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Preface

-~
The writing center is an indispensable adjunct to many college and
JMniversity writing programs, and it is growing in importance on the
secondary school level as well. Tutorial writing services hi.ve always been

diverse in their pedagogies, philosophies, and physical makeups:’But the
writing center’s period of chaotic adolescence is nearly over. Center direc:

tors are slowly articulating common goals, objectives, and methodologies; |

and writing centers are beginning to take on:a common Iorm, to evolve
into a recognizable species. .

Now that ‘the field of writing:center- operat1on is about to enter adult-
hood, directors are beginning to examine the concepts underlymg their
work. Hence, one of thesprmcxpal ob]ectwes of this book is to provnde
a forum for ceater directors to speculate formally on thecretical and
administrative matters germane to the writing center. Writing Centers:
Theory and Administration is in fact the first book to examine the
“pedagogical theories of tutorial services and to relate them to ar'ual
center practices. .

Part I, Writing Center Theory; is comprised of seven essays dlscussmg

purely th’éoretlcal and pedagogical issues. Kenneth Bruffee, an influential -

pioneer of “collaborative learning,” begins the section with a discussion -

of the/nature of knowledge and the manner in which students “acquire”
it; this discussion leads to-a cogently articulated rationale for peer tutor-
_ing. John and Tilly Warnock attempt in Chapter 2 to establish a working
theory of the writing.center. In Chapter 3 Stephen Morth, coeditor of the
Writi g_Center Journal, reviews the major research on writing centers
and suggests directions this research should take in the future,
North’s coeditor, Lil Brannon,“and C. H. Knoblauch provnde in
the fourth chapter a phllosophlcal perspectivé on writing centers, urging
dirgstors to constantly reexamine their professional assumptions about
center pedagogy. Following Brannon and Knoblauch’s' advice, Patrick
, Hartwell scrutinizes in the fifth chapter some commonly held assumptions
" about composition pedagogy and writing center practices. In Chapter 6
" Karen Spear, applies principles of cognitive theory to writing - center

. methodology, discussing specxﬁcally how to promote the cognitive devel-

opment of tutees. The final essay in Part is a Delphl study conducted

2 owvil
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by Bené Scanlon Cox; this research report attempts to establish clear-

ly defined priorities and guidelines for future development of the writ-

ing center. :

Part 1 is concerned cxclusively with theoretical ‘issues. Most of the :

peer tutoring. In addition, most of the essays in this sectior. . particularly
the chapters by Bruffee, Hartwell, and Brannon and Knoblauch, are
of direct intcrest not only to writing center directors but to all teacuers
of writing. _ - _

Part 11, Writing Center Administration, emphasizes the practical con-

cerns of writing center administrators. This section is-very much a “how

to” manual for both novice and experienced directors. The first essay in
Part 1I deals with how to establish awriting center at a two-year institu-
tion, but it is relevant also to administrators in four-year colleges and,

. evén to directors of existing centers. In the second essay, Chapter 9,

Peggy Jolly usés her expertise as a grant writer to explain how directors
can secure funds from a variety of sources. And in Chapter 10, C. Michael
Sntith discusses how to streamline a center’s paperwork and filing system.

The last three essays of Part 11 deal with center staffing. Loretta Cobb

and Elaine Elledge discuss staffing a center with peer tutors. Going one

. step further, Linda Bannister-Wills illustrates an effective tutor- training

- essays deal with esiablishing a conceptual basis for writing centers-and

program. And Jeanette, Harris completes the discussion by explaining

2

how to devise an in-house tutor training manual. . .

Part [11, Special Concerns, deals-with topics of interest to individual
directors. These essays often mix theorctical concerns with practical
.methodology, both pedagogical and administrative. The first essay in this
section (Chapter 14) addresses a key concern of many centers: attitudinal
problems of faculty, tutors, and tutees. In Chapter 15, Mary Croft deals
with one category of the. attitude question: how to cope with the tutee
who resists writing center assistance. Thomas Nash then examines the
subject of teaching invention in the writing center and provides a clever
analysis ot the theoretical links between the invention .process and the
tutorial. Rodney Simard discusses in Chapter 17 the “professional role”
of the tutor—a unique essay from the perspective of a skilled tutor.

