at inayre

3 See Appendix to Chapter Four: Review of 25 Contjmsil extbooks.
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Analysis:While imitation is not called for there is an expectation that it will take
place. The result of teaching seems more in focus than the method of teaching. Good
writing, which in some way imitates the numerous examples that are offered to the
students, is the hopeful result of the teaching. Even though intentional imitation is not the
goal, a form of imitation is hoped for, which validates that people are, as Axristad,
imitative beings. This very loose form of imitation shows it is valued by reashers,
hence, the numerous examples that fill composition textbooks.

3.2.2 Guidelines for the use of Pedagogical Imitation

The goal of this project, which is to test the effectiveness of a composition
teaching methodology in a homiletic classroom, demands that guidelines fa@ it us
provided. These are gleaned from the research of historical and contemporary
compositionists that was presented earlier in the chapter. These gemngeéhes are
presented here in a form that will hopefully facilitate better use of thigstated, yet
effective, teaching method.

3.2.2.1 Students Must Identify with the Model

Early in the last century, Lev Semyonovich Vygotsky defined for educators what
he called the “zone of proximal development.” It is the learning that takes Ipddween
what a student can do and what she cannot do, yet with help she can venture into the
unlearned area. It is what is beyond students and yet, with help, within their geasp. H
defined it in a 1933 lecture:

The zone of proximal development of the child is the distance between the level

of his actual development, established with the help of problems independently

solved, and the level of the child’s possible development, established with the
help of problems and solved by the child under the guidance of adults or in
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cooperation with his more intelligent partners. (Vygotsky in Van der Veer, 2007,
P. 81)

When considering using imitation, a teacher must consider that some modedgard
this zone that Vygotsky identified. A freshman who has little skill in wgitiould be
overwhelmed if the model was a complicated journal article filled with eseterds

and highly complex sentence structures. While an overly simple model wouldhioe wit
his current field of knowledge, it would provide nothing for him to reach towards. The
zone begins at a level that the students can identify with and yet is chajléoghem.
Kenneth Burke’s concepts that identification as a means of persuasion heljpsuletear
this. If there is some point at which a person can easily relate to a modehehe
imitation of that model will follow more easily. For the homiletical ctaesn to choose
preachers that the students have never heard about might work, but it is better to choose
those who are good models and with whom the students will be familiar.

Another aspect of students being able to identify with a model is their level of
competency. This affects the choice of the model as mentioned above, but it akso affe
the kind of imitation exercise that will be assigned. If the students are iliafamith
basic grammatical and syntactical structures, then asking them to capwgitim@ar and
structure of a model would be beyond their skill. If students are deficientnmuag
word-for-word copying might be used in conjunction with defining and describing the
grammar of the model.

Identification does not mean that the model must be a person of like age and
social class. The determining factor in the use imitation is that studerttbenaisle to

identify with the struggles that the model has in the process. The model’'s smegegte
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to be presented in some fashion so that the students see that there are commas struggle
in writing. If the teacher is the model, then the struggle can be voiced dicettly t

students. If it is an author who is not present in the classroom, then the struggle of the
author must be presented in some fashion.

3.2.2.2 Analysis Should Accompany the Exercise of Imitation

Mindless copying of a model will produce only boredom and frustration in most
students. Learning may take place but the student may not realize it, which rolug the
the satisfaction of seeing personal growth. Analysis also insures thattéet things are
being copied. All models have their flaws and if the student copies without andigses, t
is a danger that the weaknesses will be copied.

The analysis of the model must take place though its timing can vary. It can be
before the imitation takes place. A teacher presents a model, showing tiyehsteerd
weaknesses, various structures and use of words, followed by an assignment for the
students to imitate these strengths that were identified in the model teather. The
analysis can take place during the imitation. This demands a higher levél of e
student. The student is given a model to copy, and as the student is imitating, she is
identifying various strengths and weakness in the model. This is a form ofsselvely
in the student and results in a high level of learning. Analysis can also follow the
imitation. After students have attempted to imitate a model the teaches ghem
through a discussion of the strengths and weakness of a model. Because the students have
made their own copy of the model they are more familiar with the content and can more

easily see it as exemplary.
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3.2.2.3 Multiple Models Should be Available

There is always a fear that imitation will result in the cloning of stisddifis
fear is easily displaced by using multiple models. When a student uses défenet
models she takes on characteristics from each of the models, to some degree. The
drawing of strengths from several different sources has greater pbtergroduce a
well-rounded student. The use of multiple models also gives the students a better cha
of identifying with a model because there is greater chance that theyehgbime
affinity towards one specific model. If the student has a choice in the modéte tisat
imitating, then he will have a greater degree of ownership. The teacher santpre
herself as one of the models. This demands that the teacher be secure inrfger writi
because the analysis will reveal the flaws that are inevitable. Thisraakan even
more productive teaching moment when the instructor shows the student that he, even as
a teacher still makes mistakes and has great room for improvement. The ésazhe
model is also the best way to demonstrate the process of writing becaused¢né cin
see the actual writing process. The multiple models can also include falldents. This
combined with the teacher as a model as well as recognized authors can prodsee a se
of community in the students not only with each other but with the teacher and other
authors.

3.2.2.4 A Teachable Spirit Towards Imitation Must be Engendered

Human beings have the mixed tendencies to want to be unique and yet fit in with
a group. We want to be a apart but we want to have our own identity. This common
desire pushes against the use of imitation. People want to be themselves. Thenibacher
need to spend some time validating and explaining that imitation is common toaé pe
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and part of the way human nature functions. If students come to the imitationexercis
with a attitude that is hostile, then it will not be successful. The teachds teeaffirm
their suspicious about imitation short circuiting self expression and then show how
imitation can help liberate. A teacher can best accomplish this through demogstra
their own learning by imitation. When the student hears of the teacher’s ownaders
experience with the process of imitation, the student is more likely to be openhte it. T
teacher needs to share not only the positive sides of her experience, but alsgghe str
Perhaps there was a resistance to using a model, or difficulty in knowingavteof

the model to use. This vulnerability gives the students a point of identification and
affirms that their struggles are not unusual. In a sense, the teachengstigem an
attitude towards imitation, to imitate.

This positive attitude towards imitative exercises can also be engendeherd by t
teacher demonstrating the assignment for the class. If it is a wewebfd copying then
the teacher could do the assignment before class and then take the time mstiass t
at least in part, how she would make another copy. If it is a parody, she ceuigtati
compose some of it in front of the class. The aim is to let the student see the teache
actually doing the exercise.

3.2.3 The Benefits of the use of Pedagogical Imitation

When we approach using imitation as a teaching method whether for composition
or homiletics, the very word imitation generates a negative response. Thusingy lis
some of the benefits, preconceived resistance to its use can be minimized.

The pejorative phrase “a cheap imitation” is often used because we thirtkethat t
“real” thing is better and the imitation is of inferior quality or value. | casleed a
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homiletics professor to name his favorite preacher. He answered that he had it® favor
preacher, for to have a favorite preacher would mean that he might be overlyaatiue

by that model and would not become the preacher that God wanted him to be. He didn’t
want to imitate another preacher, but he wanted to be the unique minister that God had in
mind for him. In a different setting but with a similar objection to imitation, smae

who values self-expression would say that imitation is to be avoided becausera per
should be himself and not an imitation of another.

These sample objections to the use of imitation demonstrate the need to articulate
the benefits of imitation as a composition teaching methodology. In my resifanag
no direct forbidding of imitation but when one looks at recent publications of
composition textbooks, it seems that imitation is not used often in today’s composition
class. In an article which examines calls for the use of imitation, FranieFand
Phillip Arrington (1993) state this opposition to the use if imitation well when ey s
that as a teaching methodology for writing it is “tacitly rejected” (p. 12¢nEhe tacit
rejection of imitation in the composition classroom could shed doubt on its use to teach
homiletics. Thus, identifying the benefits of using imitation to teach compositibn w
affirm its use to teach homiletics.

The following list of benefits of using imitation as a teaching method are not
intended as an exhaustive list but rather as compilation of various views combined in a
summary fashion to aid in a clear presentation. There is often a complgnudajéation
to a benefit, or a negative for a positive. Thus, each benefit will be discussed with the

opposing objection in mind.
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3.2.3.1 Imitation Enhances Progress

Dale Sullivan (1989) in his article addressing the relationship of clasadal a
modern attitudes towards imitation has articulated how our culture resiste#hefi
imitation. One objection he articulates is the myth of progress, which holds the new a
being better than the old. This objection to imitation sees the reproduction ohs@net
that has already been written as greatly hindering the production of a new thingaklow
people think outside the box if their creativity is restricted to creating anmbi@rNew
things are greatly desired. In the sciences, it would be something like famewf
energy, or in the arts a new way of understanding Shakespeare. While thes'ioéw” i
great importance and must be sought, the priority of the new over the old is debated.
Rabanus Maurus demonstrated the proper relationship between the old and the new when
he selectively used the principles of classical rhetoric to inform hakiteaof homiletics
rather than uncritically teaching the traditional concepts from cldssietoric
(Murphy,1974, p. 83). Maurus could be seen as embracing this myth of progress, but he
exhibits a balanced approach: taking from the old, but not letting it be the sole guthorit
A contemporary example is Richard Weaver (1948/1984) who does not think that the
new is always better than the old. He feels one needs to be striving to improve, but to
think that the new is always required is to lapse into mere activity ofreggessimething
new (p.51). While we must have respect for the past, it is not automatic that new is
better.

If the purpose of imitation is to produce copies of early works, then I would join
in this objection. However, the end product of pedagogical imitation is not the written
copy of an essay; rather the product is a new skill that imitation hopes to produce in the
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students for use in the future. The hesitation comes because the object and tharsubject
only in view, which is understandable because these are easier to measureofacop
model is a static item which can be examined, whereas the process isnamniadsnd
very difficult to examine. Thus, both the teacher and student tend to focus on the product.
When the process of imitation is remembered, the focus can be on what happens in the
person doing the imitation. This “hoped-for” learning can lead to creations by the
students that exceed what is imitated. Quintilian tells his students thathitvig excel
beyond the ones they imitat@gtitutio oratorig X. 2.10). Imitation is a means to the end
of producing something “new” in the students. It is a teaching method designed to
produce a skill in the students. And, these new skills will hopefully enhance progress,
resulting in new creations.

3.2.3.2 Imitation Strengthens Creativity

How can the exercise of imitating a model strengthen creativity@uld seem
that it would hinder it. This objection is echoed by composition pedagogy theorisis. Fra
D’Angelo (1973) laments that teachers see imitation and invention as mutucllgies:
imitation is seen as counterfeiting but invention is creative (p. 283). PenelokeySta
(1974) says that imitation was used for centuries but fell into “disrepute” lzechtse
Romantic concern with originality (p.435). Robert Connors (2000) says in respect to
creativity, imitation exercises were perceived as “actively imgyktudent writers.”
Connors sites D’Angelo’s words that imitation is “servile copying” (p. 114 akmon is
perceived as being the opposite of creativity and individual expression.

This resistance is understandable if imitation is only a passive acttdfioniis
only a mechanical re-creation of another’s work with no effect upon the copyists othe
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than the fatigue of work, then imitation is meaningless to the student. This objection
assumes that the students will not engage their minds except to move their hands in
response to the words their eyes are observing. However, imitation is\enpaotess
that demands the student observe what a writer does, internalize it, and then produce a
work that is similar and yet different. Imitation is not mere copying vordgvord like a
medieval monk mechanically copying a manuscript; it is copying for the pugfos
improving one’s own writing. D’Angelo (1973) says that imitation exists for tke &
variation (p. 283). Creativity and individualism are not lost in imitation when iimiitasi
used to teach the development of skills. Imitation is part of a teaching pribces®t a
means of production. Since it is logically impossible to produce an exact copyrthst
be a degree of creativity. Even the monks, while careful to copy word for wordafrom
original, added their own creativity through illumination and marginalia. Thisfibefe
increasing creativity should be highlighted for the student. What did the studgnt cop
very closely and where did the student vary from the model? How do the various copies
that students make in a class differ from each other? Perhaps a teacheroti@ ha
students present their copies to the class and highlight the creativity otwdaht s1s
expressed in differences in the copies.

3.2.3.3 Imitation Engages the Student

When imitation is used as a methodology, there is the danger of the student taking
a passive role in learning. Michael Flanigan (1980) refers to this passive tol@ wit
metaphor of the mind soaking up knowledge like a sponge (p. 212). Imitation can be used
in a manner that demands little of the student other than a reproduction of a model which
does not engage the mind in an analytical manner. A sponge soaks up water and then
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releases it without any effect upon the sponge. Based upon the work of research,
psychologists Vygotsky, Sahakian and Piaget, and Flanigan expresses tiivag least
be active; that is, we learn by doing. Imitation can be done in such a way thaithis br
engaged only as much as is needed to reproduce a copy of a model. If imitation is
presented in this fashion, then there is the danger of a passive attitude towanag.lea

If any methodology is presented in such a way that it demands only a passive
response in the learner, it is ineffective. Imitation has the inherent dafngeecoming
mindless copying, but when used in the right way, at the right time, an exercise in
imitation can greatly engage the mind and demand a high level of activity iratherle
Imitation becomes a benefit by directing students to let the imitation leeghening
point, not the end, of their work. Imitation works when the mind is engaged and the
models are seen as exemplary solutions to problems that student writers encduerer. W
using imitation the instructor must guard against the worksheet mentalityah whi
students merely reproduce the elements of a model without engaging tiest Aliow
me to alter Flanigan’s metaphor. When a sponge is envisioned as a living sea creature
instead of a synthetic cleaning tool, the image can be helpful. A living sponge grows
because it is actively gleaning nourishment from the water that pasagghtitro

3.2.3.4 Imitation Builds Community

In response to Thomas Kuh&e Structure of Scientific RevolutioRgtricia
Bizzell (1979) presents the importance of the community in the shaping of ahmh¢eac
of composition. This concept of the primacy of the community both epistemologically
and pedagogically is reinforced in hsctademic Discourse and Critical Consciousness
(1994). Though she and others who emphasize the community, such as Stanley Fish
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(1980), don't specifically attack imitation as a methodology, it is easy to exdtagmm
their emphasis upon community that there are no truly authoritative models bieause
community is constantly influencing itself as to what the model should be. Thisioject
to imitation while not articulated by this social constructionist type of thipnkould be a
factor in the resistance to its use. An imitation exercise could be seeredsipas some
kind of platonic idealistic thinking. The aversion to this platonic concept, | believel coul
result in the lack of support for using imitation. If students are expected tg’“aop

model, then the platonic mindset of following an exemplary pattern is taught to the
students. Bizzell makes a strong case that teachers can’t help but teacloriderew

and it is best if they let the students know what their world view is, thus avoiding a
hidden curriculum (1994, p.99). If one rejects a platonic world view, then it would seem
that there would be an aversion to imitation. To ask students to imitate a statiomode
an “ideal text” is incongruous with the constant flux of the community influence on a
model.

However, imitation enhances a sense of community when the models used for
imitation are presented as co-laborers in the task of writing. As modasalyzed, it is
important for the instructor to show the weaknesses as well as the strdmggls)dwing
that no one writer is independently perfect. The influence of writers upon eaclcanher
also be shown. An example would be to show how J. R.R. Tolkien influenced C. S
Lewis. Imitation’s benefit is enhanced when the model is seen as being in #he sam
community as the student. This benefit is enhanced by avoiding only one model.
Remembering that we do function in a community can help the effectiveness of an
imitation methodology. When an instructor presents multiple models, it is not jukefor
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sake of giving multiple examples; rather, it is also to show that these moaleis a
community. Multiple models will also promote community because the students have the
benefit of multiple authors with whom they can identify. Presenting only one
authoritative example may undermine the student’s sense of community if the simdent
unknown reasons, doesn’t identify with the author who is held up as a model. To ensure
the proper influence of the community, models could even be drawn from the class and
presented as part of the community of writers from which we model our ownguriti
Using imitation in this manner could give great affirmation to the students aufiorcei
the concept of community.

3.2.3.5 Imitation Can Reduce Resistance to Self-critique

When student labors over an essay, a high sense of ownership takes place so that
the critique of the essay can be felt as personal. This is all the more app#nen
preaching classroom. After a student has labored with, prayed over, and delivered a
sermon, she has some of the same feelings a mother has towards her newborn—how
could anyone be critical of my baby? Even though the composition teacher or the
homiletics instructor strives to be positive and affirming, there is stiliateace in each
of us to criticism. Imitation has the potential to create a process in whialeshstance
can be greatly reduced. The resistance comes because what is be critiquesdtbeteng
student. When the student uses a model to create an essay, the critique it is tike a car
shot—it is bounced off of something other than the real target. Hans Ostrom (1998)
presents this benefit of imitation based upon his experience in his classroom. éHe aske
the students to write two or three pagiero storiesbased upon the style presented in a
model such as Italo Calvinolavisible Cities In this case, the students would use
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Calvino’s style and create their own invisible something: college, classromaw, or
dealership. When the critique was given, the students were able to defer tlgedeelin
their creations being attacked by viewing the criticism as beingtelr¢éoward the style

of the model. He saw that this use of imitation liberated the students: ftmitaén idea
that, at first or second glance, would seem the opposite of liberatory—gives toesr lea

with the students considerable, appropriate power” (p.170).
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CHAPTER 4

THE USE OF IMITATION IN A HOMILETICS CLASSROOM

The use of imitation in teaching composition has a deep historical precedent and
numerous contemporary examples. On this foundation, an empirical element of this
project was designed to test the thesis—composition teaching methods can behesed i
homiletic classroom. Based upon the material presented in the previous chapters, |
designed a teaching plan using imitative methodology for a homileticatl&ss
seminary at which | teacti.For evaluation, | used a survey with limited quantitative
objective questions mixed with qualitative subjective questions. A broader queatitati
study, which could include hundreds of students, would be helpful, but no system was
available to conduct such a survey, thus this project focused on the response of twenty to
thirty seminary students during the fall semester, 2008. Cindy Johanek (2000), in her
guide to research in composition studies, convincingly argues that qualitaties btor
themselves do not paint a full picture, nor do quantitative surveys (p. 11-12). The
anecdotal story of one teaching method helping one student can be inspiring, but that
ignores the other factors that can be measured quantitatively. Responses tatigeantit
results, such as saying, “Fifty five percent of the class improved” igheradividual
stories that may have contributed to the success of a teacher’s. &tthtsre needed to

give a better picture. Thus, an attempt was made to include both qualitative and

% The guidelines developed for the use of imitatiothe previous chapters appear later in this erdpt
the teaching plans.
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guantitative forms of evaluation in this experiment using composition imitatiohitega
methods in a homiletical classroom. The surveys had quantitative questions using a
Likert-type scale for response and gave an opportunity for narrative an#waass
discussion of the imitative intervention was conducted at the end of the semester

4.1 Overview of the Imitative Intervention

4.1.1 Teaching Philosophy

My purpose in using imitation to teach delivery is based upon the philosophy that
learning does not take place unless there is a degree of frustration in the semleimg
is the acquisition of new knowledge or a new skill. In the process of learning, there is
degree of frustration when the student can see that she does not have the skills or
knowledge necessary to complete a task. Without knowledge of the new level, the student
does not realize that more is expected of them. When they see a completed work of what
they are trying to accomplish but realize they lack the knowledge arngltskatcomplish
a similar task, frustration results. This frustration is part of the proeesssary to
acquire new skills. As the students imitate the models, they will rebhzéheir level of
delivery skill is very different from the model’s level. To some degree, théreera
unresolved frustration in the students. This frustration in the students is part of the
purpose in using imitation. Hopefully, this will give the students an experiential
awareness of a level of delivery necessary in preaching.

