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Observation of Courtney Werner 
EN101.47 
October 28, 2015 
4:30 – 5:50 p.m. 
Edison Hall 120 
 
Class began with a reminder from Dr. Werner about upcoming homework assignments 
and formal papers.  She then shifted to a discussion of the Burkean Parlor concept with 
which she emphasized the importance of getting texts to “talk” to one another.  She then 
discussed how to put together a portfolio, which is one of the major documents the 
students are to compile for their course grade.  The discussion was accompanied by a 
handout that detailed the contents of the portfolio.  Currently, the students are working on 
project #3, a source-augmented paper on multimodal writing assignments.  Much of the 
discussion involved how to submit separate drafts, so was strictly practical advice 
necessary for establishing the sequence of the process. 
 She transitioned to an in-class activity: Imagine that you walk into a parlor where 
Dibble, Bartholomae, Ohmann, Arnheim, and DeVoss are having a conversation.  What, 
for example, might Arnheim say to DeVoss if they were to sit down in a room together.  
To facilitate this she did an overview of the authors’ major points, an important 
component for making this activity work.  Dr. Werner asked students to recall what the 
key arguments were and wrote up main premises on the board.  Class was sometimes 
slow to respond, but Dr. Werner countered this by continued probing, sometimes calling 
on individuals to participate (I might suggest keeping them grounded in specific passages 
of the text itself, making them responsible for the reading during as well as outside of 
class).  All articles were uploaded to eCampus (there is also a text for the class, 
Understanding Rhetoric, which wasn’t used for this lesson) and students had read and 
discussed the essays in earlier classes.  She spent the most time discussing Arnheim 
because they had not had an opportunity to talk about it in class yet, and it is a dense 
article dealing with the function of signs, pictures, and symbols in visual communication.  

After this very detailed and useful discussion, she turned again to the in-class 
activity involving the conversation between these writers, seeking to discover what, 
exactly, the dialogue might contain.  This is to ultimately lead to a thesis statement for 
project #3. (Discuss placement of thesis in the drafting process).  She wants to determine 
how these authors might agree and/or disagree, what the content of the conversation 
might be, and what the implications of this dialogue might suggest (a next step for this 
activity might be to have it completed as group work). 
 Dr. Werner has an amiable demeanor and seems to be very supportive and 
encouraging of her students.  She circulated as they completed the activity, providing 
both direction for those who were struggling and praise for those who seemed to 
understand the objective.  This complex activity was difficult for some, but Dr. Werner 
was properly modeling the “critical conversation” which is a cornerstone of our 
composition sequence.  After about ten-fifteen minutes of this activity, she solicited 
results from the class, promising to give more detailed feedback after she had a chance to 
look over them during the weekend.  (Interestingly, she played soft classical music on 
Pandora during this activity, evidently as a way to provide a soothing atmosphere in 
which to conduct this exercise). 



 She underscored that this was intended to be a type of draft that is to lead to a 
thesis statement, again modeling the writing process.  She then went over a handout with 
sample student thesis statements which they critiqued as a class, pointing out, e.g., when 
a thesis was weak, boring, too broad, or didn’t address a specific path of inquiry.  She 
asked them to rewrite some of the theses to make them stronger.  General advice included 
issues of specificity, narrowness of topic, concreteness, and whether the purpose was 
evaluation, argumentative description, expository, or something else.  This discussion 
went until the end of the period.  Dr. Werner repeatedly encouraged students to email her 
with questions about the day’s activities and the upcoming homework, which was to 
revise their theses based on the day’s activities. 
 Dr. Werner is quite sensitive to class dynamics, and was adept at making sure the 
pace stayed brisk and students were actively participating.  This is a sign of an 
experienced instructor and an indication of her comfort level in front of the classroom.  
While I had some minor suggestions (see parentheticals), I detected nothing that I would 
classify as a weakness; Dr. Werner seems to have control over every aspect of her 
teaching.  That she coordinated this class’s lesson so seamlessly shows that she has 
command over the sometimes complicated logistics of teaching composition.  I welcome 
Dr. Werner as a colleague and hope that she is with us for a long time.  She’s an asset to 
the program and the department. 
 
David J. Tietge 
Director of First-Year Composition 
Monmouth University 
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