The final two essays in this collection are companion pieces in that

both discuss expanding center services. Alexander Friedlander explains -

how to integrate an ESL program into a writing ccnter, while W. Keats

Sparrow and Bertie Fearing discuss how to incorporate the tutoring of '

technical and business writing into a_center. In light of the influx of

foreign students and technical-business writers into colleges and univer-
. sitics, both essays are of particular interest to center directors who must -
" meet the needs of these students.

€
.
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Preface . . ix

The finai section of the book is an extensive bibliography of articles,
books, and dissertations about writing centers, tutoring, and issues rele-
vant to center directors.

The pubhsher an] editor wish to acknowledge their gratitude to Thom
Hawkins—a leader in the field of writing center administration—for the
Introduction which he has contributed to this book. It is Loped that this
book wﬂhprovnde center directors with a sense of focus for further study
of wr tmg centers, their objectives and-methodologies, for only through
focus%d resecarch will center directors be able to contmue the unified,
professnonal growth tney have begun in the last decade.

\ ) Gary A. Olson
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Introduction

The growth of writing centers is but one part of a scarch for new vitality
in the humanities. This search includes making fundamental changes not
only in how writing is taught, but also in how wrting is deﬁned Most
teachers can identify good wntmg, but there is much less consensus.on
how good writing gets done and- how it can be taught. Several new
models of the writing process are being proposcd, whereas a short time
ago classroom teachers had no such models; and few tried seriously to
teach writing as a process. = ‘oday instructors can inform their teaching
from numerous new studies 1 fields such as rhetoric, cognitive psychol-
ogy, and sociolinguistics.

The growihg pains of writing centers are symp'omatm of a general

state of flux and tension in the humanities,’a condition cdused by drop- :

‘ping erroliments :ad a changmg studeni body. Writing centers "are
coming of age in the midst of this upheaval becausc they make roorm,
provide space and time, for students to talk about idecas, to explore
meaning, and to freely engage in the trial and crror of puttmg thcu'
_thoughts into writing. -

This congenial environment for Icarning how to think and to write is
based on tutoring, chiefly onc-on-one instruction, but also the kind of
tutoring that sometimes, though never exclusively, involves small group
work. As the number of nontraditional students increased in the 60s and
- 70s, it became more and more apparent that writing could not be taught
to a classroom of twenty, thirty, or more students. Such a pcdagogy had
always becn a marginal method at best. In large classes you can teac
grammar, you can teach literature, you can teach rhetorical patterns, but
you cannot tcach writing. The best way, maybe the only way, to learn
how to write is-by writing and rewriting. Beyond practicing writing, the
“writer can aiso lcarn a good deal by talking te a sensitive and responsive
reader before and during writing and rew‘riting. The chief pedagogy of
writing centers, tutoring, recognizes that writing is at once the most
personal and the most social task students engage in. As Kennceth Bruffee
explains in this collecuon what we know, hence what we write, is a
product of socxa_l interaction: our talk. Students’ writing can improve
through close and rcgular contact with a supportive, yet critical audience.
Trained tutors, peer or otherwise, know how to listen and how to e:gage

xi
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students in a constructive dialogue that becomes an essential part of the
cownposing proc 5, .

N As researchers and scholars arc’redefining what it means to write, so
Loo are writing centers helping to redefine what it means to teach writing.
Those who teach in writing centers do noy play the role ofshaman, guru,
or mentor, but insicad are the architects and parthers of collaborative
learning. They redesign the learning environment o that more of the

- responsibility and the activity of learning is shifted onte the l:arner.
There is u sharing of power, accompanied by the recognition that, since
we are all learners, we are all capable of béing teachers and that teaching
and learning are not separate but complementary activities. In tandem
with the new theories of composition that emphasize process, the teach-
ing practices of writing centers are influencing the way writing is taught
in the classroom. It is now quite common during classtime to conference
and to form small peer groups v aere students in effect tutor each other.
Many teachers no loniger mark student papers in private, but instead
respond in person during a conference with the author, a practice that is
indispensable to writing center pedagogy. Writing centers are one of the
chicf agents of this movement toward individualization and <ollaborative -
learning, but there has been no extensive document. ;on of their impact, -