Another part of my teaching philosophy that affected the way | used oniiati
seen in my requiring the students to present their imitation in class. Pait of my
dialogical view which sees interaction as a valuable teaching tool. Thoughwtag no
direct discussion of the imitation, it became a shared experience as each sastsregdr
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to the class. As students observed each other, they would become even more aware of the
model’s delivery due to different traits being emphasized or left out. One studgnt
have imitated a certain gesture, while another student who was imitatiragtbersodel
may have overlooked that particular hand movement. The dialogical element is enhance
by the camaraderie created in the atmosphere of having to perform a differdise.
4.1.2 Setting

This empirical element was conducted at Southwestern Baptist Theological
Seminary. The size of the institution and level of education are both significarg to thi
study. The size of this school is significant because two sections of the samatibemil
course were necessary to properly test the effect of imitation teachthgas. Many
seminaries have only one section of the basic homiletics class per seBiesteat
Southwestern, there are three or four sections of the same homiletiasffeleess each
semester, the teaching intervention and the control group could be taught the same
semester. Another factor was the educational level of the students in the ibsrolidets.
The teaching of preaching varies greatly, from very informal studiesedfto interested
church members in a Sunday evening class, to formal seminary training. Theitbirel
seminaries is inconsistent. Some seminaries are not accredited and caeatlyyrgthe
level of education offered. The models for composition teaching methods that are used in
this study are at a university level, when transferred to a homiletesatan, they
would be more fairly tested if the level of education was similar. An acecesi@minary
such as Southwestern is a professional school that requires a bachelors’ategree f
admittance to the masters’ programs. It is accredited by The Southeciatiss of
Colleges and Schools and by the Association of Theological Schools. The prim@y de
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in which most men and women who are preparing for ministry are enrolled is a 90 hour
program requiring two foreign languages, theoretical and practicakslal$ is rigorous,
program which often takes four years to complete. University level congrostiching
methods would find a somewhat equal level of education.
4.1.3 Personnel

The students involved in the study are in their second or third year of seminary
and range in age from 24- to middle age. Because they are at a tradiaptiat B
seminary, they tend to be very conservative in the theology and in their view of
education. They would tend to favor the more traditional teaching methods of lecture and
tests which is the method that most professors favor. While a formal survey was not
administered, my experience as a professor for nine years at tleisteostitution, and
six years at a similar seminary, allows me to make this informal olteervahis project
needed a homiletics professor who was familiar with composition pedagogy. Tihough
have not taught composition, | have fifteen hours of education classes, nine of which are
focusing on composition education, and | have taught preaching for a total of fourteen
years. It seemed that | was qualified to be the instructor for the erhplaoaent.
4.1.4 Method

Two sections of an introductory preaching course, entitled Introduction to
Expository Preaching, were involved in the study. One class functioned as tloé contr
group, thus, it did not have an imitation teaching activity, while the other class had two
extra sessions using imitation exercises. The control group had two clasesassd the
intervention class had four. The specific imitative teaching activityadagnistered in
four 75 minute teaching sessions in which students were led through two imitation
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exercises. The general flow of the teaching plan was to teach the meniipt and then
use an imitation exercise to reinforce the principles. The teaching objesgvedo
teach style and delivery. In homiletics, style is generally thought to mcedtence
structure and word choice that is appropriate to the sermon, the audience, and the
preacher. Often people assume that style refers to a preacher’'s eelydéhi academic
homiletics, the area that includes voice, gestures, and movement is refexsadetivery.
Delivery is the actual preaching of the sermon. In order to help ensure thedupe g
which received the imitative intervention was only influenced by that intervehticas
a guest lecturer in both classes. It seemed that if | inserted thevieniesching element
into a semester long class which | taught, the results might be skewed bfactibiesr
such as an overall effectiveness or ineffectiveness of my teaching fotltbenfiester.
As a guest lecturer, the number of these factors, which | would bring, shatk Of
course, there are many other factors that affect teaching effectivbnetsese were not
tested nor were they commented on by the students.

The control class had one lecture for each topic using a traditional lecture type of
teaching methodology. These same lectures were given in the intervens®witta
additional imitative exercises in an additional class. The first week in #grgention
class focused on style, which was taught through lecture followed by anmvimittation
of the structure and syntax of a well respected preacher whose style andhaioedace
exemplary. This was not a word for word copying but an attempt to copy the gentenc
structure and the use of verbs and adjectives. The students used the model to write a 200
word sermon illustration. The second week the students mimicked the oral delivery of a
preacher who has excellent delivery. They watched a video of the model, then using a
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transcript of the sermon, they mimicked a three minute section of the sermaong $tri
match words, timing, inflection, and gestures. After practicing on their tvey, t
presented these three minute recreations in class.
4.1.5 Evaluation

At the beginning of the semester, students in both classes filled out a brief survey
measuring their (1) understanding of homiletics in general, (2) their uadeirsy of the
importance of style and delivery, and (3) their self-perception of their level of
competence in the areas of style and delivery. This established a stand&idtbiow
measure the effectiveness of each style of teaching. A second survey wastacsd to
both classes at the end of the semester to measure the same areas. Baompsar
made between the class that had the imitation element and the control class. On the
second survey given to the intervention class, space was provided for the students to
write a brief narrative about their education experience with imitation. Andsa cl
discussion of the effectiveness and reaction to the imitative interventiordmasstered
at the end of the semester to those who patrticipated in the intervention class.

4.2 Narrative of the Process

The process began as a concept that was formalized through the normal processes
of a prospectus being submitted and approved. The first action was to find two preaching
classes to serve as subjects for the control group and the intervention group. At
Southwestern, the beginning homiletics class, Introduction to Expository Piggashin
primarily the teaching of new concepts and skills to the students. The secocthgsa
Advanced Expository Preaching, is primarily a preaching laboratory whagsigned to
give the students a controlled atmosphere in which to practice what theylleathe
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first class. Since this advanced class was not primarily trying tb tesaeg concepts as
much as reinforce concepts from the first class, it seemed better tohgdactetvention

in the introductory class. After establishing which two classes would be arsi f
intervention, permission from the administration, the professors and the students wa
obtained. The students signed an official release form which was approved by my
institution’s review board. These consent forms are on permanent file in my offeee. T
review board also approved the surveys which were used.

Near the beginning of the fall semester 2008, the initial survey was givechto ea
class. Introduction to Expository Preaching 3313A was the control group and 3313B the
intervention class. The questions were designed to test the homiletical knoaedge
skills of the students. The class which would receive the imitative intervensi®asked
an additional question regarding their attitude toward the use of imitation. drleengo
parts to the survey. The first part sought general information to comparalieeum of
this class to the other class. The three general questions attempted to rheasm@unt
of formal homiletical education, the level of experience and the intention or pdgpose
taking the homiletics class in relationship to the students’ long range @balsecond
part contained ten questions measuring the level of knowledge, as well as the norm
practice of the students in the area of style and delivery. The additionabguesti
3313B regarding the student’s attitude toward imitation was included because of the
resistance that one notices in composition studies towards imitation. Would #he sam
resistance towards imitation as a teaching method exist in preaching s2utieats
following is the survey that was administered at the beginning of the cltss.aterial
such as this is placed in an appendix. It is offered here because it is importaritow the
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of thought; it is not supplementary information, but the heart of the chapter. This applies
to the lesson plans as well.
4.2.1 Pre-Session Surveys

The two surveys were identical with the exception of an additional question
(question 11) being added to the survey given to the imitative group (group B). Thus,
only one survey is presented below with the understanding that separate saneeys w
given to the respective classes.

Pre-intervention Survey
General Information

A. How many preaching classes have you taken prior to this semesteraaihaliyf or
informally?
___None _ One ___ Two-three __ More than three
B. How many times have you preached prior to this class?
__ _Never __ 1-5times __ 5-20times ___ 20+ times
C. What do see as your long range plan for ministry?
____Pastor ____Assoc. pastor (youth, children, education, etc. )

Missions Teach college or seminary Other

Style and Delivery
1. How often do you edit key sentences in a sermon (Main idea, opening and concluding
sentences, transitions, applications, etc.)
(Oneortwoedits) 1 2 3 4 5 (10+ edits)
2. Choosing the right words and structure for a key sentence in a sermon is animporta

as understanding the text.
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Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
3. Being clear in writing is easier or harder than being clear in sgeaki
Easier 1 2 3 4 5 Harder
4. The congregation to whom you are speaking should influence your word choice to
what level:
Greatly influence 1 2 3 4 5 Little influence
5. In selecting words for a sermon a preacher should, or should not, carefully choose
words that touch a person’s emotions.
Shouldl 2 3 4 5 Should not
6. The rate of speaking in a sermon should be slower or faster than the rate of normal
conversation.
Slowerl 2 3 4 5 Faster
7. Which generally carries the more weight, verbal or non verbal communication.
Nonverbal 1 2 3 4 5 Verbal
8. Good delivery is spontaneous and not planned.
Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
9. A preacher’s facial expressions reveal his/her feelings about the text.
Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
10. How much attention should the preacher give to using his whole body to
communicate the message of the text?
Some attention 1 2 3 4 5 A greatdeal of attention
11. Please describe your initial attitudes towards the concept of imitatideashang
method. (This question was only asked of the intervention class.)
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4.2.2 Teaching the Classes-Style

The next step in the process was the actual teaching of the two sections. The
control class met on Monday nights from 6:15- 8:45 and the intervention class met
Tuesday and Thursday mornings from 9:25- 10:40. The control class was taught in a
traditional lecture style with minimal interaction from the students. Tease lectures
were given to the intervention class with additional teaching using an vaitati
methodology. The lesson plans for the control class 3313A are presented followed by t
lesson plans for the intervention class 3313B.

The intervention class lesson plan for the first session was identical tosbe les
plan for the control class with the exception of an additional portion of the teachmg pla
which introduced the concept of imitation and presented an assignment that prepared the
students for the imitative methodology of the next class session. This additidrai por
of the teaching plan was added on to the end of the session. The fifteen additional
minutes required for this portion was made possible by reducing the number of minutes
for the lecture, for the analysis of the example and for the time for questithies a
conclusion. The second class session for the intervention class builds upon the imitation
that the students experienced in the homework assignment from the first session.

Teaching of Style to Group A (non imitative)

Style: Lesson Plan
Group A (no imitation exercise) Class 1
Purpose:

The purpose of this class is to improve the student’s understanding of style and

increase their ability and motivation to use the elements of good style in
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preaching and give them ideas as to how to improve their style.
Goals:

1. The student will understand the importance of good style

2. The student will be able to list three elements of good style

3. The students will be motivated to improve his/her style in preaching

Objectives:
1. Students will discuss with other students a past experience in working on
good style.
2. Students will listen to a lecture on style.
3. Students will write important points of the lecture in their own words on a

handout provided

4. Students will observe how the professor edits an illustration to make it more
effective.

5. Students will compare the unedited illustration with the edited one to observe
improvements and articulate why it is an improvement.

6. Each Student will report to the class about at least one of their observations of
improvement.

Outcomes:

1. The students will take more time to work on style in their sermon for class

2. The students will be more aware of good style in sermons

3. The student will realize the need to become a student of style
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Teaching Plan:
1. Introduction (12 min)
Personal introduction of professor
Definition of Style
Introduction of the importance of good style

Read before and after examples of my own illustration

2. Small Group discussion (12- 15 minutes)
See handout #1 (see appendix to Chapter Four)
3. Lecture: (25-30 minutes)
See handout #2 (see appendix to Chapter Four)
4. Analysis of example(s) (15- 20 minutes)
Professor will use an example(s) of re-writing an illustration to show how

to improve style. See handout #3 (see appendix to Chapter Four)

Using the guidelines for good style presented in the lecture, the Profei$$agin
pointing out the things that changed and then ask the class to find more. He wilitetart w
two examples hoping for class to provide more. If necessary, he can add moreesxampl
to help the class participate.
Examples of changes:
More use of active voce and present tense- “Kept climbing”

Use of more sensory words- slushy snow, sting,
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More action verbs- raced
Stronger words- cabbage patch rather than garden,
Contrasting images-
other onlookers vs. the three teenage boys
rocket and cabbage patch
Use of direct quotes, “l guess heisanut...”
5. If time permits a second example illustration will be analyzed. See handout #4
6. Conclusion (3- 11 minutes)
Use remaining time for questions, saving at least one minute for a finataidrarwe
must work at improving our style because of the importance of communicating the

message of the Bible effectively and the joy of being creative.

Teaching of Style to Group B (imitation group)
Style: Lesson Plan
Group B (imitation exercise) Class Session 1
Purpose:
The purpose of this class is to improve the student’s understanding of style and
increase their ability and motivation to use the elements of good style in
preaching and give them ideas as to how to improve their style.
Goals:
1. The student will understand the importance of good style
2. The student will be able to list three elements of good style
3. The students will be motivated to improve his/her style in preaching
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Objectives:
1. Students will discuss with other students a past experience in working on
good style.
2. Students will listen to a lecture on style.
3. Students will write important points of the lecture in their own words on a
handout provided
4. Students will observe how the professor edits an illustration to make it more
effective.
5. Students will compare the unedited illustration with the edited one to observe
improvements and articulate why it is an improvement.
6. Each Student will report to the class about at least one of their observations of
improvement.
Outcomes:
1. The students will take more time to work on style in their sermon for class
2. The students will be more aware of good style in sermons

3. The student will realize the need to become a student of style

Teaching Plan:
1. Introduction (12 min)
Personal introduction of professor
Definition of Style
Introduction of the importance of good style
Read before and after examples of my own illustration
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2. Small Group discussion (12- 15 minutes)
See handout #1 (see appendix to Chapter Four)
3. Lecture: (25-30 minutes)
See handout #2 (see appendix to Chapter Four)
4. Analysis of example(s) (15- 20 minutes)
Professor will use an example(s) of re-writing an illustration to show how
to improve style. See handout #3 (see appendix to Chapter Four)
Using the guidelines for good style presented in the lecture, the Profei$sor w
begin pointing out the things that changed, and then ask the class to find more. He
will start with two examples hoping for class to provide more. If necedsargan
add more examples to help the class patrticipate.
Examples of changes:
More use of active voce and present tense- “Kept climbing”
Use of more sensory words- slushy snow, sting,
More action verbs- raced
Stronger words- cabbage patch rather than garden,
Contrasting images-
other onlookers vs. the three teenage boys
rocket and cabbage patch

Use of direct quotes, “l guess heisanut. .
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Additional Portion of First Session Lesson Plan for the Imitation Intervention Class
5. Instructions for imitation assignment (15minutes)
A. General instructions regarding imitation
What it is not- mindless copying
Imitation needs a creative mind
Process: Observe it, understand the principle, copy the principle
Similar to modeling-
This is an educational experience, not a way of life (plagiarism is wrong)
B. Demonstrate my experience
Close imitation- sentence for sentence
Loose imitation- principles and similar elements loosely followed
C. Assignment- Write down a story from your own life that illustrates
something from your passage that you will preach. In the next class, you
will be editing and then reading it to the class. Hopefully, you will be able
to use this illustration when you preach. Don’t worry about your
classmates hearing the illustration before you actually preachrtherse
A good illustration is like a good song; it is good to hear it again. It can be
something you experienced, or saw, or heard or read abDoutot get it
from an illustration book or another sermon. Write a 200-300 word
version of your illustration. Using one or all of the examples we looked at
in class, try to imitate the example: verb tenses, descriptive words, etc.
Bring a hard copy that is tripled spaced- you will be editing it. You
may want to bring your laptops (with batteries charged) to work on this.
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But bring an extra hard copy in case of computer problems. Your grade is
based upon your editing done in class and the use of good style in the final

presentation.

D. Summary of assignment:
1. 200-300 word original illustration imitating the structure and syntax of
your choice of example.
2. Informal format: just be sure your name is on it.
3. Two- tripled space hard copies

4. Due at beginning of class

Style: Lesson Plan
Group B (imitation exercise) Class Session 2
Purpose:
The purpose of this class is to improve the student’s understanding of style and
increase their ability, motivation and confidence in using the elements of good
style in preaching.
Goals:
1. The students will experience improvement of their style.
2. The students will gain appreciation of the importance of good style.
3. The students will be motivated to improve his/her style in preaching.
4. The students will gain skills to improve their style.
5. The students will receive affirmation of their use of style.
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Objectives:
1. Students will listen to a short review of the specific elements of style in the
exemplary illustrations.
2. Students will receive suggestions from two other students as to how to improve
the illustration they prepared for class.
3. Students will edit their illustrations based upon feedback from other students.
4. Students will read their revised illustrations for the class.
5. Students will identity and write down at least one positive element of style
from each of the individual student presentations as well as other observations.
6. Students will hear specific affirmations from the professor and from class
members after their presentation.
7. Students will hear specific ways to improve their illustrations.