" Most composition researchers and scholars, when iooking for areas’ of
inquiry, do not go to writing ggnters; they go to the classroom. As a
result, there is not only an abundance of ignorance about the way writing
cenicss have shaped classroom teaching, but writing center professionals
themselves suffer a knowledge gap. As Steve Morth once noted in a
scathing sclf-indictment, “. . . we dont know what we are doing.™ A less
incriminating observation might be that much mofe is going on in writing
centers than mects the eye. Take for example 2!l of the classroom instruc-
tors who have been able to write better essay tolpicsubascd on feedback -
from writing center tutors and staff who explain how students react to
certain assignments. More réal learning is going on’than anyone realizes
because students ove spending more time on what matters and getting
more from their contacts with instructors and tutors. There is a flexibiity
_in the teaching of composition that was not possible-ten years ago—
tedchers and tutors can accommodate a more diverse student body and
can talk with students about their writing in a varicty of disciplines, not
jusi English. - ) .

Writing ceniers are doing so much now with coliaborative. iearning
that often their practice outstrips their theoretical grasp of principles
behind their work. For instance, in the Bérkeley writing Yenter peer tutors

. have been showing selected students videotapes of their:tutoring sessions A
in an effort to stimulate greater involvement, specifically to increase the . °

" Talio of studeént {6 tutor ralk. Tutdérs have seen-significant improvement
in both the stydents’ learning behavior and writing, but no one is quite

N
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surc how the changss cumc about, Despite :mprc§suc uccnt ad\anms in

theofetical undv.rsnndmg, by specialists, \»mmg centers daily discover
new elements in students® writing processes thas cry for further investiga-
tion. Writing centers now are 30 close, so intimate with their students’
approachgs 1o learning that thcy ofien cannot sce the forest for'the trees.
Conjecture angd experimentation, fréquently substituie” for more solid
understanding. H writing centers are to continue makmg substantial con-
tributions (o classroom pmcme and cumcula, xf they are 1o reach a
proguctive and long-lasting maturity, they must do more, tl':moi)atch
together fragments of successful practices. .

To bt.bm with, writing centers can ally themselves with fauult) uho are.

* redefining what it means to teach «riting. Writing centers dre not alone

in meeting the challenge of teaching the new constitugncy of nontradi-
tional students and the new - -methodologics of coliaborative learning.
Faculty from ‘various dv.partmems Jook to the writing center for knowl-
edge and cxpertise in these areas, but alss for a place to share cxpwrx-
ences, . to compare notes. And more and more faculty from: traditional
English departments as well are becomirg invoived with writing center
activities. In years to come there will be an x(nucasmg demand on writing
centers 1o’ participate in campusmdc_:fforf.s to improve ithe teaching of
writing. As traditional faculty look for ways fo changg their teaching
techniques, writing centers will be asked'to explain néw approaches.
Writing centers must draw from theirifirst decade of cxpcncncc must
gather together their successes {and the-shards of their’ fm!ures) so that
they can involve themselves more fully in the new, campuswwdc interest in
tcaching composition. There is going s be a gr»ulcrh)nccd than ever

before to explain how writing centers do whal they do.

-The essays in ihis book suggest many argas for lhnkmg. rescarch and,
future study. Certainly more could be written on the group thterials that

karcn ‘Spear fecls writing centers’ undcrp!ay, and Patnck Hanwell's con-

clusions about a tuter's role in helping students u'ans‘a!c wrmcn-down
speech scem a tantahzmg invitation.1o further speculation. But even while

* writing center staff are concerned with issues that help build their profcs-

- sional profile on the larger, national ievel, they must remember that a’
significant saurce of their strength lies. in their responsiveness to the
special -needs of their jocal students. Unlike an acadcmxc‘depanmem,
writing centers have no claim to a universal discipline. When teachers

meet and talk about “English” or “history” or phxlosofahy," they share

" an undcrstandmg based on a canon of knowledge, but when the talk

.lurns to writing centers, you will find much less agreement about content,

purpose, and scope of operations. Rather than a weakness however;.this .

eclecticism points to an underlying strength: writing centers must s
-resourceful because they tend to be a schodl’s most goncerted responsc to

thc individual ieeds. of its studcms. ‘.specnally the nontradmonal studem




xiv ' - . o ' - Introduction -
e Comsequently, writing centers and learaing centers are in VETY 1engis
™" iy position {academicaliy speaking) on campus. They must be very
© responsive to change, and they have i great deal 1o-iearn about. They
must sce their lecal conceras as their major challenge. Whert there is a
new clientele’ (G serve, whether they be returning women, Asian immi--
grants, technical writers, or deaf studeats, writing centérs'not only face
new instructional challenges, but also aré in a superb position to maké’
.. discoveries about language development and composition. Such Tmines ™
- diate needs provide writing, centers with the opportunity to test dxisting ",
e knowledge and explore new avenues of instruciion. What writing senters
' can learn about teachiig writing to their special populations can heip-all
teachers of writing, oo S
. . . . . . v e SRS
By publishing volumes such as this, weitin; ctnterstafl can enlarge
iheir sphere of influence while at the same time take a-hand in dirccting
their own growth. Mo one Kaows for surc how “big" writing centers will _
get, how entrenched they might become in the.next twenty years on Qur
camipuscs, but they iiave made an impression that § thirk will be strongly
felt for a very 'long time. Writing centers have concentrated ‘on studen

learning rather than on a “subject” of study. W:iting centers stand foran
attitude toward-siudents, toward writing, and toward teaching that puts
centrol and responsibility for IZarning back intethe hands of students, )
, Tilly ana Johu Warnock suggest, in their chapterin this book, that this'~
»". .. “lberatory” {unction of writing cénters may best be carried out if they
' femain on-the Sidelings and avoid being swallowed up by the larger -
-acedeniic units.“In cther wordsj,;whatevcr the fiscal futurs of writing’
© centers may be, they will always. be-important and influential if they
remain committed to the kind of tutnring that focuses “on nizaning; not
‘form; on process, not product; on adthorial intention and audience
expectation, not teacher authority or punitive racdsures; on holistic and
= - human concerns, not erfoss and isolated skills.™ - L
. Such a& ¢nergetic commiiment to tutoring presenis something of a™ = -
Jouble-hind to dudicated writing center staff who wish to make a con-
tributicn beyond their local realm, to gét *fie Word sut; to nelp-shape the -
future by participating in a disconrse, but who have a strong obligation
to spend -their time with students. So, this volume represents-a rare gift of | -
time from « few of those many committed professionals, but it isalsoan -
invitation to others to get involved. Not only could faculty from various

"

. departments (psychology, English; sducation, sociology, linguistics, rhet-
' oric, come quickly to mind) find fertile groun: for study, harried writing

cenizr instructors could add new pefspective to their work with students
~._ il they fought for and got release time 1o writ€ and;publish. The articles

~~In this collection demonstrate that it is well worth the sffoft,. \
N . o R L
S "Thom Hawkins - ) \
o~ o ‘ o P ' i
. \\\ : . - .. - . 7 ~‘"»<_.
. \__\ 1 P < T e i .
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I Peer Tutoring and the
“Conversation of Mankind”

g

Kenneth A B(uifu
Brookiyn L.th,_n
City University of New York

The father of “colluborative learning.” Bruffee argues that thelight ~
and wsiting are special artifacts grounded in conversatior, As such,
~ both are fostered by tzaching that emphasizes conversational ex-
change smong peers. Besides providing a theoretical basis for peer
wienny 0 writing centers, the auther answers the mast common
objections 1o collaborative learning -and suggesis how it m\ght bz
extended to other areas of humanistic study. L ~ .
e . '
The betinnings of peer tutoring lie in practice, not in theory. A decade or
so ago, faculty and administrators in a few.institutions arotnd the coumry

brcame aware that, increasingly, :nudcnts entering college had dxfﬁculty

. doing as well'in academic studies’ as their abilities suggested they should
be able ta do. Some of these students were in mdny ways poarly prepared -

academically. -Many more of thcm, however, had on paper excellent

secondary preparation.. The common denominator amon e poorly
prepared and the apparently well prepared seemed-lo “be shat, for eul- -
. tural reasons we may not yet fully understand, all these students had
dapting to the tradmonal -or noxmal“ conventions of the

difficu

classroom.. .
Ofe symptom of t&dxfﬁculty wits that many'of thesc studcms refusu:i
help when it was offered. Mainly, co}legcs offertd ancillary programs

o
<
&

staffed by professionals. Students‘avoided them in'droyes. Many solutions .