Outcomes:
1. The students will see and hear the benefits of improved style.
2. The students will have more confidence in their ability to improve their own
style.
3. The student will realize the need to become a student of style.

Teaching Plan:
1. Introduction (5 min)

Prayer
Zechariah 4:6- Source of help for good style

Good style- elements reviewed from last class
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2. Students will divide into groups of two or three. They will read each others
illustrations and offer affirmations and suggestions for improvement based upon
the models that were given as well as their own personal knowledge of Kyle. (
minutes)
3. Students will edit their illustrations based upon comments from peers. (5
minutes)
4. Each student will read his/her illustration to the class (45 minutes)

a. As you listen to other students, jot down name of presenter and one
positive observation and any other observations.

b. As you speak | will be filing out an evaluation sheet but if you see me

writing don’t worry it may well be a positive comment
5. During the presentation students will identify and write down at least one
element of good style from each presentation.
6. After a third of the presentations are made the professor will point out efement
of good style from class presentations as well as areas to improve. Thegrofes
will ask for volunteers from the class to make additional comments on each
student. Then the second third of the class will present with comments following
and the last third following that. (average of 3 min per stutfent)
7. Conclusion (5 min) The professor will remind the students of their imitating a
model as a starting point for improving their style and ask how that effected thei

editing of each other’s work as well as their own work.

0 This allowance for time was an oversight in theliag plan for it did not allow enough time for tie
students to present. More comments will follow ima@ter Five.
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4.2.2.1 Commentary on the Use of Imitation to Teach Style

The following two sections are an attempt to show how the study from the
previous chapters affected the imitative interventions. First is a genenalezaary that
emerged in the interaction with the historical and philosophical background tetbé us
imitation. Following the influence of the general information is the inflaefche
specific guidelines presented in chapter.

Due to the resistance that one finds to the use of imitation, the first portion of the
teaching was an attempt to facilitate a positive attitude towardgionitdhe surveys
which were filled out at the beginning of the semester revealed that six sthdent
reservations about using imitatiéhAs articulated earlier, much of the opposition to the
use of imitation was due to a misunderstanding of imitation. Thus, in my teaclsng thi
portion, | first explained that imitation is not mindless copying; rathiera creative re-
creation based upon a model. This was followed by an attempt to challenge thésstude
that it takes a special creative mind to be able to imitate. Hopefully, this teativem
to try this imitative exercise because | assume that they want to hatieerainds. This
was followed by a more explicit explanation of how | expected them to us¢iomiiba
the assignment. They were to closely observe the models presented in alifg, ide
principles or devices that the author used, and then imitate that principle in their own
illustrations. The danger of imitation being plagiaristic was cautioned adgissying
that the principles and literary devices that an author uses are not ownedaugthbat
The author’s content and writing are personal property, but the literary davides

sentence structures which authors employ are public domain and always have been. |

I Details of the results of the surveys are fullggemted in the following chapter.
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intentional direct copying takes place in an educational setting for the pwfpos
observation and learning, it is not plagiarism. But, one must be careful in clostomi
to stay aware that an educational copy is being made and that it stays assinecrh
where both student and teacher are conscious that an exact copy is being made. My
opening comments included an articulation of the difference between makingcan exa
copy and loosely imitating. The assignment was not to make an exact copy, but wha
called a loose imitation in which principles and syntax were copied.

4.2.2.2 The Application of the Specific Guidelines to Teate

Students must be able to identify with a motleé models chosen were not
model prose examples which one would find in a composition textbook; rather they were
from well-known preachers, either from their sermons or from a collectidreof t
illustrative portions of their sermons. Also, these preachers have a theotolgy to the
theology of our students. The points of identification for the students would be (1) the
personal knowledge of the authors, (2) the sharing of a religious belief syslgR) éhe
models are the exact product that the students are trying to produce—a sermon. Another
point of identification is with me as a model. During the teaching, | presentedtosf
imitation of a model and showed how the process improved my original illustration. My
revised illustration was an additional model for the students to emulate, and my
demonstration of the process of imitating served as a model as to how they can imita

Analysis should accompany direct imitatidine students heard a lecture on the
elements of good style followed by an analysis of three models. As | deatedshe
imitation exercise in the class, | was careful to point out the strengthsrobtied that |
was imitating. At Southwestern, students take the Introduction to Preachssgnly
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after they have completed three hours of hermeneutics and nine hours of Greek,gncludin
syntax. These courses should give the students the skills to identify syntam¢cesente
structure, verb tenses, and other figures of speech in the models. They must aéso have
undergraduate bachelor’'s degree which assumes an elementary knowledge of
composition. The combination of the undergraduate and seminary classes should prepare
them to identify figures of speech, sentence structures, and other exeetgtaents in
the models.

There should be multiple modelsree different types of illustrations were
offered: a well-known story of Helen Keller told in an effective mannagves item told
in a story format, and a recounting of a personal experience. While a varigbgeftas
presented to the students, only two preachers were used. This area could have been more
effective by providing three illustrations from three different preachers

A teachable spirit towards imitation must be engendéerai was hopefully
accomplished, in part, by the introductory words defining and defending imitation. More
than this, | felt my telling the class of the transformation of my own attimwartds
imitation after | actually experienced an imitative exercise @vdical. In addition, the
models chosen were written by well-known and effective preachers.
4.2.3 Teaching of Classes-Delivery

The complexity of the skill makes the teaching of effective sermon dglkve
challenge to a homiletics instructor. The non-verbal areas of vocal productipar pse
of gestures, facial expressions and movement are crucial to good communication and
they are very complicated. It is somewhat like playing an instrumeit tatinstrument
being one’s own body and voice. While | feel that composition can provide guidelines
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the area, | have also borrowed from the teaching of music. Warren Haston (2007), who
teaches music education at Georgia State, encourages the use of inatetamh tthe
complicated skills necessary to produce music via an instrument. He points out that
students, if taught too much theory before they try to play, are so conscious of the theory
that it prevents them from producing well. Knowing that they are makingkestes
they play brings about a lack of relaxation and breaks concentration, whereby more
mistakes are made, which results in a downward spiral. He suggests ttattdres
imitate an exemplary model before they have too much theory (p.28). He supports this
with the theory that this mimics the way we learn a language. This ppddsed upon
the learning of a language, is also the basis for the Suzuki method of teachiog musi
Augustus Brathwaite (1988), who teaches high school music students, gives ais analys
of the Suzuki method which is helpful for our discussion. Brathwaite points out that the
Suzuki method is helpful to a point. There comes a time when the student must abandon
the method because it cannot teach sight reading and advance theory whichss@ayece
to advance in levels of proficiency (p.45). The difficulty in applying this type of
imitation-only method to composition or preaching lies in the differencedastw
learning a language as an infant and learning to do something with that laagwage
teenager or adult. Though there are great and obvious differences between music
education and homiletic education, they share the artistic performancée aspsc the
use of imitation in music education was helpful to the teaching of delivery.

The teaching of delivery, while linked to the performance in music, is perhaps
more closely linked to the skills necessary in composition because the preacher, unlike
most musicians and more similar to a writer, presents his own material ptetheher
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was preaching a sermon that another wrote, the connection to composition would be less
valid. Since preachers write/compose their own sermons, the principles of usatgpmi
to teach composition can still give guidance for the use of imitation in the hicalile
classroom.
Teaching of Delivery to Group A (non imitative)
Delivery: Lesson Plan
Group A (no imitation) Class 1
Purpose:
The purpose of this class is to show the students the importance of good delivery,
to increase the students’ understanding of delivery and to give them ideas and
motivation as to how to improve their delivery.
Goals:
1. The student will understand the importance of good delivery.
2. The student will be aware of the elements of non-verbal communication in
delivery.
3. The students will be motivated to improve his/her delivery in preaching.
Objectives:
1. Students will listen to a lecture on delivery.
2. Students will write important points of the lecture in their own words on a
handout provided.
3. Students will observe how the professor illustrates the elements of good
delivery.
4. Students will respond to subjective questions during the course of the lecture.
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5. Students will participate in examples during lecture.

6. Students will observe good delivery via two video examples.

7. Students will observe the professor analyze the first examples.

8. Students will analyze the delivery of the second example.

Outcomes:

1. The students will make plans for purposeful movement in their sermon for

class.

2. The students will be more aware of good delivery in sermons.

3. The student will realize the need to continually be improving in delivery.

4. Students will have a positive attitude toward developing good delivery.

Teaching Plan:

1. Introduction (5 min)
Review last class on style.

2. Lecture- elements of good delivery (30 minutes)
Students will be given a handout on which to write their own notes.
(see handout #5 appendix Chapter Four)

3. Examples of good delivery- (20 minutes)
Two examples of good delivery will be shown to the class. The elements
of good delivery will be pointed out during the first video clip. The second
will be shown and the class will be asked to identify elements of good

delivery.

4. Lecture- How to develop good delivery (20 minutes)
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The second part of the handout #5 will be used by the student to write

their own notes.

Teaching Delivery to Group B. (imitation group)
Delivery: Lesson Plan
Group B (imitation group) Class 1
Purpose:
The purpose of this class is to show the students the importance of good delivery,
to increase the students’ understanding of delivery and to give them ideas and
motivation as to how to improve their delivery.
Goals:
1. The student will understand the importance of good delivery.
2. The student will be aware of the elements of non-verbal communication in
delivery.
3. The students will be motivated to improve his/her delivery in preaching.
Objectives:
1. Students will listen to a lecture on delivery.
2. Students will write important points of the lecture in their own words on a
handout provided.
3. Students will observe how the professor illustrates the elements of good
delivery.
4. Students will respond to subjective questions during the course of the lecture.
5. Students will participate in examples during lecture.
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6. Students will observe good delivery via two video examples.

7. Students will observe the professor analyze the first examples.

8. Students will analyze the delivery of the second example.

Outcomes:

1. The students will make plans for purposeful movement in their sermon for

class.

2. The students will be more aware of good delivery in sermons.

3. The student will realize the need to continually be improving in delivery.

4. Students will have a positive attitude toward developing good delivery.

Teaching Plan:

1. Introduction (5 min)
Review last class on style.

2. Lecture- elements of good delivery (20 minutes)
Students will be given a handout on which to write their own notes,
see handout #5.

3. Examples of good delivery- (20 minutes)
Three examples of good delivery will be shown to the class. The elements
of good delivery will be pointed out by the professor during the first video
clip. The second video clip will be analyzed by the class and the professor
and third clip will be shown and the class will be asked to identify
elements of good delivery with the professor only functioning as a leader
of the discussion.

4. Lecture- How to develop good delivery. ( 15 minutes)
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The second part of handout #1 will be used by the student to write their
own notes.

5. Instructions for imitation assignment (10 minutes)

- Imitation is a historic and natural way of learning
- my experience of imitating Jerry Vines
- your assignment

You will have the choice of three different preachers to imitate. Look atomese
the DVD provided and then choose one to imitate. The goal is to expand your knowledge
and skills in delivery by experiencing gestures, voice qualities, ratgeakisg, etc. that
you don’t normally have in your own delivery. The goal@ to become a clone of this
preacher but to learn from this preacher.

You might watch the video clip five or six times making notes on the transcript
regarding pauses, movements, gestures, facial expressions and othersedéshelntery.
Look at the video repeated times and speak the words along with the speaker. You
probably will have some fun with this. It is something like an impersonation, but
remember this is hard work. Plan to spend two-three hours on this.

The objective is to sound and move just like the example but the goal is to
improve your delivery. Remember this is a means to an end. You will be experiancing
kind of delivery that will show you that you can do things you didn’t think you could do.
In the next class session, each student will present his imitation for theYdassay

read from the transcript during your class presentation.

6. Demonstration of the assignment. (5min)
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The professor will demonstrate the assignment by imitating one of the nhadile
class.
Delivery: Lesson Plan
Group B (imitation group) Class 2
Purpose:
The purpose of this class is to improve the student’s understanding of delivery
and increase their ability, motivation and confidence in using the elements of
good delivery in preaching.
Goals:
1. The students will experience improving their delivery.
2. The students will better understand the complexity of improving delivery.
3. The students will be motivated to improve his/her delivery.
4. The students will gain skills to improve their delivery.
5. The students will receive affirmation of their own delivery.
Objectives:
1. Students will listen to a short review of the elements of good delivery.
2. Students will present their imitation of an example of good delivery.
3. Students will identify and write down at least one positive element of delivery
from each of the individual student presentations.
4. Students will hear specific affirmations from the professor and from class
members after their presentation.
5. Students will participate in a discussion of the effect of the imitation
assignment.
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Outcomes:
1. The students will see and hear the benefits of improved delivery.
2. The students will have more confidence in their ability to improve their own
delivery.
3. The student will realize the need to continually develop his/her delivery.
Teaching Plan:

1. Introduction (5 minutes)

Prayer

Modeling and imitation- proven method

Good delivery- elements reviewed from last class
2. Students will present their imitation of the examples. (30-40 minutes)
3. During the presentation, students will identify and write down at least one
element of good delivery.
4. After all the presentations are complete; the professor will affireaat bne
element of good delivery in each student. The professor will ask for volunteers to
make additional positive comments on each student. (15-20 minutes)
5. Class Discussion- The professor will lead the class in a discussion of their
learning experience using the following questions as a beginning point. (15-25
minutes)

What was the hardest part of the exercises?

What was the most stretching part?

How much difference was there between your normal delivery and the
example?
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Is there any element of delivery that you are now aware that you must

work on? Which one(s)?

4.2.3.1Commentary on the Use of Imitation to Teach Delivery

To teach style through the use of imitation to preaching students requires a
personal effort in the student, but the process remains somewhat private. Rellenisst
and the instructor might be able to see similarities between a model and astudent
product of imitating style, but the actual process of imitation was a privataengeer
between the student and the model. Style is personal, but it is a step away from the
person. They create the sentences and phrases from words and grammare bheisinc
creation can be read, good style can be separate from its creatothdhefen author
plays an important role when it is read, but a well-crafted illustration can giartdram
its author. In contrast, delivery is not a private act. Delivery is closelytd a preacher
for it is the preacher’s whole being that produces the delivery. It is verynadieEnd
closely linked to a specific preacher because it demands the use of very inditiedualis
elements: facial expressions, gesturing, vocal production and the moverttenbotly.
Delivery of a sermon cannot be separated from the preacher. So in moving to teach
delivery with imitation, the general resistance to imitation which wasiglgied in
chapter two is heightened because it is so personal. With style, the imitatbegpwas
a private matter; in delivery, the process of imitation is public. This pulsipdadi creates
a very threatening situation for the student. Another threatening part &kef|
opportunity for corrections. The real-time process of imitation, done well or paaltly,
be evident to all who watch. This very personal nature of delivery creates thenee
ensure that there is a safe atmosphere in which the students can presentdtiemsm
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In Ancient Rhetoric for the Modern Studdatiward P.J. Corbett (1971) suggests
a fifteen to twenty minute time limit for the written imitation (p. 510). Hrevate
exercise in imitation had a time limit it seemed that a time limit shouldrgakies
exercise. Another factor in the time limit was the amount of class tirhevthad be
consumed by each class member presenting. A three to four minute section ef'a mod
sermon was decided upon because of time constraints in the class. To imitate fmmodel
more than four minutes seemed to greatly increase the threateningtslemeitating
the delivery of a sermon. Three to four minutes in front of a class trying &temit
another preacher, while short, seemed to be sufficient.

In moving back in history to reflect upon the practice of declamations which
existed as a main part of rhetorical education from Roman education to thpdattief
the nineteenth century, it seems that imitating a preacher would in sonunfeedemble
a declamation. More clearly, this imitative exercise is closely linkeéditations. These
two ancient practices gave support to the use of imitation to teach delivery irchipgea
class.

4.2.3.2 Application of Specific Guidelines to Teach Deliver:

Students must identify with the modéte identification was sought by the choice
of models from highly respected preacher in students’ theological culture. Aise, t
different styles were offered to allow for personal preferences whipedhesure that
the students could not only identify with the preacher, but also the preacher’s style.

Considering the students’ level of competency also helped with identification.
The aim of the imitation exercise was to give them an experience that wendth shem.
Most students are not accustomed to the higher level of expression needed to
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communicate to a large audience. The models were chosen because of the grngat variet
they had in vocal production and the effective use of their bodies, though theses model
preachers are not known for exaggerated vocal dynamics or gesturing. When one
observes good delivery in the context of a sermon, it does not seem like elevated
expression. But, when one who is inexperienced at preaching tries to imisge the

models, it will seem like exaggeration though it is not. It is a way of showidgsts the

great difference in their delivery and the delivery of the models. Anotleet &ffinsure

that the level of expectation of imitation was not beyond their reach was to provide a
word-for-word transcript of the portions of the sermons they were expecteddteirtt

would have been very difficult to ask the students to memorize even three minutes of a
sermon. Had it been an acting class this would have been possible, but these students are
unaccustomed to memorization and quoting from memory in front of an audience. They
would have been far more concerned about the memory work than the imitation work. To
keep the imitation exercise at the level of the students’ competency, theeploared to

read from the word-for-word transcript in their presentations.

An additional point of identification was that the models chosen were preachers
who had preached in the chapel worship services at Southwestern. Though not
guaranteed, there is likelihood that the students saw these sermons when they were
delivered. Even if they missed chapel on those days, they knew that these models were
part of the experience at Southwestern. Thus, they could identify with the megealt a
of their seminary experience. Two of the models were about sixty yeansttdeaother

was in his thirties. As will be seen in the next chapter, where the resytieseated,
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most of the students chose the younger of the models, perhaps because they could
identify with him more easily due to their ages being closer.

Another point of identification is a shared theological belief system. In thisf beli
system, there is a bond that comes because of the equality which results foafrethe
that forgiveness was granted to each person who believes. This at firséenayjike an
esoteric portion of a belief system, but it is an important part of this exetigkents at
Southwestern believe that they are on equal ground with all other ChristianseEach s
that they are no better than another person because all are sinners and forgrees. The
no hierarchy. Thus, there is a point of identification between the students and the models
which makes imitation easier.