to this problem were suggcsted‘ and tried, from manduated programs to

sink-or-swim. One idea that sesmed at the time among the most exotic

-and unhkcly {thm 1s, in the jargon of the Sixties, among the most
S

1 am indebted for cditorial advice i m:smg this’ <553y lo Marj.ory Pcna, Bamch
Comge. CUNY, and for convidrsation regarding issues raised in ghe essay to her and other
* Feilowy of the Brooklyn College Institute for Training Peer Tutors. ThE Institute was

supposicd by a grant {rom the Fund for the lmpmvcmcm of Pos.sc:cndary Education.

~ .

s :
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“radical”} turned out to work rather welf Some of us had guessed that
students were refusing, the help we were providing because it seemed to <
thein merely an extension of the work} the expectations, and above ajll the .
Social s{rycture of traditfonal classroom learning. And it was traditioral
Classtoom learning thu: seemed to have left these studerits-uriprepared in
the first place. What they needed, we had guessed, was help of a sor: that.
Was not an exicnsion but an alternative to the traditional classroom.

To provide that-aliernative, we tarned to peer tutoring. Through peer
tutoring, we reasoned, teachers could reach students by organizing them
to teach mach other. Peer tutbrihg'was a type of collaborative learning, It
did not seem to change what people learned but, rather, the social context

_in which they learned it. Peer tutoring made learning a twosway street;
since students’ work tended to improve wheij they got help from peer .

' tutors and tutors learncd,-frbm'gh'c students they hélped and from the.
activity of tutoring itself. Peer tutoriﬁg 'harncgsed the powerful educative \
forc'c' of peer infiuence that had been—and largely gﬁll is—ignored and - -
hence wasted by traditional forms. of education. S

These are some of the insights we garnered through the practical
experience of urganizing peer tutoring tq meet student needs. More.
reccntly, we have begun to‘learn that much of this practical e_xpcrie‘:cc_
and the insights it.yielded have a conceptual-rationale, a theoreticzi

- < dimension, that had escaped us earlier as We muddled through, trying ta . .
~ solve practical problems in practical ways. The better we understand this
conceptual rationale, owever, the more it leads’us to suspect that peer
N tutoring.(and collaborative learning in general). has the potentiad to
N challenge the theory.and practice .of traditional classroom learning itkelf.
ST This essay will sketch what seems to me to be the most persudsive
conceptual rationale for peer tutoring and will sungest what appear to be’
some of the larger implications of that rationale., The essay will begin by .
discussing the view of thought and knowledge gat seems fo underli¢ peer -7 .
tutoring. Then it will suggest what this view. implies 2bout how peer
. tutoring works. Finally, the essay will suggest what this concept of
- - Knowledge may suggest for studying and'tcachinglthc humanities.

~

v

.. . _ .
Conversation and the Origin of Thought ’

-.In an important essay on the place of literature in education published
some twenty years ago, Michael Oakeshott atgues that what distinguishes
Luman beings from other animals is our abjlity to participate i uncnding
conversation. “As civilized human beings,” Oakeshott says,

we are the inheritors, neither of an inquiry about ourselves and the

) world, ror of an accumulating body of information, but.of & con-

® -
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versmo bcgun in the p Qmeval forests and. exiended and made
more artlculate in_the course of centuries. Itisa conversauon which
goes,an both in pubhc and within each of ourselves. . 7. Education,
pr0perly speaking, is an mmanon into the skill and partnershlp of
this conversation in which we learn to recognize the voices, to
dlsllngmsh the proper occasions of utterance, and in which we
acquxrc. the intellectual and moral habits appropnate to conversation.

- And it is this conversation which, in the end, gives place and charac-
ter to Lvery human activity and ytterance.?

; Argumg that the human conversation takes place within us as well as
among us and that conversation as it takes place within us is what we call
reflective thought, Oakeshott makes the assumption that conversation and
reﬂecuve thought are related in two ways: organically and formally. That =
is, as the work of Lev Vygotsky and others has shown,? reflective thought—
is public or social conversation internalized. We first experience and learn
“the skill and partnership of this conversation” in the external arena of
direct social exchange with other people. Only then “do we learn to dis-
place that “skill and partnership” by playing silently, in imagination, the

~ parts of all the participants in the conversation ourseives. As Clifford

¢  Geertz has put it, “thinking as an overt, public act, involving the purpose-

" ful manipnlaticn of objective materials, is probably fundamental to- human

" beings; and thinking as a covert, private act, and without recourse to such .

_.._.materials, a denved,_ghough not unuseful, capability.™ - -

Since what we experience as reflective thought is organically related to

- s0C1al, tonversauon the two are alsd related functionally. That is, because
thought originates in conversation, thougt and conversation tend to work
largely in the same way. Of coursé, in thought some of the limitations-of

- conversation are-absent. Logistics, for example, aré no problem-at all; 1

don’t have to go anywhere or make an-appointment to get together with

myself for a.talk. I don’t even need to dial the phone, although I do

“ometines need a trip to the coffezmaker. And in thought ‘there are no i

lifferences among the participants in preparauon interest, native ability,
or spoken vernacular. On the othe: hand, in thought some of the less

fortunate limitations of conversatiun may hang on. Limitaiions imposed .

by my etnocentrism, inexperience, personal anxiety, economic interests,

.and paracigmatic inflexibility cun constrain my thinking just as they can

constrain my conversation. If my talk is narrow, superficial,-biased, and » -

confined to cllchés my thinking is likely to be s0, too. Still, it: remains
. the case that many of the social forms anc conventions of conversation,

’ most of lgs language conventions and rhetorical structures, its impetus
and goals, its excitement and drive, its potentially vast range and flexi-
bility, and the issues it addresses are the sources of, the forms and con-

-ventions, structures, impetus, range and ﬂexnblhty, and the issues of
reflective thought.

Q
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. _ ) The formal and organic relationship I have becnﬁdrawing here between
conversation and thought illuminates, therefore, the source of the quality,
depth, terms, character, and issues of thought. The assumptions undez-
lying this argument differ considerably, however, from the assumptions
we ordinarily make- about the nature of thought. We ordinarily assume

..., that.thought is some sort of “essential attribute” of the human mind. The"
view that conversation and thought are fundamentally related assumes
instead that thought is a social artifact. As Stanley Fish has put it,-the

+ thoughts we “can think and the mental operations [we] can perform have
their source in some or other interpretive community.”s Reflective think-
ing is something we learn to do, and we learn to do it from and with
other people. We learn to think reflectively as a result of learningito talk,
and the ways we can think reflectively as adults depend on the ways we
have learned to talk as we grew up. The range, complexity, and subtlety
of our thought, its power, the practical and conceptual uses we can put it
to, as well as the very issues we can address result in large measure (native
aptitude, the gift of our genes, aside) directly from the degree to which we
have becn initiated into what Oakeshott calls the potential “skill and

“partnership” of human conversation in its public and social form.

To the extent that thought is internalized conversation, then, any effort
to understand how we **;ink requires,us to understand the nature of
- conversation; and any effort to understand coaversation requires us to

o understand the nature of community life that generates and maintains
conversation. Furthermore, ahy effort to understand and cultivate in’
ourselves a particular kind'of thinking requires us to undérstand and
cultivate the community life that generates and maintains the conversation ~
from which a particular kind of thinking~origindtes. The first steps to
learning to fink better are to fearn to converse better and to learn to
Create and maintain the sort of social contexts, the sorts of community
life, that foster. the kinds of conversations we value. .-

These relationships have broad applicability and implications far
beyond those that may be immediately apparent. For example, Thomas
~.. Kuhn has argued that to undersiand scientific thought and knowledge;

. ; we must understand the nature of scientific communities.s Richard Rorty,

carrying Kuhn’s view and terminology further, arglies that $0 understand

¢ -any kind of knowledge, we must understand what Rorty calls the social
Justification” of belief; that is, we must understand how knowledge is
~“merated and maintained by communities of- knowledgeable ‘peers.?