Analysis should accompany direct imitatidom:the teaching plan of the first
session on delivery, three examples were shown and analyzed after a ledhgre on t
elements of good delivery. The order of these is important because thesaisdbgtier
after clear elements are established. There was a strategiegsiogrin the analysis of
the preachers: the professor analyzed by himself, the class and the pariesgoed,
and then the class analyzed without the professors direct input. This analysis geuld ha
been extended to a written assignment in which the student identified five to temtslem
of good delivery in the model they chose to imitate. This would have reinforced the
student’s awareness of the strengths of the model that should be emulated in this student
delivery.

Multiple models should be availabl€hree different models were provided from
which a student could choose. Since a video and transcript were necessary for the
imitation to take place, the choice had to be limited. One plan was to allow the stadents

149



choose their own model which would have added in their identification with the model.
There were several reasons this route was not taken. The models the studentemay ha
chosen would perhaps not be good models of delivery. Another hindrance to letting the
students find their own model is the obtaining of a video of a sermon and choosing a
small enough portion to present in class. Another option would be to have a list from
which they could choose. The problem would once again be finding a video and selecting
a portion of suitable length for a class presentation. Finally, | decided tdlofe

different models thus allowing me to have video recording to give to the student$ as we
as written transcripts to aid in their imitation. An attempt to use threeattfstyles of
delivery was made. One was more traditionally what is expected of a praaoher
denominational setting, another who is less traditional and more directive and one who
excels in vocal production.

A Teachable spirit toward imitation must be engendefedatural resistant spirit
towards the imitation itself had to be overcome. This was done in several walysh€irs
assignment was pass/fail. If they tried, they received full crediteTwas also the
professor’s personal testimony about his improving his delivery through imitatengf
the models. Last, an effort was made to create a fun atmosphere by tleatmgations
as impersonations. While this somewhat light-hearted atmosphere may hactedistr
from taking it seriously, it prompted more imitation and appealed to a competitiite s
in the students.

Perhaps the most crucial part of engendering a good attitude was my own
demonstration of imitating one of the models. When I, as the instructor, was walling
imitate a model and present that imitation to the students, it validated it as aticdhlc
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experience. | told the class of my fear of appearing foolish and exhortin@dsetltht
they could do a better job of imitating than | did. My displaying an attitude tlsvibe
exercise and articulating the process | went through and then actually lu®iexgtcise
in class not only engendered a teachable spirit, it also gave them an additional point of
identification. In addition, it was hoped that by having them present their imitation i
class a spirit of competition would help motivate the students to give the exegosel
effort.
4.2.4 Post Teaching Surveys

After the intervention was completed in both classes surveys were distributed to
the class members within a week of the last class. These surveys hexdlidebjective
guestions to the first survey which facilitates the comparison of quantitateveTdhet
survey also included two identical subjective questions which left the answers up to the
students to facilitate the comparison of qualitative data. The survey givenitoitative

group (group B) also included some questions specifically related to the useatibmmit

Group A Survey #2
Given to the control grouafter the teaching intervention

General Information

A. How many preaching classes have you taken prior to this semesteraaihaliyf or
informally?
___None __ One Two-three More than three

B. How many times have you preached prior to this class?
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____Never ___ 1-5times 5-20 times ____ 20+ times

C. What do see as your long range plan for ministry?

Pastor Assoc. pastor (youth, children, education, etc. )
Missions Teach college or seminary
____ Other

Style and Delivery
1. Key sentences in a sermon (Main idea, opening and concluding sentences, transitions
applications, etc.) need repeated editing. How many times do you, on averagesedit the
sentences?

(Oneortwoedits) 1 2 3 4 5 (10+ edits)
2. Choosing the right words and structure for a key sentence in a sermon is animporta
as understanding the text.

Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
3. Being clear in writing is easier or harder than being clear in sgeaki

Easier 1 2 3 4 5 Harder
4. The congregation to whom you are speaking should influence your word choice to
what level

Greatly influence 1 2 3 4 5 Little influence
5. In selecting words for a sermon a preacher should, or should not, carefully choose
words that touch a person’s will and emotions.

Shouldl 2 3 4 5 Should not
6. The rate of speaking in a sermon should be slower or faster than the rate of normal
conversation.
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Slowerl 2 3 4 5 Faster
7. Which generally carries the more weight, verbal or non verbal communication.
Nonverbal 1 2 3 4 5 Verbal
8. Good delivery should be spontaneous and not planned.
Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
9. A preacher’s facial expressions reveal his/her feelings about the text.
Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
10. How much attention should the preacher give to using his whole body to
communicate the message of the text?
Some attention 1 2 3 4 5 A greatdeal of attention
1. List three things you learned about style and rank them in order of importance
2. List three things you learn about delivery and rank them in order of importance
Group B Survey #2
Given to the imitative grougfter the teaching intervention
General Information
A. How many preaching classes have you taken prior to this semesteramhalyf or
informally?
___None _ One ___ Two-three ___ More than three
B. How many times have you preached prior to this class?
___Never ___ 1-5times ____ 5-20times ___ 20+ times
C. What do see as your long range plan for ministry?
____Pastor ____Assoc. pastor (youth, children, education, etc. )
____Missions _____Teach college or seminary ____ Other
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Style and Delivery
1. Key sentences in a sermon (Main idea, opening and concluding sentences, transitions,
applications, etc.) need repeated editing. How many times do you, on averagesedit the
sentences?

(Oneortwoedits) 1 2 3 4 5 (10+ edits)
2. Choosing the right words and structure for a key sentence in a sermon is animporta
as understanding the text.

Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
3. Being clear in writing is easier or harder than being clear irksygea

Easier 1 2 3 4 5 Harder
4. The congregation to whom you are speaking should influence your word choice to
what level:

Greatly influence 1 2 3 4 5 Little influence
5. In selecting words for a sermon a preacher should, or should not, carefully choose
words that touch a person’s will and emotions.

Shouldl 2 3 4 5 Should not

6. The rate of speaking in a sermon should be slower or faster than the rate of normal
conversation.
Slowerl 2 3 4 5 Faster
7. Which generally carries the more weight, verbal or nonverbal communication.
Nonverbal 1 2 3 4 5 Verbal
8. Good delivery should be spontaneous and not planned.
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Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
9. A preacher’s facial expressions reveal his/her feelings about the text.
Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
10. How much attention should the preacher give to using his whole body to
communicate the message of the text?
Some attention 1 2 3 4 5 A greatdeal of attention
1. List three things you learned about style and rank them in order of importance
2. List three things you learn about delivery and rank them in order of importance.
3. Why do you think a teaching method of imitation was used to teach style and delivery?
4. What were the most difficult parts of the imitation exercise?

5. What were the most rewarding parts of the imitation exercise?

At the end of the semester, which was approximately eight weeks after the
intervention and after the students had actually preached a sermon in classyaad infor
discussion was held with the imitative group (group B) to measure the percesadéff
imitation upon the preparation for preaching a sermon and the students’ opinion of the
effectiveness of the imitative exercises after they had preachech@nsand after eight
weeks had passed. The plan for the discussion is as follows:

Discussion Guideline Group B (imitative)
Style Imitation

How did the imitation exercise of working on style in an illustration (word choice
sentence structure) affect your preparation to preach in class?
How did the imitation exercise of working on style in an illustration (word choice,

sentence structure) affect the actual preaching of the sermon?
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How did the imitation exercise of working on style in an illustration (word choice,
sentence structure) affect the results of your sermon?

Delivery imitation- the imitation of Patterson, Vines or Caner
How did the imitation of another preacher’s delivery affect your prepartdio
preach in class?
How did the imitation of another preacher’s delivery affect the actuallprepof
your sermon?
Do you think that the imitation of another preacher’s delivery affected thkses
of your sermon?

Overall Questions
How has your attitude toward the imitation methodology changed since you have
preached?
How would suggest changing the exercises?
Did you tell any of your friends about it? How did they respond?

Should imitation be used in the Introduction to Preaching class? To what extent?
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CHAPTER 5
REPORTING AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

FROM THE USE OF IMITATION

This chapter will present and analyze the results of the surveys taken before and
after the classes, as well as notes from the end of class discusaiaingthe imitation
intervention. The surveys consisted of three parts: the demographics, the objective
guestions with Likert scale answers, and the subjective questions. The demographic
section sought to compare the make-up of the two classes to see if there was an
appreciable difference that would affect the way in which the classes vesplond. The
objective questions were an attempt to gather quantitative information, which edmpar
the change in knowledge and attitudes towards various aspects of the homiletical
categories of style and delivery. The subjective questions were desgyetthér
qualitative information in narrative form, in order to compare the levels of lgarnin
Additional subjective questions were asked to the imitation group seeking #pginse
to the use of imitation. The results of the surveys will be presented using thgssas\ae
structural format, so that the reader can see the results of each questiarointekeof
the survey. Comments and analysis will follow each question, with a summaryisaalys
the end of each section and at the conclusion of the chapter. Together these can form a

trajectory from which we will draw some conclusions.
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Often in reports, like this, the data is listed at the end of the chapter, separated
from the commentary, which forces the reader an annoying flipping baclkodhd-
Therefore, much of the data is provided in the body of the chapter for the convenience of
the reader. A comprehensive record of the all the data is in the appendix. Amecbit
the previous chapter, the content of the surveys was approved by the review board of my
institution and the surveys, which the students filled out, are in a secure file ificey of

5.1 Demographics

The purpose of the project is to test if the imitation methodology found in the
composition classroom can be effectively used in the homiletical classroom.éhus, t
focus of the analysis will be the comparison of change in the two groups. The
demographics could be used to compare those with preaching experience to thamse wit
preaching experience or some other subgroup comparison. These type of qaestions
valid, but the focus of the project is articulating what homiletics pedagoggaan |
about the use of imitation from composition pedagogy.

A. How many preaching classes have you taken prior to this semesteramhalyf or
informally?

Group A- Control Group

14None 30ne _1Two-three_OMore than three
Group B- Imitation Group
12None 30ne (0OTwo-three_(More than three
There is no appreciable difference in the number of preaching classesiphetaken by

the students.
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B. How many times have you preached prior to this class?
Group A- Control group
Onever _31-5 times_25-20 times_120+ times
Group B- Imitation Group

Onever _41-5 times_45-20 times_620+ times

The students of the control group are more experienced than those in the imitation group.
The control group has more than half with more than twenty preaching experibiges; t
makes the control class somewhat different from the imitation interventian Wdwch

makes this demographic something to be watched in the analysis of the results

C. What do see as your long range plan for ministry?

Group A Control Group

11 Pastor _3 Assoc. pastor (youth, children, education, etc. )
4 Missions _5 Teach college or seminary
1 Other

Group B Imitation Group

6 Pastor _3 Assoc. pastor (youth, children, education, etc. )
1 Missions _3 Teach college or seminary
4 Other

The long range plan of seminary education is varied in both groups. The goal of
becoming a pastor should heighten the students’ interest in preaching sinsathat i
primary responsibility of a pastor. The other roles will have preaching rebpities but
not at the same level as a pastor. Thus, the students with these aspirations raay have
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diminished interest in preaching. The control group has significantly more who are
studying to be pastors, which will be considered when examining the results.

The results of the demographic survey is that the control group has more
preaching experience and has more who are intending to be pastors, which wseld ca
one to think that the control group has a greater interest in preaching. Thisd#fere
make-up of the class could cause a difference in the knowledge of preaching that the
students begin with. The amount of change in the classes could be more signifitant tha
the raw score on each question. It is anticipated that the control group, witbaitsr
experience and interest in preaching, will score higher in the initial stakey before
the teaching of the classes.

Another factor is the standard deviation which measures diversity of the answer
A low standard deviation indicates uniformity in the answers: As the standartiatevia
rises, the diversity of answers increases. Since the control group has a highetage
of those who have preaching experience and intentions to be pastors, it is thought that on
the objective questions, the control group will have a lower standard deviation, due to the
greater homogeneity of the group.

5.2 Quantitative Likert Questions

In comparing the results of the first survey, there is evidence that the groups
started at different levels of homiletical knowledge. To measure the |Iekiehufetical
knowledge at the end of the teaching intervention would not measure the amount of
learning that took place. Thus, the result that is focused upon in this section is the
dynamic of change in each class, rather than the final level of knowledge. Siecs ther
not an outside standard by which to measure the significance of changerfdivatual

160



guestion, an internal standard needs to be established, so that comparisons can be made.
The internal standard by which the dynamic of change will be measured iethge
dynamic of overall change in both groups. Each question saw a level of change which is
listed as thelynamic These dynamics, which measured the amount of change, were
averaged for each group. The average change for both the control group and the imitation
group turned out to be the same. In both groups, the average dynamic for all questions
was .36 which is a 7 % change using a five point the Likert scale ( see Appendix C
p.234 & 235). This percentage of change is one of the few similarities in the resh#s of
two groups. It gives us a common standard by which to comment on the amount of
change registered in each question.
5.2.1 Analysis of Objective Questions
1. Key sentences in a sermon (Main idea, opening and concluding sentences, transitions,
applications, etc.) need repeated editing. How many times do you, on averagesedit the
sentences?
(Oneortwoedits) 1 2 3 4 5 (10+ edits)
Control group
Before: Average- 3.16, Standard Deviation- 1.50
After: Average- 3.92, Standard Deviation- .95
Dynamic: Average- .76, Standard Deviation- .55
Imitation Group
Before: Average- 2.93, Standard Deviation- 1.16
After: Average- 3.60, Standard Deviation- .97
Dynamic: Average- .67, Standard Deviation- .19
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This question sought to measure the students’ attitudes toward their revision of
word choice and syntax. The numbers of edits would show the amount of time and effort
that was put into achieving good style. If the number increased, it would show that the
students were willing to spend more effort on improving style. Both groups increased i
the number of times they would edit key sentences. This amount of change or
improvement, for both groups, is almost double the average change for other questions,
which shows that both groups saw significant improvement. The imitation group did not
change as much as the control group, but compared to the amount of change on this
guestion, the difference was not a major issue. However, in this area, the imttatipn g

did not improve as much as the control group.

2. Choosing the right words and structure for a key sentence in a sermon is animporta
as understanding the text.
Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
Control group
Before: Average- 2.16, Standard Deviation- 1.17
After:  Average- 2.00, Standard Deviation- 1.29
Dynamic: Average- .16, Standard Deviation- .12
Imitation Group
Before: Average- 2.20, Standard Deviation- 1.15
After: Average- 2.40, Standard Deviation- 1.07

Dynamic: Average- .20, Standard Deviation- .08
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It was thought that this question would show the attitude towards the importance
of the effective use of style in a sermon in comparison to the importance of undegstandin
the Scripture upon which the sermon is based. The results show that the groups moved in
different directions. The control group began at 2.16 and moved down to 2.00, whereas
the imitation group moved up from 2.20 to 2.40. Though they began close to each other
(.04 difference) they ended up .40 apart from each other. The control group gave more
importance to style after the lecture. In contrast, the imitation growgrgare
importance to the text after a lecture and imitation exercises. Thesggfiare difficult to
interpret because the groups moved in different directions. The intent of the question w
to measure if style increased in importance. Comparing the importanceeabstiye
importance of an understanding of the text may have been a poor choice when
considering Southwestern students’ high view of Scripture. The preaching philafophy
Southwestern is to present the meaning of the text of Scripture as accasgiebgible.
Apparently, the experience of imitating caused that group to be more concéméeew
importance of understanding the text and less concerned with style. Perhapgahanim
exercise could cause them to see that the variety in style might lead to a
misunderstanding of the text. It is difficult to determine if this area wasiyeigi
affected by using imitation methodology. Seeing that the two groups moved in opposite
directions, clarity of the question may have been a problem. When the difference in the
direction of the two groups is combined with the standard deviation being 1.29 for the
control group and 1.07 for the imitation group, which was the third highest, it supports

that the question might have been confusing.
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3. Being clear in writing is easier or harder than being clear in speaking.
Easier 1 2 3 4 5 Harder
Control group
Before: Average- 3.61, Standard Deviation- 1.33
After: Average- 3.23, Standard Deviation- 1.42
Dynamic: Average- .38, Standard Deviation- .09
Imitation Group
Before: Average- 3.20, Standard Deviation- 1.21
After: Average- 3.40, Standard Deviation- 1.17
Dynamic: Average- .20, Standard Deviation- .04
This question attempted to see if students struggled more with writing or
speaking. In the area of style it would seem that oral clarity should be nifareliflue
to its unchangeable nature; once spoken, words cannot be changed. This is balanced by
the spoken word having immediate feedback from an audience. When a speaker senses
that the listeners are not understanding or following, she can restate ¢imepédar to
bring clarity. The written word cannot do this. Again the groups moved in different
directions. The control group rated clarity in writing as being easier.niitetion group
moved in the opposite direction saying that it is harder to be clear in writing. The
imitation exercises had both elements of speaking and writing, but the editiiog poas
focused on the writing of an illustration. The editing work was writing and nokisggea
It is understandable that this group moved towards writing being harder because they
worked at improving their writing. As in the previous question, it is difficult tordetes
the effectiveness of imitation. It seems that this question was not desuquiestion had
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the highest standard deviation average at 1.28, which also supports the lack ofhclarity i

the question.

4. The congregation to whom you are specking should influence your word choice to
what level:
Greatly influence 1 2 3 4 5 Little influence
Control group
Before: Average- 1.79, Standard Deviation- 1.03
After: Average- 1.54, Standard Deviation- .52
Dynamic :Average- .25, Standard Deviation- .51
Imitation Group
Before: Average- 1.93, Standard Deviation- .59
After: Average- 1.60, Standard Deviation- .52

Dynamic: Average- .33, Standard Deviation- .07

Preachers need to be aware of the importance of the audience. While the concept
of preaching can be seen as a responsibility to proclaim a message, @rimpeant to be
a proclamation that disregards the listeners. The history of Christiarhprghas
emphasized the importance of the audience from Augustine exhorting preachachio t
delight, and move their listeners, to the current emphasis in a paper presented to the
Evangelical Homiletics Society, in which the sermon was said to be unfinishthent
preacher shapes it according to the audience at the time of deliveryléMc®09). This
guestion hoped to measure if the students became more aware of the importamce of th

audience in shaping how a message is presented. Both groups rated the impottence of
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audience more important after the classes. The imitation group was aheadarfttbe

group by .08. In this area, the imitation group improved slightly more than the control

group.

5. In selecting words for a sermon a preacher should, or should not, carefully choose
words that touch a person’s will and emotions.
Shouldl 2 3 4 5 Should not
Control group
Before: Average- 2.17, Standard Deviation- .79
After: Average- 1.62, Standard Deviation- .65
Dynamic: Average- .55, Standard Deviation- .14
Imitation Group
Before: Average- 2.20, Standard Deviation- .77
After: Average- 1.90, Standard Deviation- .57

Dynamic: Average- .30, Standard Deviation- .20

Another area that is important to preachers is to select words that produce in the
listeners a recalling of an experience. George Campbell in hisThH&/ Bhilosophy of
Rhetoriccalled this vivacity and Timothy Warren, professor of Homiletics at Balla
Seminary, in a recent paper calls it bringing salient images to consegsud . Warren,
2005). Kenneth Burke would perhaps refer to it as allowing the audience to identify with
what is being said. In this case, it is clear that the control group improved more than did
the imitation group. The question was structured with a reverse in the direction of

improvement. Thus, the figures should go down as opposed to up, which would indicate
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improvement. This variety in the direction of improvement was used to counteract
students marking the answers without closely looking at the meaning of theBsitale
groups started out only .03 apart, with similar standard deviations, but the imitation
exercises seemed less effective than the standard lecture method dttshoated that

the imitation group did improve but not at the same rate.

6. The rate of speaking in a sermon should be slower or faster than the rate of normal
conversation.
Slower1l 2 3 4 5 Faster
Control group
Before: Average- 3.05, Standard Deviation- .71
After: Average- 2.62, Standard Deviation- .87
Dynamic: Average- .43, Standard Deviation- .16
Imitation Group
Before: Average- 2.47, Standard Deviation- .64
After: Average- 2.20, Standard Deviation- .79

Dynamic: Average- .27, Standard Deviation- .15

While rate varies in both preaching and conversation, the general rate in
preaching should be slower than in conversation. This not an absolute principle of
preaching for it varies greatly with individuals. The intent of the clasgaviaslp
younger preachers slow down, for based upon twenty years of listening to bgginnin

sermons, most young preachers speak far too rapidly. The initial differencegnotips
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was the highest on this question. The groups stared at .58 apart from each other with the
imitation group initially indicating that slower speech is preferred in prag¢han in
conversation. Thus, the imitation group, though made up of students who had less
preaching experience, thought it best to speak more slowly in a sermon than in a
conversation. After the classes, the imitation group was still .42 lowethkacontrol
group. So, the control group in the end had a significantly better score. To put it another
way, the control group, even after the class, did not come to the initial level of the
imitation group. The imitation group scored better without the class than the ahassol
did with the class. However, though the end results are that the imitation group was far
more convinced of the truth of this concept than the control group, the amount of change
was still greater in the control group. When the amount of change is looked &ifhy its
the control group had the more effective teaching. This needs to be balanced by the wide
margin between the two groups. The teaching that used the imitatiorsegeticl not
produce as much change as the traditional teaching of the control group, butdhieem
seen in light of the fact that the imitation group did not need to change as much as the
control group.
7. Which generally carries the more weight, verbal or nonverbal communication.

Nonverbal 1 2 3 4 5 Verbal

Control group

Before: Average- 2.32, Standard Deviation- 1.25
After: Average- 2.08, Standard Deviation- 1.55

Dynamic: Average- .24, Standard Deviation- .30
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Imitation Group
Before: Average- 2.00, Standard Deviation- .88
After: Average- 1.80, Standard Deviation- 1.23

Dynamic: Average- .20, Standard Deviations .

Studies indicate that nonverbal outweighs the verbal. In an often quoted article,
Albert Meribian, psychologist and editor of numerous psychological journals, stated
the nonverbal carries as much a 93 % of a message (1968, p.53). While the amount that is
carried nonverbally might be argued, no one would disagree that nonverbal
communication is very important. In the atmosphere of a seminary in which thenwrit
aspects of Christianity are emphasized as indicated by the twenty-one haaysi@r
Greek and Hebrew studies, it is understandable that students would tend to minimize the
importance of the nonverbal. Thus, this area is an important concept to communicate in
the preaching classes at Southwestern Seminary. The initial responbesaarly
significant differences in the answers to this question. Both groups ratedpbeance
of nonverbal communication higher after the classes, with the control group only
changing .04 more than the imitation group. The end results are worth mentioning
because as in the previous question the control group is lagging far behind the imitation
group. The imitation group had far less need to change but changed almost as much as
the control group. The lecture methods produced just slightly more change than did the

imitation methods, but the imitation group had less change to make.
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8. Good delivery should be spontaneous and not planned.
Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
Control group
Before: Average- 4.22, Standard Deviation- 1.06
After: Average- 4.46, Standard Deviation- .78
Dynamic: Average- .24, Standard Deviation- .28
Imitation Group
Before: Average- 4.40, Standard Deviation- .74
After: Average- 4.50, Standard Deviation- .71

Dynamic: Average- .10, Standard Deviation- .03

The intent of this question was to judge if the students grasped the concept that
good delivery has an element of planning as well as an element of spontanaiyy
fifteen years of teaching homiletics, | have observed that students iachipigeclass are
most concerned with the content but often neglect preparing how they will present it
orally. The initial responses show that both classes are already convirtbes] a$
indicated by both scoring above 4.2. The dynamic of change was higher in the control
group which again is balanced by the initial response in this group being lower than in t
imitation group. The post-survey results are within .04 of each other. It sedrtigetha

lecture in the control group was more effective than imitation exercisemiyulightly.
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9. A preacher’s facial expressions reveal his/her feelings about the text.

Agree 1 2 3 4 5 Disagree
Control group

Before: Average- 1.79, Standard Deviation- .85

After: Average- 1.77, Standard Deviation- 1.09

Dynamic: Average- .02, Standard Deviation- .24
Imitation Group

Before: Average- 1.87, Standard Deviation- .83

After: Average- 1.20, Standard Deviation- .42

Dynamic: Average- .67, Standard Deviation- . 41

This response to this subset of nonverbal communication saw the largest
difference in the dynamic of change. The control group saw virtually no change—only
.02, in contrast to .67 change in the imitation group. This indicates that, in this area, the
imitation methodology was very effective. In reflecting on the exercisedifficult to
articulate why this may have occurred. The imitation of well known preachéragser
helped the students examine closely how another preacher used his face ®whegpres
feelings. Or it might have been that the student, when trying to imitate dwak f
expressions, realized how varied the models were. The responses to this question give
very clear indication that using imitation to teach preaching can beeffegive. In this
area, the lecture method didn’t seem to work at all while the imitationisegmworked

wonderfully.
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10. How much attention should the preacher give to using his whole body to
communicate the message of the text?
Some attention 1 2 3 4 5 A great deal of attention
Control group
Before: Average- 3.79, Standard Deviation- 1.13
After: Average- 4.38, Standard Deviation- .96
Dynamic: Average- .59, Standard Deviation- .17
Imitation Group
Before: Average- 3.73, Standard Deviation- .96
After: Average- 4.50, Standard Deviation- 1.08

Dynamic: Average- .77, Standard Deviation- .12

Often those new to preaching will remain stationary behind the pulpit and gesture
in ways that barely can be seen over the edge of the pulpit. In striving to improve
communication, students are encouraged to use their whole bodies to communicate,
including moving from behind the pulpit and gesturing with large gestures. The whole
body should be involved. Of course, this is tempered by an individual’s comfort level and
the setting in which the sermon is preached. But even in a very formal settingimawhi
preacher is expected to stay behind the pulpit, the gestures still need tooamiteef
whole body. Both groups improved greatly in this area with the imitation group
improving .18 more than the control group. Again the nonverbal aspects of

communication are taught more effectively using imitation.
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5.2.2 Overall Observations Regarding the Objective Quantitative Likert Questions

When evaluating the consistency of responses to the questions, question number
two and three saw the responses go in different directions, and both these questions had
high standard deviations, which indicates that these two questions were not good
guestions. Consequently, these two questions were set aside in the overall evaluation.
With that as a given, the following observations are based upon the responses to
guestions number one and numbers four through ten.

Below is a chart summarizing the margin of change or improvement for each
guestion. The first column is a brief description of the question. The second and third
columns are the average change for each group. Fortunately, in eacheraseas
always some improvement in both groups, so this change is a measure of improvement.
The fourth column lists the group that had the higher level of change and the margin by

which it led the other group. The last line is the total from all the questions.

Control Group Imitation Group Greater improvement
1. Editing question .76 .67 Control Gr. by .09
4. Audience effect .25 .33 Imitation Gr. by .08
5. Will and Emotions .55 .30 Control Gr. by .25
6. Rate of Speech 43 27 Control Gr. by .16
7. Verbal vs. Nonverbal 24 .20 Control Gr. by .04
8. Spontaneous/Planned 24 .10 Control Gr. by .14
9. Facial Expression .02 .67 Imitation Gr. by .65
10. Use of Whole Body .59 T7 Imitation Gr. by .18
Total 3.08 3.31 Imitation Gr. by .23
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When each question is observed individually, the control group had greater improvement
in five areas and the imitation group in three. This indicates that the imitatiarnsese
used as a teaching intervention, were not as successful at improving learniagin f
the eight areas, as was the traditional lecture method.

Another view would be to count as negligible the difference between the groups
when the difference was less than .10 change. To put it positively, only the ardashin w
there was significant difference would be compared. In this scenario, the cooti! g
saw improvement in three areas and the imitation in two. When comparing the amount of
change, the effectiveness of the control group may not be that far ahead otatienmi
group, as first thought.

Comparing the total amount of change presents a different picture. Tagamit
group had a total level of change of 3.31, compared to 3.03 level in the control group.
Overall, the imitation group changed more than the control group.

It seems, that the results of the objective questions are somewhat ineenatus
that the number of questions which saw improvement were greater in the control group,
while the overall amount of improvement favors the imitation group.

5.3 Subjective Qualitative Questions

This portion of the survey had two different sets of questions. A common set of
guestions was given to both groups, after the class, in order to compare the angwers
evaluate them as to the learning that took place in each of the groups. Thenngitatip
had an additional question on the first survey which sought information regarding the
students’ attitude towards the use of imitation before the intervention. This dsoup a

had four additional questions on the second survey regarding their experiencég with t
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imitation exercises. At the end of the semester, eight weeks after tiveimien, the
imitation group participated in a discussion regarding the use of imitation.
The imitation group’s answers regarding their initial attitude towandation
pedagogy will be evaluated first, followed by the analysis of the set dfiguesommon
to both groups. Then questions unique to the imitation group and then the end of semester
discussion will be analyzed. As with the objective questions above, the data igdecord
here in the narrative for the convenience of the reader.
5.3.1 Question Asked Before Imitation Exercises
Because of the resistance and misunderstanding to the use of imitation in the
realm of composition studies as recorded in earlier chapters, this questicskadsoa
find out if homiletics students had some of the same reservations and hesitations about
the use of imitation. It was assumed that the students would voice many of the same
problems that some composition teachers and students have voiced. Below are the
answers.
Please describe your initial attitudes towards the concept of imitatenteashing
method.
1. It doesn’t seem to be a very good idea. There’s not really a whole of autigenticit
in that. | don’t think people would respond very well to that.
2. ltis a valuable asset.
3. | believe it should be used with caution-personalities differ from person to person.
Individuality should be allowed to be exhibited.
4. Not too excited. | believe to conform to a form/style may not be great for
speakers. Different personalities will have different methods of delivery.
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However, | do see this as beneficial in some aspects- eye contact, enunciating
clearly, etc.

5. | believe that some helpful characteristics of other preacher’s defivethods.
Ultimately, however, an attempt to copy someone else’s style will biedtige
because each must utilize his personality and not try to copy someone else’s.

6. Good, because it gets people out of their rut for a bit and allows them to explore
different things they normally would not.

7. 1 am concerned that the imitation will be pressed upon the student.

8. Ithink a person should not imitate personality but can imitate righteous qualities

9. One should not strictly imitate another for delivery so there should be some
freedom in what a student does yes they need to learn certain skills but it should
not be ridged. [sic]

10. Primarily positive. Much can be learned from imitating and adapting theveosit
aspects of an effective teacher’s methods.

11.1f it is teaching to imitate other preachers then | am not in favor of it beeause
preacher must develop his own style unique to his personality and not try to make
someone else’s personality fit themselves.

12.No idea.

13.1t depends on what is being imitated. For the case of preaching my initiadiatti
is positive. Seeing it done and hearing it, | think will always be a greabfvay
learning.

14.The concept of Imitation is a positive teaching method.

15. Positive-we all do this whether by doing w/o knowing or a conscious decision.
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The responses to the questions are evenly divided between negative and posisive view
Three were neutral or expressing both negative and positive views, sixeaegatisix
positive. The openness to using imitation was greater than anticipated, givenythe
conservative and traditional make-up of Southwestern’s student body. However, the
negative attitudes towards it were still significant enough to warraanttiaih.

Answers 1, 4, 5, 8, and 11, expressed concern that an individual's personality
would be lost because of imitating another personality. The following phrasesgx
this:

“There’s not really a whole of authenticity in that”

“Different personalities will have different methods of delivery”

“each must utilize his personality and not try to copy someone else’s”

“l think a person should not imitate personality

“a preacher must develop his own style unique to his personality and not try to

make someone else’s personality fit themselves.”

This opposition was addressed in the class sessions by assuring the studenitstioat
was not designed or intended to minimize their own personalities; it was to enhanc
them. Other opposition came from the concern that a student’s freedom would be
hindered as seen in answers seven and nine:

“l am concerned that the imitation will be pressed upon the student.”

“One should not strictly inmate another for delivery so there should be some

freedom in what a student does.”
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This opposition to the use of imitation, due to the perception of restricted freedsm, wa
addressed by helping the students understand that greater freedom is tdiengioation.
To be sure, the act of imitating is restrictive, but that is only for the purpose of the
classroom. Freedom comes when skills are improved by imitation and the student has
greater freedom because of greater mastery of the skills of preaching

These initial attitudes towards imitation verified that demystifylregfalse
perceptions of imitation was an important part of the imitation exercisebdrtedits
presented in Chapter Three provided answers to the questions raised by the atass, whi
were incorporated into the introductory portions of the exercises. Thus, homilaics
able to benefit from information gleaned from composition studies about imitation.
5.3.2 Questions Common to Both Groups

The responses to the subjective qualitative questions asked in the post
intervention survey are listed below. The questions are listed followed by adeht&
response, beginning with student number one. The answers from the control group are
listed first followed by the imitation group. After this listing analysii fellow.
Question #1- List three things you learned about style and rank them in order of

importance.

Control Group responses

1. Body Language,
Clarity,

Word Choice
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2. Face,
Gesture,
Words
3. Choose words,
Body communication
4. Word choice is a bigger deal then | thought.
Style effects the hearer’s attentiveness.
Style can touch or cause withdrawal.
5. Tone,
word choice,
body movement
6. Words do matter,
the story matters
7. Must be clear,
correct,
captivating
8. Clear,
correct
9. Use words as pictures to create an image,
choose power packed words,
use plain language
10. Structure,
Audience
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11. To use your whole body in preaching,
to be careful to fluctuate your voice,
don’t be afraid to use a prop

Imitation group responses

1. Style should take its cue from and reinforce the tone of the message
Style can vary to fit the text while remaining an expression of exabséiamon
Style can either add to or detract from the point of a passage

2. Clarity in the words | use
Using effective sentences
Have a captivating preaching style

3. Choose your words carefully and intentionally.
Use words that convey action as paint pictures.
Be clear, not abstract or ambiguous.

4. Effects textual potency.
Create comfort in the message.

Display intimacy with the text.

Analysis:In answers related to style, the control group listed more quantity in that they
had more answers, but the quality of the imitation the groups is strikingly mopéesom

In the control group, most answers are very short indicating only the title of aihatrea
was covered in class suchlasly languageThe other short answers were broadly
descriptive of a concept such@sar or captivating While these were accurate answers
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and part of the lecture, they were short and very broad, showing a learning level
associated with memorizing. This level, according to Bloom'’s taxonomy, lewlest

level of learning which is comprehension or knowledge. Out of the eleven answers of the
control group, two did respond with greater complexity of a directive sugbeasords

as pictures to create imagds.contrast to this, all the answers in the imitation group
used a phrase to express a fuller concept. The majority of the answers of thle contr
group shows only a comprehension of the material whereas the complexity of dmgwers
the imitation group demonstrates an application or analysis or perhaps evesisynthe
which are the top three levels of learning. For example, one of the answersarittioé ¢
was simplywords (see answer number two). In contrast, answer number three from the
imitation group wafhoose your words carefully and intentionallythe control group,

only two responded with the higher levels of learning whereas in the imitation droup a
four of the respondents demonstrated these higher levels of learning. Thus, ia thfe are

style, the imitation exercises provided a higher level of learning in the student

Question #2- List three things you learned about delivery and rank them in order or

importance.

Control Group Responses

1. State the exegetical idea,

Have subject /compliments that support each other.

Conclusion
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Key sentences

Facial expressions

Planned movement or none,
Voice inflection

Non-verbal is important,

Planned delivery is better,

Eye contact

Voice-fluctuation of vocal chords,
Eye contact,

Big gestures

Nonverbal matters,

Voice matters,

lllustrations matter

Start with captivating story,

Body language is very important,
Hand gestures should match verbiage
Practice

Neat appearance,

Voice inflection,

Using gestures

10. Nonverbal’s,

Voice,

Movement
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11. Communicate clearly,
Feel passionate about your subject material,
Stay on the subject matters (do not chase rabbits)
Imitation Group Responses
1. Delivery of sermons should not lack the normal speech.
Gestures and expressions, not just words should be planned for maximum
effectiveness.
To have the voice on Sunday, | must exercise it during the week.
2. Every movement has a purpose.
Eye contact and movement communicate something.

Facial expressions help communicate the text

3. Nonverbal communication is key.

4. Body language communicates way more than words.

Eye contact says a lot.

How attire can severely help or hurt our delivery
Analysis:Many of the control group’s answers are the short, title-type of answérasuc
eye contacandbig gesturesbut it seems that there was an increase in the number
complex answers. When the answers of the control group are more closely studied, we
see that there are eight responses that demonstrate a higher level g lieattmé
category of delivery. The answers of respondent number one demonstrated &hajher
of learning, but they were about the content of a message and not delivery. Respondent
number four had two answers which were on a higher level. Respondent six said that
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nonverbal aspects, voice, and illustrations matter. lllustrations are not até¢gery of
delivery, so that portion of the response does not apply to the effectiveness ofgteachin
delivery. The three responses by student number seven and the middle portion of number
eleven add four more, for a total of eight answers, which indicate a high levatrohtg
The total number of response by the control group was twenty-nine, eight of which
demonstrated a higher level of learning. In contrast, the four respondents from the
imitation group gave ten answers all of which reflect a higher level of fear8o, in
both questions of style and delivery, the respondents of the group who received the
imitation methodology showed a consistent higher level of learning.
5.3.3 Summary Analysis of the Comparative Portions of the Surveys

The use of lecture combined with imitation methodology in the homiletical
classroom was more effective than just a lecture methodology. The eviderias for t
affirmation is not overwhelming but is still convincing. The objective portion of the
survey had mixed results. The number of questions that saw improvement was greater in
the control group, but the amount of overall positive change was greater in the imitation
group. Based upon this portion of the survey, the results would be inconclusive.
However, the results on the subjective portion favor the use of imitation. At first, the
responses to the subjective portion of the survey seem to favor the control group Jlearning
due to the greater number of responses. However, the majority of these responses in the
control group indicated a knowledge or comprehension level of learning, which is the
simplest form of learning. In stark contrast, all of responses in the imitabap gr

indicated higher levels of learning such as comprehension and analysis. Thus, the
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subjective portion of the survey shows that imitation methodology was more efiactive
producing a higher level of learning.
5.3.4 Questions Exclusive to the Second Survey of the Imitation Group

This portion of the survey was not a comparison but an evaluation of the imitation
process. Five questions were asked only of the imitation group. Questions one and five
were designed to measure the attitude of the students towards imitatiqoafter
through the exercises. Question two and three sought to discover positive and negative
evaluations of the process and question four sought to measure the perceived learning
that took place as a direct result of the imitation exercises.
5.3.5 Questions measuring the students’ attitude toward the use of imitation

In all the responses, there are no negative responses. Considering that imtially si
out of fifteen students entered into the experience with a negative mindset about
imitation, it is striking that there is no mention of anything negative. Sheceurveys
were confidential, there was no way to track if the same six students, whlbyinviere
negative, changed in their attitudes. We can at least say that in the end, nins sthdent
responded to these questions thought favorably toward the use of imitation. With far
more than half of the students (nine out of fifteen) responding favorably after
experiencing imitation as a teaching methodology, it would seem thatamitateived
a good reception from the students.
1. Why do you think a teaching method of imitation was used to teach style and delivery?

1. It was worth, but was almost certainly more effective than merelyifigtem

or watching a demonstration.

2. To show what you can do.
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3. To stretch us and show that there are other effective forms of delivery/styl
beyond a regular comfort zone.
4. To demonstrate the pros and cons of non-verbal cues.
5. It's important to train ourselves.
6. To open people to possibilities.
7. So we can learn to be more comfortable presenting.
8. To stretch us beyond what we realize we’re capable of.
9. Ithink it was used to push the student’s boundaries of gestures, voice and
facial expression
5. Should this teaching methodology of imitation be used in a preaching class? Why or
why not?

1. Ithink so. | also think great care should be given to choosing preachers with
excellent delivery habits to imitate. | had to practice some bad habits on part of
this assignment. | found that helpful in identifying some of my own bad habits,
but imitating the good techniques of the preacher did much more to help me
develop new and possible positive habits.

2. Yes, but in moderation. Not to allow the imitation to over shadow God’s move
within the individual for a
unique artistic expression.

3. Yes, it helps to prepare young preachers.

4. 1think it would help those who are not as comfortable in front of people or who

have not had a great deal of preaching experience.
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5. Yes! It helps us to realize that in a sense we can be a powerful stage pfesence i
we learn to control our bodies and use them. The imitation allowed us to “step
inside” the bodies of those who know how to be powerful on stage.

6. | believe it should be used because it pushed me in areas | am naturally réserved.
think there is something within the imitation exercise that everyone could yse hel

with in preaching.

In answering why imitation was used (question 1,) the most common response was to
expand the students’ experiences using words sugusis, stretch and showhe

common objection that imitation could hinder creativity or self-expression was not
mentioned by the responders. Apparently, they saw imitation as opening them up to new
experiences, which they saw as expanding rather than limiting them. Rathdéreing
restricted by imitation, they spoke of being opened to new possibilities bexfahse
imitation.

In keeping with that affirming spirit that was noted above, this question had only
positive responses. But, they go beyond that to an almost motivational-speald@r type
affirmation, with answers such as:show what you can do, to open people to the
possibilities, to stretch us beyond what we realized we were capabBlenoé of the
responses are less enthusiastic but still very positive. These responsedsashbese
students were, apparently, given experiences that left them motivated torsgkating
terms of imitation.

Question five asks specifically if imitation should be used in a preachirg tflas

there was to be a negative response, it seems that it would have been registbisunder t
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guestion. The response was, again, one hundred percent positive. One could argue that
only six of the fifteen who filled out a questionnaire responded to this question. We
cannot say that no one in the class was opposed to the use on imitation, only that no one
responded in such a way. Based upon these six clear responses to the use of imitation, it
can be concluded that, at least, these six students were in favor of its continued use.
3. What were the most difficult parts of the imitation exercise?
1. |found on the gestures and expressions, so the hardest part for me was keeping
the words flowing smoothly without losing my place in the transcript
2. Body movement.
3. Breaking out of my comfort zone.
4. Recalling the positive non-verbal cues.
5. Imitating a great preacher.
6. Remembering all the movements and voice inflections.
7. Trying to mimic the smallest details of hand gestures, facial exgres®ne and
emphasis on words, even shifting weight as they stand.
8. The most difficult part was trying to recall all the gestures and pushjiselino
be equally elaborate with the movements.
4. What were the most rewarding parts of the imitation exercise?
1. Seeing how expressive a preacher can be without distracting from tregmds$s
| used the those same expressions everyday no one would hear a word | said, but
there are different rules for preaching and normal conversation.
2. To see that | can do things
3. Opened me up to animation to supplement the verbal.
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4. Stretching myself.

5. Learning to be more comfortable with movements when preaching.

6. Just getting to kick back and be free by being someone else. Getting to holler on
stage, throw out the arms, move around, etc. etc.

7. It helped me perform very elaborate gestures in front of a group of people. | am

usually very conservative on my expressions when speaking to people.

Questions three and four were not so much to evaluate if imitation should be used, but
rather to gain feedback as to how the teaching could be improved. Even in these
responses, it is clear that these respondents felt that imitation was viaxwepdbe
delivery imitation activity was commented upon most frequently with félera
comments. Question three, which asked for difficult parts of the exercise, whasranot
opportunity for students to express negative feelings toward the use of imitation, éut ther
were none. The responses were regarding portions of the imitation that would be
understandably difficult such as trying to read from a manuscript while tiyiggsture
and move. These difficult parts were not associated with the overall method but rathe
specific activities. Though questions three and four were intended to help improve the use
of imitation, which they do, it is evident that these responses affirm the uméation.
5. List three things you will change in your preaching in the area of style hvelgldue

to this exercise in imitation. Please rank them in order of importance.

1. 1will move carefully, analyze my gestures and plan them in much the way | pl

transition statements, | will be more diligent to keep my vocal “breath” in shape

during the week, | will use larger appropriate gestures.
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2. Make sure not to let emotions override the text. Regard my style/delivery as
artistic.

3. Eye contact. Body language. Imagery in my words.

4. Carefully choose words for illustrations, points, transitions etc., trying to make
every word count. Learn to vary how loud to soft in voice when appropriate. More

eye contact on individuals.

o

Improve my expressions in gestures, Pay more attention to facial expgessio

Watch how | will use my voice (volume and clarity)

Question five shows that the students listed areas of delivery far more thaldtiséyle.
Of the fifteen responses, three per respondent, style was mentioned fiventitines
delivery being mentioned eleven times. One response mentions style aedydel
together. The delivery exercises seem to have had more impact, at teesspaint. This
greater impact might be affected by the delivery exercise constgahich put it in
close chronological proximity to the survey and due to the “impersonation” gxerci
being the more unusual of the two exercises. The upper levels of cognition are again
demonstrated. One respondent only listed the title of the areas, but the oth#ér four a
showed learning at the higher levels of application and analysis.
5.3.6 Summary of Survey Analysis

The comparison and analysis of the surveys shows that the responses indicate that, in
this particular setting, imitation as a teaching methodology in the horailelassroom is
effective as a teaching methodology. The analysis of the objective partsniriteys was

inconclusive, with the responses to the Likert questions showing the control group
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improving in a greater number of areas, but a greater amount of change odoutreng
imitation group. The questions that appeared on both terminal surveys, which allowed
comparison of the groups, showed that the imitation group had higher levels of learning.
The answers to the questions that were exclusive to the imitation group caatsnosy

a higher level of learning as well as very positive attitudes towards itaiam

exercises. While the first part of the analysis was inconclusive, thevatgrarts

indicted that the imitation intervention was the more effective teachingoohabgy.

5.4 Concluding Informal Discussion by the Imitation Group

Approximately eight weeks after the teaching intervention, during which kiene t
students preached in the classroom, an informal discussion was held to measure the
effects, or perceived effects, of imitation teaching methodology upon the studeptd. T
the concluding discussion in context, the surveys were given after the intengantihe
classes, but before the students preached in class. The major differencegigbside
week delay, was having a preaching experience behind them. Hopefully, this wowld all
them to evaluate the imitation exercises effect upon their abilities tohpageactual
sermon.

The discussion was held a room adjacent to the school cafeteria and a light lunch
was provided for the eight participants, since we met over the lunch hour. The following
guestions were prepared to guide the discussion.

Discussion Guideline 3313B
Style Imitation
How did the imitation exercise of working on style in an illustration (word choice,
sentence structure) affect your preparation to preach in class?
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How did the imitation exercise of working on style in an illustration (word choice,
sentence structure) affect the actual preaching of the sermon?

How did the imitation exercise of working on style in an illustration (word choice
sentence structure) affect the results of your sermon?

Delivery imitatiorr the imitation of Patterson, Vines or Caner

How did the imitation of another preacher’s delivery affect your prepartdipreach in
class?

How did the imitation of another preacher’s delivery affect the actuallpregpof your
sermon?

Do you think that the imitation of another preacher’s delivery affected thkses$ your
sermon?

Overall Questions

How has your attitude toward the imitation methodology changed since you have
preached?

How would suggest changing the exercises?

Did you tell any of your friends about it? How did they respond?

Should imitation be used in the Introduction to Preaching class? To what extent?
The dynamics of the discussion resulted in the proposed questions being abandoned and a
more free flowing structure being followed. As various topics came up, these we
pursued for more details rather than following the prescribed outline. Thus uittersty
rather than following the above plan, is a collection of random comments under two
broad categories: Style and Delivery. What follows is an abbreviated tmseaede
from notes taken during the discussion.
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Follow up Discussion
I. How did the imitation methodologies affect style?
A. With regard to rewriting illustration-
1. This helped challenge how we thought about the wording of
illustrations. Each work was understood to count.
2. Exercise was more beneficial than lecture.
3. Lecture provided tools, exercise showed importance.
4. The exercise of writing out the illustration provided a guide for others.
5. | grasped the importance of editing work because of the professor’'s
example of how he imitated another’s style.
6. Editing was beneficial because it provided word-smithing.
7. Peer criticism was beneficial because it helped to see hearer’s

perception.

B. With regard to improving the illustration in the sermon.
1. This helped me to include more details as | told illustrations.
2. We always wonder where the stopping point is with regard to specifics.
What is too much? The criticism/feedback was helpful with this but it was
not present in the lecture.
Il. How did the imitation methodologies affect delivery?

A. Mannerisms
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Studying mannerisms helped us study ourselves with regard to gestures,
etc. In addition, vocal variety and rhetorical skill of those messages
listened to were helpful to preparing introduction class sermon.

B. Greased the skids (made the class easier)
1. This provided a lack of formality to the preaching event when the time
came it helped remove the wall of nerves.
2. The process was fun and provided a level of comfort.
3. It opened up ability to show personality.
4. The restrictions provided freedom.

C. Criticisms
1. Did not know what end goal was to be.
2. Possibly have imitation exercise prior to illustration exercise
3. Possibly assign/limit number of each preacher imitated, since most
imitated the same preacher

D. Additional pluses
1. Began to understand what the model preachers are doing when you do
it. For example, when one preacher moved up on the balls of his feet.
2. Provides freedom in communications. How body movement can be a
plus or hindrance, importance of vocal variety, how large gestures can be
helpful and not hinder.
3. Became clear that the best gesture partnered with appropriate mords a

more impactful.
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4. Demonstration of the “impersonation” by professor was beneficial, even
essential.
E. Attitude: How was it changed during the process?
1. Most were open to it, but prior to exercise, it was not viewed as
beneficial until the process was clarified.
2. It was very important to clarify that we are not to be clones.
3. There was an element of fun in the exercise.
Analysis

Many of the students’ comments in the discussion were repetitive of the
subjective portions of the surveys such as mentioning the improvements in word choice
and use of gestures. It was encouraging that, after an eight-week gapdémtsswere
able to articulate specific areas of style and delivery that were inthrapparently,
there was still a sense of improvement resulting from the imitatiaciszs.

Another theme that merits comment is the students affirming that thesexesas
more valuable than the lecture. It is not surprising that these studeras\éityéhe
effectiveness of experience over lecture. It may be that the increasaidden the
imitation group was not so much because of imitation as it was having some kind of
exercise past the lecture. While this can’t be verified or challenged basedhapealts
of this survey, it should at least be noted.

An unexpected observation by the students was the atmosphere created in the
classroom by the imitation exercise, or as the students referrethmintpersonations
The students used the tegmreasing the skida metaphor that implies making a difficult
task easier. They spoke of tingpersonatiorexercises as being fun and breaking down
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walls of nervousness. The light hearted competitive spirit that existed tdnen t
impersonations were presented createdmit de corpsn the students. After acting in
what seemed to be a foolish manner in front of each other in the imitation exéeyse, t
didn’t feel so nervous and self-conscious when they preached. This was an tetexpec
benefit from the imitation exercise.

The students also affirmed that the professor’'s demonstration of the exeasise w
important to them. This affirms that imitation as a good pedagogical methgdolog
because the professor gave them a model to imitate. By the professor shomihgthe
to imitate, they were able to imitate his example. So, imitating helpedtthenitate.

For future reference, when imitation is used, it is important for the instructor to
demonstrate how it should be done. The students also appreciated the professor’s
clarifying and emphasizing that the goal of the initiation is not to becoroae. c

This seems to be a good place to mention some of the factors that helped make
imitation a successful experience. The demystifying of imitation wasingrgrtant, for
there is significant misunderstanding and reservations about the use obimmiati
instructor will need to remember that the amount of preparation was much fpeater
imitation exercises than for a simple lecture, but the benefits are worffdite

Part of this preparation is the instructor’s willingness to demonstrate thesprofic
imitation. It only follows, if the instructor is asking the students to produce aabassr
product based upon a model, that a model of the process also be provided. This modeling
of the process of imitation by the instructor also helps greatly in producingti®gos

atmosphere towards imitation. Another important element in the success of using
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imitation was the instructor’s personal testimony, that as a learnerdheehafited from
imitation as a teaching methodology.

5.5 Summary of the Analysis of the Teaching Intervention

The teaching of homiletics can greatly benefit from using compositmhiteg
methodologies. In this empirical study, the use of an imitation methodology, derived
from composition studies, was more effective at teaching style and debiveoyniletic
students, than was a traditional lecture methodology. Imitation was algiiextbg the
majority of students as a valid and even enjoyable teaching methodology.

There are five reasons for making the above claim. First, the resultssufrties's
indicated that higher levels of learning took place in the imitation groups. Second, the
class began with some reservation about the use of imitation but ended with only positive
comments about its use. Third, the results of imitation helping to éspldt de corps
among the students shows there were unexpected benefits. Fourth, the students still
affirmed the positive effects of imitation eight weeks after the eapee. Fifth, the

students affirmed the positive effect of imitation upon their ability to preachrose
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY AND EVALUATION

The intentions of this project were to show how the composition teaching method
of imitation can inform the teaching of homiletics and to test that with an ealstialy.
The research yielded insights into its use which were applied to the teshdaszified
that the teaching of preaching can be improved by using methods gleaned from
composition pedagogies. That which began as a hunch was verified by quantiidtive a
gualitative surveys of the classes and serves as a basis to encourage badieators
to borrow from the related field of composition for effective and proven teaching idea
Contributions: The study contributes to the broad field of humanities by
attempting to synthesize various disciplines, or it could be stated mptutig to create a
meta-narrative of several related fields, which are not often brought togetkdristory
of rhetorical education, contemporary composition education, homiletical education, and
an empirical study were brought together to better understand imitatisgqupes, and
to create a basis for formulating a teaching plan for the use of imitateohamiletical
classroom. One of the affirmations of this interdisciplinary study was dezibieg of
the close relationship of rhetoric, composition and homiletics. Rhetoric and composition
are commonly joined, as are rhetoric and homiletics, but to a lesser degrestudiis

highlighted the connection of homiletics and compaosition.

198



This study also describes the decline of imitation during the eighteenth cantlutlyat
there still exist hesitancy for use in today. Currently, there is a sesaligence in its use,
but it is still not as common, as a teaching method, as it was for hundreds of years. The
decline of its use was described, but a needed area of research is tdextioylaA few
reasons such as the emphasis upon the scientific method and the importance of
individuality where suggested, but the reason for its decline needs a more thorough
examination.

This project articulates various forms and ways that imitation was andgs bei
used in composition classrooms. This compiling is not boasting of a comprehensive
examination of all the ways imitation is being used, but it is beneficial intthelineates
five forms of imitative pedagogy: copying word-for-word, using the skoma and
structure, imitating the process, copying principles, and copying of an image. The
presentation of the various forms might result in educators being more apt tdeast a
one of them.

| began this project with the attitude that imitation was just anothdribhgpiclea
that is found in the teachers’ guide section of a textbook, but the study revealed that
imitation is part of life and uniquely part of being human. When brought to the
classroom, it is a formalizing of a process that is common to all of life. eWhilise may
have declined in the classroom, it is still part of our lives.

WeaknesseShe limited quantitative research was a satisfactory study,
considering the time and place and scope of the project, but a broader study would be
helpful to establish a better understanding of what seminarians need to be baught a
preaching. The use of imitation being tested at a broader level is prolol&ecduse it
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would need to be tested in various seminaries, which would require that professors would
not only be willing to use imitation, but to use it in a consistent teaching plan. Pathaps

a professional gatherings of homiletic professors, there could be inquirehasaavho

would be willing to participate in a research effort. The qualitative sectitrecfurveys

could also be improved with clearer wording of the questions.

My lack of experience in teaching composition caused me to rely on what others
have said and are saying. The ideal person to demonstrate how composition teaching
methods can be used to teach preaching would be one who taught composition and is
now teaching homiletics. That person may be hard to find, but until then, a collaboration
between a composition teachers and homiletics teachers could result in many mor
composition teaching methods improving learning in the homiletics classroom.

The attempt at the synergistic approach creates a frustration becstusesza
that is brought into the synergy could be developed with more research. One could
separate this work into at least three dissertations: one that focusely eprethe
historical use of imitation, another examining the contemporary practicetafion, and
a more complete and thorough empirical study.

There is an area that is perhaps a weakness or, at least, a potentiallyaaeak a
Having been a professional oral communicator for thirty years, my mgtgprogram in
Rhetoric was for the purpose of deepening my understanding of the spoken word. Due to
the rhetoric program at my institution being dropped in my second year, and due to four
of my seminars being in composition, | found myself in a field that demanded a very
steep learning curve. While the journey has benefited me greatly, palyiculdre area
of my own writing and critical thinking, | feel that there are oversights sygfoject due
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to my approaching this as one who came late to this area of study. As | revisorkny
still sound like an oral communicator who is putting his speech on paper. | feel like a
welcomed guest, but not part of the family.

The context in which preaching takes place creates another difficulty. An
essential element of preaching makes it difficult to analyze sermonsaswid other
pieces of literature. This element makes it more complicated to teachllashwse who
practice preaching and those who listen to sermons as part of their religoesseon
believe that a sermon is more than just a human experience. At various levels, there
belief that, not only is there a preacher and the congregation, there is thirih plaety
process of preaching: God. This makes the study of sermons as a literetoacal
creation difficult. The academic audience, while acknowledging that madyto a
theistic world view, strives to write and communicate in such a way thaoredigiews
are not the basis for argument. Susan Crowley encourages us to use the drofient a
rhetoric as an antidote to what she calls “apocalyptist” form of thinking (EypR2006,

p. 3). The intent is that unbiased and clear communication results. While | havetatte

to adopt this approach in this study, it should be remembered that those who preach, both
today and across the centuries, view the actions of a supreme being as part of the
preaching process. In the more narrow setting of a seminary where thdsweovlis

assumed, additional elements would be included, such as the role of prayer in l@arning t
preach, and relying upon God’'s empowerment when structuring a sermon. This project
while striving to approach the subject from an academic point of view, may hawpedsli

into the narrower form of thinking that comes with those who practice preaching.
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Application of the Project: Homiletics instructors should become familiérand use
some of the teaching methods used to teach composition. Since there is a close link
between the two fields, and since homiletic pedagogy is so limited, compositiomg¢eachi
methods can provide a wealth of ideas as to how to effectively teach preachsey. The
teaching exercises will need to be augmented to fit preaching but oftecetnég
transferred directl§* Homiletic professors should obtain a few composition textbooks
which have a section on ideas for teaching. | suggest the following works:
1. Jack Rawlins and Stephen Metzger, (2008 Writer's Way.
The authors reveal their propensity for imitation in the prologue: “Learning is
done by imitating a mentor” (p. P-5). Early in the book, they give an example of
imitating (p. 37-40), but do not assign imitation in this chapter. Later they ask the
students to use what they call a structural template to write an essay. This
structural template is not an outline to imitate, but a loose description of a kind of
essay such as an argumentative essay (p. 127). Half way through the book they
increase their use of imitation when they cite model student essays andheiirect t
students to pick one of the example essays and “write one like it” (p. 219). These
model essays could easily be replaced with model sermons.
2. Nancy Wood, (1995/2008kerspectives On Argumeri2009)
Perspectives On Argument Resource Manual
In both the textbook (p. 123) and the manual (p. 49) she gives the students a

detailed guide as to what should be in an essay. One is an informative essay and

2 The teaching plan for the empirical study contdiaa exercise that was taken directly from a text
intended for use in a composition setting. Seedp. 1
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the other is a Rogerian argument paper. While it is not the imitation of a model, it
does ask the students to follow the principles that were seen in a model. The
prescribed outline of the Rogerian Argument gives more structure than a simpl
argument paper—it is imitating a certain kind of argument. Having had this class
and experienced this exercise, | found it to be an effective way to teach that for
of argumentation both for understanding and appreciation. The exercises were
flexible enough that | frequently used my sermons instead of an essay

3. Anne Wysocki and David Lynch, (200Zbmpose Design Advocate
The outline of the book and the basic teaching design is to teach the rhetorical
principles and then the students apply them in their writing, followed by analysis
of the argument. They sparingly use imitation when they ask the students to bring
in a short and ineffective text which the students re-write to make it g#ecti
(p- 59). Their exercises can be easily adapted to sermons. Rather than students
bring an ineffective text, an ineffective sermon could be viewed by the class.

4. Lester Faigley and Jack Selzer, (2088pd Reasons With
Contemporary Argument$hey clearly presented principles that are to be used to
construct written arguments, which can be applied to arguments in sermons. One
of their examples has commentary in balloons on a model essay which can serve
as an example of using the same method of balloons to comment on a written

form of a sermon.

Another source that homiletics professors could consult would be to subscribe to a

journal such a€ollege Englistor Teaching English in the Two-Year ColleGée
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journal covering the two year college seems to be more practically oremdduhs a

section on teaching ideas that could prove more useful than journals that focus more on
theory and other aspects of English studies. Homiletic professors who tsachiraries
which have an undergraduate program would do well to enter into a dialogue with
composition teachers in order to receive first hand ideas about teaching metiesddfog
the seminary is only a graduate school, then an instructor at a local univetsityyaar
college would be a good relationship to foster.

Since preaching and composition are linked through rhetoric, composition
teachers should think creatively as to how to use sermons to teach composition. Those
students whose church attendance is part of their life experience should édheatvar
many of the same principles that they are trying to master in FYC, ®© degnee, are
exemplified in the sermons to which they listen every Sunday. An assignment could be to
write a rhetorical analysis of a sermon which they heard. To do this thayeedlto
have access to a recording, so that they can review the content. The temptatierowi
analyze a written sermon, such one that is commonly seen in anthologies: Jonathan
Edward’sSinners in the Hands of an Angry G&thile there is merit in analyzing
historical sermons, it would seem that more benefit would come from analyzargan
that a student actually experienced. When using preaching, composition tea€lgets n
remember that a sermon is not that different from an essay, with the ercafji
dependence upon the authority of scripture. This is an assumed warrant in the minds of
the congregation. Some pastors rely heavily upon it, others not as much.

Preaching could also help composition studies in examining the area of
motivating the audience to put the subject of the discourse into action. Preaching is very
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open about the persuasive element as it aims to motivate people to make concrete
changes in their lives. If one knows about God’s love, but doesn’t show love, then the
sermon has failed. How do preachers seek to move people to action? Often stedents ar
asked to examine the claims and warrants of an argument, the structure of & work i
articulated, but the open motivation that one hears in a sermon in not often seen in other
discourses. This gives the composition teacher an opportunity to help the students by
having them analyze what, in a sermon, moved or failed to move them to action.

The broadest application of the project is a call for a resurrection ofivaitat
teaching methods in the field of composition, and in the field of homiletics; it is ta cal
aggressively introduce them. This resurrection would require that teachers irelatsth f
should be open to this form of teaching. The hesitancy may come because of a lack of
understanding, which can easily be demystified by research into its timebuga. This
hesitancy should remind teachers to take the time to demystify imitatidrefor t
students.

This resurrection can take place by teachers being willing to try mettraidsith
generations were the default method of teaching. This does not mean thatthey ar
adopting the traditional and ancient philosophies of teaching. The various teaching
philosophies can embrace imitation and will adapt it accordingly. The forimali$tool
of thought might, more readily, adopt these more traditional ways of teaching, due to the
more conservative mindset. The expressionist will find that the constraimgation
can free expressions that students might otherwise repress. The cansgusthool can
adapt these methods and will find that there is a generative as well asgecdlalement
in imitative exercises. Cicero’s view that imitation helped develop Romaorite
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reminds us that imitation links us to the past in a concrete way. To read Hemimgwa
Hawthorn is good; to read the sermons of Luther or listen to the sermons of BilgrGr

is good, but imitating a section of their work links us to them and improves our abilities
so that our writing or preaching improves our culture. In the use of imitatidmrigac
methods, the past and the present can come together to serve the future.

Areas for Future Study:If imitation teaching methodologies can tnainefa
composition to homiletics, one wonders if other teaching methods would be equally
beneficial. How can the use of argumentation theory in composition pedagogies inform
how argumentation theory should be used to teach homiletics? Can the discussion of
severity and charity in evaluations of student writing affect the ways irhvshicient
sermons are evaluated? When one writes it is self-expression, but it eteefiam the
self by the medium of paper and ink, or screens and word programs; when one preaches,
self expression is more closely linked to the person. If composition teachers are
discussing how to more effectively critique student writing, then homiletazshers
should listen closely so that the critique of preaching could be improved.

A closer examination of the history of rhetoric could help in a current debate in
homiletics concerning the content of a sermon. Some would say that the content of the
Bible should be the focus of each sermon while others would put the audience in the
place of prominence. The distillation of the argument brings it down to the definition of
preaching. Is preaching primarily a proclamation of the Biblical cdrteis it a speech
created by the preacher to help his/her congregation? In the examination of the
relationship of preaching and rhetoric, the “new” form of preaching that emeattar
1100, called the university sermon, seems to be a departure from viewing prescaing
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proclamation of the content of the Bible. Was this truly a new form of preachihg®isVv
the long range effect of this new way of thinking about preaching?

As briefly mentioned above, the decline in the use of imitation in teaching
methodologies during the eighteenth century needs closer examination in order to
understand why it declined. How did the Cartesian influence effect it? And tés@ar
thinking is being replaced by postmodernism, then why have imitation teaching methods
not experienced more acceptance? | have described what occurred, but much more work
needs to be done to better understand why it occurred.

Teachers of homiletics have much to learn from teachers of composition. | have
only briefly alluded to the learning flowing from homiletics to composition, tshould
flow. The differences of world-views and the usual separation of religion fioicagon
should not keep these two disciplines from listening to each other, and even

collaborating, in order to give the students a better educational expeneduth ifields.

207



APPENDIX A

REVIEW OF 25 COMPOSITION TEXTBOOKS
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Review of 25 Selected Composition Textbooks

All of the books were filled with examples of good writing which has an implied
imitative purpose but only eight made the clear connection between the examdplles a
students’ writing. What follows is an annotated bibliography with a more consiiseg i
at the end of the chapter. Please note that the books which used imitation have an

understandably longer comment.

1. Marian Arkin, M., & Cecilia Macheski. (2006) Research Papers: A Guide and

Workbook This spiral bound step-by-step guide used imitation only slightly. The
authors gave a list of topics which the student was to rewrite into a thesis sdtenc
adding a point of view. This is a form of paraphrasing, which might be considered

imitation.

2. Nora Bacon (2009) The Well-Crafted Senter8iee articulated three pedagogical

principles to help writers improve: by studying the work of excellent vgitriving for
rhetorical variation and then writing (p.v-vii). Of course, she provided examaples

excellent writing but did not encourage any form on imitation.

3. Sylvan Barnet & Hugo Bedau (2008) Current Issues And Enduring Quesiibiss

text probably would be used in a second semester FYC class as its aim is todezi{ss

analyze and then write arguments. There is nothing on imitation.

4. Susan Blau and Kathryn Burak, (2007/2010) Writing in the W@#&#h editions of

this work were examined. Their basic philosophy is that composing, brainstorming, and
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revising exist in a circular relationship and are constantly influeneioly ether. Their

assignments reflect this inter-relational dynamic, with imitatiorhaotng a part.

5. Nancy Cavender and Howard Kahane, (2010) Logic and Contemporary Rhé&tosic

book designed for a class on the composition of argumentation does not use imitation in

the student assignments.

6. John Chaffee, Christine McMahon, and Barbara Stout, (2008). Critical Thinking,

Thoughtful Writing The title expresses well the authors’ teaching philosophy and

methodology: principles are presented and then the student is expected to use the
principles in their writing. Imitation is not mentioned but the numerous examples which

the students analyze implies imitation.

7. Edward Corbett, E. P.J., Myers, N., & Tate, G., (2000) The Writing Teacher’s

Sourcebook Though this was not a textbook, it was designed to give teachers of FYC
classes a collection of articles with teaching ideas. Imitation is eotiomed. However,

as cited earlier in the chapter (p.7), Corbett details the exact copyamgessay.

8. Lisa Ede, (2008) The Academic Writ&de’s social constructionist views are seen in

the emphasis upon collaboration and community, but no use of imitation.

9. Lester Faigley and Jack Selzer, (2007) Good Reasons With ContemporareAigum

They clearly presented principles that are to be used to construct writtereatgummt

no use of imitation.
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10. Donald Hall and Sven Birkerts, (2007) Writing Wellhese authors use what could

be called a form of parody which they call downwriting and upwriting (p. 20-213.alt i
process of summarizing and expanding. For downwriting, the students take a long
descriptive paragraph from a model such as Fitzgerald or Hemingway and try to
summarize it in one sentence. The opposite of that is upwriting which takes a simple
sentence and expands it with details. This down-and-up-writing forces the stodents
look closely at a text in order to summarize it and then when the expansion of upwriting
takes place, it is easy to use the models which they summarized to serveyas a wa
expanding the simpler statement.

Later in the book, they specifically suggest an imitation activity, but instead
imitative teaching method, it was an oral brainstorming activity which theyld have
described as a recalling of past experiences (p.73). Another use dbmitas
paraphrasing (p. 124), which was used to teach the figures of metaphors and sinhiles, a
it was also used to teach sentence structure (p. 135). These exercises imagiagplare
designed to focus on understanding the concepts rather than directly affieeting
students writing. Imitation or paraphrasing was used to advance understandimg, whic
indirectly will improve writing, but it was not the intent for students to adopt gkilla
the imitation. Hall and Birkerts used imitation more than most authors though it was in a

limited fashion.

11. Joe Marshall Hardin, (2007) Choices: Situations For College Wrilihgs book

takes into account the changes that have occurred over the past 50 years inihguswrit

produced. Word processors and interactive computer programs are integratedrinto the
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teaching methods. This emphasis upon the changes brought about by technology perhaps

explains why there was no use of the seemingly archaic teaching methothtdmi

12. John Mauk and John Metz, (2007/2010) The Composition of Everyday hde

basic plan is seen in the outline of each chapter: (1) analyze the strategndél, (2)
explore you own ideas, and (3) write. Imitation is not specifically used, but itedhdi

use seems to be the basis behind the analyzing of the model.

13. John Mauk and John Metz, (2007) The Composition of Everydaydniée(2007)

Instructor’s Manual, the Composition of Everyday Lili@ this companion resource book
for the previous work, the authors reveal their pedagogical aims whendkethsit they
are not trying to teach writing by itself, they are trying to teach thinkiig. They

believe that if they can get their students to think a certain way, they will tee bet
writers. Perhaps this approach guided them away from using imitation. ttisraugh
for people to submit to imitating a model writer, but to imitate a model thinkersseem

even harder.

14. John Mauk and John Metz, J. (2009) Inventing Argum@&his book, designed as a

second semester or second year FYC text, follows the pattern of theibotherin

which imitation is not explicitly used.

15. Robert Miller, (2007) The Informed Argumernithe author’'s main teaching method

is the building of a portfolio which is added to throughout the semester. The student

learns more and more complex concepts of writing and is to revise older work by
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incorporating new concepts from previous work (vi-vii). No mention of imitation,

though numerous examples are given.

16. Christina Murphy & Steve Sherwood, (2003) The St. Martin’s Sourcebook for

writing Tutors This collection of essays covers a broad spectrum of situations that a
graduate student working in a writing center or in a one-on-one setting might encounter,
from ESL students to working with deaf students. There is no mention of imitation being

used to help students in this more directly personal setting.

17. Lee Odell and Susan Katz, (2010) Writing Now Shaping: Words And ImBEges

basic plan is for students to analyze a model in order to teach them a coneefst. Thi
followed by a writing assignment in which the principles are applied. Atdiasice, their
teaching seemed to have no use of imitation, but when examined more closely, dieey gui
the student through an analysis of several models articulating variougyvpitnciples
followed by a very detailed guide to write a similar work. While they do not usedite w

imitation, that is what is taking place.

18. Sandra Perl and Mimi Schwartz, (2006) Writing True: The Art and Craft ofigerea

Nonfiction. This book teaches various structures for storytelling by presenting them and
assumes the student can apply them to his writing. It would seem that the astsgnme
would ask the students to follow a guideline, but the principles are just presented and the

application of them is up to the student.
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19. Jack Rawlins and Stephen Metzger, (2009) The Writer's Way

The authors reveal their propensity for imitation in the prologue: “Learnidgris by
imitating a mentor” (p. P-5). Early in the book, they give an example of imitgdirgy-

40) but do not assign imitation in this chapter. Later they ask the students to use what
they call a structural template to write an essay. This structuraldemgplnot an outline

to imitate but a loose description of a kind of essay such as an argumentatiV@.essay
127). Half way through the book, they increase their use of imitation when they cite
model student essays and direct their students to pick one of the examplaedsays
“write one like it” (p.219). No further guidelines are given as to what to ienadawhy,

but it is imitation.

Later in the book, they use imitation directly (p. 274-79). The student is to imitate
the purpose and outline of a model essay. This imitative approach is further emphasized
with an example of how another student imitated the essay. So, an imitation of the
imitation is provided as an additional source to imitate. It seems that thiegzct
Rawlings and Metzger is to use imitation later in the class insteadlief.e@ney do not
mention pedagogical philosophy to substantiate this reoccurring use ofamitaut it
would seem they want the student to be proficient to some degree before the student

imitates a model, which may not be realistic in FYC class.

20. Duane Roen, Gregory Glau, and Barry Maid, (2009). The Brief McGraw-tidleG

It seems that these authors have much to say about guiding writers for thedbidef'is
1000 pages long when prefaces and appendices are included. They have numerous
writing exercises, but none of them contain imitation as a teaching methodology.
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21. Duane Roen, et al.(2002), Strategies for Teaching First-Year Compdsitibis

idea book for FYC instructors, from the fifty plus ideas contributed by dozens akdiffe
authors, only one suggests the use of imitation and that is only an indirect use. Mary
Salaibrici (p. 173) asks students to assume the role of one of the players in the Rosenberg
spy trial. The student assumes the persona and writes from that perspécsiveinma

sense asking the students to imitate how they think another person would respond.

22. Nancy Wood, (1995/2003) Perspectives On Argun{2009) Perspectives On

Argument Resource Manualln both the textbook (p. 123) and the manual (p.49), she
gives the students a detailed guide as to what should be in an essay. One is ativeforma
essay and the other is a Rogerian argument paper. While it is not the imitatiorodel,

it does ask the students to follow the principles that were seen in a model. Théedescri
outline of the Rogerian Argument gives more structure than a simple argumenrt-fiaper

is imitating a certain kind of argument. Having had this class and experienged thi
exercise, | found it to be an effective way to teach that form of argumentatiofobot
understanding and appreciation. Wood seems to like this type of exercise for she uses

five more times (p. 149, 195, 241, 256, 309.)

23. Dorothy Seyler, (2008). Read, Reason, Wiitee title is a good description of the

text in which the student is to read good literature, use the models to learronthat g

writing is and then write. There is no use of imitation other than very indirectly

24. Richard Veit and Christopher Gould, (2006) Writing, Reading, and Res&hssh
philosophy is that critical reading is most basic in learning to write (p. md)traus it is
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most emphasized throughout their book. There is a section of paraphrasing, but that is

designed to teach how to properly paraphrase when quoting a source.

25. Anne Wysocki and David Lynch, (2007) Compose Design Advothateoutline of

the book and the basic teaching design is to teach the rhetorical principles and then the
students apply them in their writing, followed by analysis of the argumeny. The
sparingly use imitation when they ask the students to bring in a short and inefiedtive t
which the students re-write to make it effective (p. 59). This may seemiilceeadirect

form of imitation using the model as a basis, but it is negative imitation for thestude

sees the model as what not to do rather than something to be emulated.
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APPENDIX B

HANDOUTS FOR CLASS SESSIONS
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Handout #1

Experiences with the Use of Style

Take five minutes to think about a time when you were very concerned with theway y
said something, such as: proposing marriage, asking a boss for a raigeotitlian
application for a job or entrance to a school. Use the following questions to help you
organize your thoughts. After five minutes we will break into groups of three orridur a
tell each other about our experiences. The person who has been at semimaryetste |
goes first.
1. Briefly identify and describe the situation.
2. Describe what you did before you spoke or turned in an application.
Did you practice what you were going to say?
Did you edit a written application?

Did you have other people help you?

3. What was the result?

4. Do you think your style affected the outcome? If so, how?

5. Did your style affect the emotional atmosphere while you were talkihg@,

how?
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Handout #2
STYLE

Your preaching style must be CLEAR.

A. Beware of the barriers to clarity.

B. Break down these barriers to clarity.

1. Use effective words.

2. Use effective sentences.

THE ESSENCE OF CLEAR LANGUAGE IS ECONOMY.

Il. Your preaching style must be CORRECT.

THE ESSENCE OF A CORRECT LANGUAGE IS EXPEDIENCY

[l Your preaching style must be CAPTIVATING.

A. Draft into your service words of force.

B. Strive for the sublime. (Transport listeners to a “new” reality.)

THE ESSENCE OF CAPTIVATING LANGUAGE IS ENERGY.
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Handout #2 page 2
DANGERS:
Remember the following dangers of style.
1. Style may generate misunderstanding (especially metaphors.)
2. Style may be impersonal.
3. Style may be artificial
DEVELOPMENT:
Increase the effectiveness of your style by ...
1. Becoming word conscious.
2. about style.

Joseph WilliamsStyle, The Basic of Clarity and Gradeearson , 2006

3. Digging into word tools.

4. Reading ALOUD the classic literature.

5. Analytically listening to the media.

6. Writing for the ear.

7. Re-writing for economy, expediency, and energy.
8. Speaking often.

9. Revising and repeating messages.

10.Being prepared.

* Dr. Pearson acknowledges his dependence upon his friend, Timothy Warren, for some

of the content of this lecture.
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Handout #3

My original illustration:

When | was twelve, my great uncle Freddie told me about something he saw when was
twelve. It took place in a field not far from my great grandfather’s house. dldexfas

near the top of a hill and was hidden away from the busy manufacturing center of
Worcester, Massachusetts. My Uncle had to make his way through a smaH sécti

forest that was filled with winter snow, and climb about two miles up a steep hifiebut
and some friends wanted to see what was going on. There had been reports that a man
with crazy ideas was experimenting with liquid fueled rockets. Everyonelihbagvas

nuts, including my uncle, but nuts and twelve year old boys somehow go together. They
climbed to the field which was surrounded by a stone wall. They didn’t venture out into
the field, but they saw some metal frames and unfamiliar equipment. Theyvalao sa

man who was working on this strange equipment, and after that man stepped away. They
saw a rocket fly into the air and land in a neighboring garden. It didn’t seenttathzeg

of an event, so they made their way home. My uncle told me this story in the summer of
1969 because that was the summer that a liquid fuel rocket took men to the moon and

back.

After consulting a NASA website for specific dates | edited my work trying to make it

more of a story with more effective style.
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Edited version:

The walk was uphill through shushing snow melting on top of a carpet of decaying leaves
but my uncle kept climbing, feeling the cold March Massachusetts air stinghgis s

he began to breathe more deeply. He could make out the clearing through the leafles
winter forest, but it wasn’t the clearing that he and his teenage friendstoas®e.

Slowing down the closer they came to the clearing and taking each step with weaiee

the least noise possible, my uncle and his friends stepped onto a two-foot high stone wall
that surrounded three sides of the five acre field. They had a great view oheshat t

came to see with no one to hinder their view because the other onlookers had come up the
other side of Pakachaog hill in their Model A’'s and Model T's and a few horse drawn
buggies. He and two friends had the clearest view, standing on top of a stone wall,
watching this man with his bottles and frames assembling a device in the middde of t

field. They couldn’t hear what he said but when the crowd on the other side all moved
back behind the safety of the cars, Freddie and his friends stepped down behind the stone
wall. Mr. Goddard stepped toward a frame that held a rocket, just at shoulder level. He
made some adjustments and then stepped back. My uncle watched as this liquid fueled
rocket raced into the sky and landed in a cabbage patch. In a matter of seconds the boys
as well as the on lookers on the other side of the field were leaving. “Wellydbait so

much.” the boys thought. One of them said, “I guess he is a nut, you know my dad said

that Goddard was building this rocket to go to the moon.”

222



Handout #4

The following three illustrations show the use of good style.

McGuiggan, JimJesus: Hero of Thy SoalvVest Monroe, LA: Howard, 1998. p.
22.

Jerry Harvill told a story about novelist Marjorie Byrd, who was visiting
the Macintosh home in the western Highlands of Scotland. A gale was howling
around the cottage that lay outside the village, and Mr. Macintosh was away on
business. At the height of the fierce storm came a knock at the door. A family
friend, a young lad, severely crippled and drenched to the skin, had walked from
the village to check on Mrs. Macintosh. She brought him in to warm at the fire.
“Aren’t you afraid?” the boy asked Mrs. Macintosh and her guest intendedy. T
novelist was about to say no, when Mrs. Macintosh spoke the words every boy
longs to hear: “Of course we were afraid,” she said, “but now that you're tere, i
all right, because now we have a man in the house.” The boy straightened his
twisted frame, looked at the two women, and said with a firm voice, “Well, then,

I'd best be checking to make sure everything is snug.”

Lucado, Max. “Forgiveness for Bitter Day®teaching23.2 (Sept/Oct 2007) 45.
You and | save things. Favorite photos, interesting articles—we all save
things. Homer and Langley Collyer hoarded things. Newspapers, letters,
clothing—you name it, they kept it.
Born in the late 1800s to an affluent Manhattan couple, the brothers lived
in a luxurious three-story mansion at the intersection of Fifth Avenue affd 128
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Street. Homer earned a degree in engineering; Langley becameea. laly

seemed good in the Collyer family. But then mom and dad divorced in 1909. The
boys, now in their 20s, remained in the home with their mother. Crime escalated.
The neighborhood deteriorated. Homer and Langley retaliated by escaping the
world. For reasons that therapists discuss at dinner parties, the duo retreated into
their inherited mansion, closed and locked the doors.

They were all but unheard of for nearly 40 years. Then in 1947 someone
reported the suspicion of a dead body at their address. It took seven policemen to
break down the door because the entrance was blocked by a wall of newspapers,
folding beds, half a sewing machine, old chairs, part of a winepress and other
pieces of junk. After several hours of digging, policemen found the body of
Homer, seated on the floor, head between his knees, his long and matted gray hair
reaching his shoulders.

But where was Langley? That question triggered one of the strangest
searches in Manhattan history. Fifteen days of quarrying produced 103 tons of
junk—gas chandeliers, a sawhorse, the chassis of an old car, a Steinway piano, a
horse’s jawbone and, finally, one missing brother. The stuff he kept had collapsed
on and killed him.

McGuiggan, JimJesus: Hero of Thy SolvVest Monroe, LA: Howard, 1998. p.
201-04.

In Tuscumbia, Alabama, in 1870 the Keller's baby girl fell ill, and this
resulted in her becoming blind, deaf, and mute. She was nineteen months old.
Without communication she grew into a “little human animal,” trapped in the

224



silent darkness, a victim to moods and to the ways her sad parents spoiled her
because they didn’'t know what else to do. “Every day she slips further and further
away,” said her mother, “and | don’t know how to call her back.”

Then Annie Sullivan arrived. She wasn’t much more than a child herself,
but she had known real life and all the pain, frustration, and heartache that goes
with it. But her suffering had taught her toughness as well as compassion.

She isn’t long at the Keller's before Helen shows her the power of a key—
she locks Sullivan in her room so she can't trouble her anymore. Annie, realizing
that she can't help Helen because the parents continue to interfere with ker wor
with the girl, asks them to let her have complete control over the child, in a little
summer house next to the main house.

They take Helen for a long drive so she won’t know where she is, they
deposit her in the summer house, and they leave immediately. By now Helen
regards Sullivan as her tormentor, so you can imagine her horror when she
realizes she is left alone with someone who will give her no peace. In panic, she
tries to find the door, to escape the clutches of this one who refuses to let her do
as she wishes; but when she finds it, it's locked, and the woman has the key.
Locked in by sightless eyes and unhearing ears, she’s now locked in with her
torturer.

For two weeks Sullivan “torments” Helen, refusing to let her eat or sleep
or play unless she is willing to abide by the rules. She tirelessly telaehtse

letters of the alphabet on her hands, trying to get through to her that words stand
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for things, that things have names, and that the shapes made by her fingers and
hands are the letters that spell the names that stand for the things.

Two weeks fly by without a breakthrough. The parents can no longer
stand the separation and resist Sullivan’s pleas for more time. They take Helen
back—prison’s ended; torment’s over; she’s free again.

As soon as she’s back in the house, she goes around checking all the doors
to see that they're unlocked, and then she takes the key and puts it in her mother’s
pocket, making sure that her tormentor won’t have power over her again. All the
obedience and rules she has learned are tossed to the winds and the animal
behavior returns. Finally, it all comes to a head when Helen in a fit of anger
pours a jug of water over Sullivan. Her teacher ignores the protests of the parents,
grabs the jug and Helen, drags her out to the pump, forces her to fill the jug with
water while she spells W..A..T..E..R on the girl's fingers and hands.

And that's when it happens. All of a sudden Helen stops struggling. She
throws away the jug and allows the water to run through her fingers as #he stra
to say the one word she had learned when she was a nineteen-month-old baby:
water! The light comes on in her mind; she struggles to understand that what was
being spelled out on her fingers stands for what she feels pouring over her hands.
Her prison walls are collapsing; she now has a rational connection with her
world—wordsarethings

Afraid to believe, in case she’s mistaken, she makes Sullivan pump more
water, feels it, grabs her teacher’s hand, and spells out WATER? The teacher
confirms it and slowly the tears begin to flow as freedom steals into her life
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Ecstatically, she wants to know the name of everything—the word for what’s
under her feet, for the soil she can pick up in her hands, for the thing the water
comes out of. The father and mother join the celebration and there’s crying and
laughing as the girl communicates with the world around her and learns the name
“Mother.”

All of a sudden, she turns from her parents, finds Sullivan, and asks her
what her name is. Sullivan spells out “teacher.” Softness and gratitude spread over
Helen’s face. She stumbles her way back o her mother, who holds her and doesn’t
want to let her go; but Helen, groping for the key in mother’s pocket, gets it and
wriggles free. Back she goes to the teacher, opens her hand, and presses the key
into it. Now she knows! Now she trusts! All along her tormentors had been her

friend; the one who had been locking her in was wanting to set her free
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Handout #5
Preaching 3313 Calvin Pearson

Delivery

Definition:

Importance:

Mehrabian, Psy. Todagept.1968. p.53) (Communication comes from: 55% face, 38%
voice, 7% words

Nonverbal communication:

Elements of Delivery
Face
Body
Dress
Movement
Eye Contact
Vocal

Sources for good delivery
Attitude

Emotions
Creativity
Responding to Audience

Love Spirit’s filling
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SURVEY DATA AND TABULATION

Control Group Survey #1
Q 1- Number Edit

Q2- Text and style

Q3- Write- Speak

Q4- Cong. Influence

Q5- Emotions

Q6- Rate

Q7- Verb- Nonverbal
Q8- Spontaneous - Planned
Q9- Facial Expression
Q10- Body

Total

Average St. Dv

3.16

2.16

3.61

1.79

2.17

3.05

2.32

4.22

1.79

3.79

2.81
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1.50

1.17

1.33

1.03

0.79

0.71

1.25

1.06

0.85

1.13

1.08



Control Group Survey #2
Q 1- Number Edit

Q2- Text and style

Q3- Write- Speak

Q4- Cong. Influence

Q5- Emotions

Q6- Rate

Q7- Verb- Nonverbal
Q8- Spontaneous - planned
Q9- Facial Expression
Q10- Body

Total

231

Average
3.92
2.00
3.23
1.54
1.62
2.62
2.08
4.46
1.77
4.38

2.76

St. Dv.

0.95

1.29

1.42

0.52

0.65

0.87

1.55

0.78

1.09

0.96

1.01



Intervention Group Survey #1

Q 1- Number Edit

Q2- Text and style

Q3- Write- Speak

Q4- Cong. Influence

Q5- Emotions

Q6- Rate

Q7- Verb- Nonverbal

Q8- Spontaneous - planned
Q9- Facial Expression
Q10- Body

Totals

232

2.93

2.20

3.20

1.93

2.20

2.47

2.00

4.40

1.87

3.73

2.69

1.16

1.15

1.21

0.59

0.77

0.64

0.88

0.74

0.83

0.96

0.89



Intervention Group Survey #2 Average St. Dv

Q 1- Number Edit 3.60 0.97
Q2- Text and style 240 1.07
Q3- Write- Speak 3.40 1.17
Q4- Cong. Influence 1.60 0.52
Q5- Emotions 1.90 0.57
QG6- Rate 2.20 0.79
Q7- Verb- Nonverbal 1.80 1.23
Q8- Spont. - planned 450 0.71
Q9- Facial Expression 1.20 0.42
Q10- Body 450 1.08
Total 2.71 0.85

233



Amount of Change

Control Group Survey
Comparison

Q 1- Number Edit
Q2- Text and style
Q3- Write- Speak

Q4- Cong. Influence
Q5- Emotions

Q6- Rate

Q7- Verb- Nonverbal
Q8- Spont. - planned
Q9- Facial Expression

Q10- Body

Average Change

pre-

3.16

2.16

3.61

1.79

2.17

3.05

2.32

4.22

1.79

3.79

234

post-
3.92
2.00
3.23
1.54
1.62
2.62
2.08
4.46
1.77

4.38

change
0.76
0.16
0.38
0.25
0.55
0.43
0.24
0.24
0.02

0.59

0.36



Amount of Change

Imitation Group Survey

Comparison Pre Post

Q 1- Number Edit 2.93 3.60
Q2- Text and style 2.20 2.40
Q3- Write- Speak 3.20 3.40
Q4- Cong. Influence 1.93 1.60
Q5- Emotions 2.20 1.90

Q6- Rate 2.47 2.20

Q7- Verb- Nonverbal 2.00 1.80
Q8- Spont. - planned 4.40 4.50
Q9- Facial Expression 1.87 1.20
Q10- Body 3.73 4.38

Average Change
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Change
0.67
0.20
0.20
0.33
0.30

0.27
0.20
0.10
0.67
0.65

0.36
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