- Staniey Fish completes the argument by posifing that these “inferpretive .
communities” are the source not only of our thought and the “meanings™
we produce through the use and manipulation of symbolic structures,

chiefly language; interpretive communities may also be in large measure -

~ the source of what we regard as our very selves.? -
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The line of argument I have been pursuing has lmportant unpltcatxons for - -
educators, especially those of us who teach composition, If thnught is -
internalized public and social talk, then writing is internalizcd iaik made

- public and social again. If thought is internalized convetsatton then

" writing is internalized conversation re-externalized.’

Like thought, therefore, writing is tempuorally and functior. ‘v related”
tc conversation. Writing is in fact a technologically displaceu iorm of
conversation. When we write, havmg already internalized the “skiil and
partnership”™ of conversation, we displace it once more onto the written .
page. But because thought is already one step away from conversation,
the position of writing relative to conversation is more complex than even
that of thought. Writing is at once both two steps away from conversation
and a return to conversation. By writing, we re-immerse conversation in
its social medium. Writing is two steps. removed. from conversation
because, for example, my ability to write this essay depends on my abxlxty
to talk through with myself the issues I address here. And my abiity 16
talk through an issue with myself derives “largely from my ability to .
converse directly with other reople in an immediate social situation.

The point is not that every time.I write, what I say must necessarily be
something I have talked over thh other -people first, although I may well
oftenr do just that. What I say can’ originate in thought. But since thought
is conversatxon as'l have learned to internwize it, the pomtis that writing
always has its roots d in ihe accuired ability to carry on the. social
symtolic exchange We?\l ¢onversation. The inference writing tutors and
teachers should make from this line of reasoning is that our task must
invclve engaging students in conversation at as many points in the wntmg
- process as possible and that we should coatrive to ensure that that con-
versaticn is similar in as many ways as possible to the way we ‘would like
them evzntually to write. e

3

Pee: "Tularing as Suci‘ai C‘bntex: : -

This practical inference returns us to peer tutoring. If we consider thought
as internalized conversation and ‘writing as re-externalized conversation,
peer- tutoring plays an important -role-in education for at least two
reasons—both resultmg from the fact that peer tutoring is-a form of
collaborative learning. First, peer tutoring provides a social context in*
" whith students can experience and practice the kinds of conversation that
\academ/s most value. The kind of conversation peer tutors engage in v
with theirytutees can be emotionally involved, intellectually and substan- >
‘tively focused, and personally disinterested. There could -be no better )

~ s .
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B source of this than the sort of displaced conversation (i.e., writing) that -
acadernics value. 'Peer tutoring; like ccllaborative learning in general,
makes students—both tutors and tutees—aware that writing is a social

. artifact, like the thought that praduces it. Rowever displaced writing
may seem in time and space froza the rest of a writer’s community of
readers and other writers, writing continues to be.an act of conversational
‘exchange. N

Peer Tutoring as a- Context Jor “Normal Discourse”

The seconc reason is somewhat more complex. Peer tutoring, 2gain like

h : o
collaborative learning in general, p:ays anittiportant role in education -
- because it prevides a'particular kind of social context for conversation, a
. particular kind of . community: that of status equals, or peers. This means
- that students learn the “skill and ﬁgrtnership” of re-externalized conversa-
tion not only in a community that fosters the kind of conversation
academics most value, but also in alcommunity like the one most students
must eventually write for in everyday life—in business, government, and
the professions. | » o N
* It is worthwhile digressing a moment to establish this ‘last point. )
Ordinarily people write to inform and convince other people within the
writer's own community, people whose stdtus and assumptions approxi-
mate the writer’s own.!0 That is, the sort of writing most people do most
frequently in their everyday working lives is what Rorty calls “nortnal
discourse.” Normal discourse, a term of Rorty's coinage Based on Kuhn’s
“term “normal science,” applies t6 conversation within a community of
knowledgeable peers. A community of khowledgeable_peers is a group
of people who accept, and whose work is guided by, the same paradigms
and the same code of values and essumptions. In normal discourse, as
Rorty puts it, everyone agrees on the “set of conventions about what .
counts as a relevant contribution, what counts as a Question, what counts’
as having a good argument for that answer or a good. criticism of it.”
The product of normal distourse is “the sort of statement that can be
agreed to be true by all participants whom the other participants count
as ‘rational.’ "1t , _ ] A ,
The-essay I am writirig here is an example of normal discourse in this
sense. I am writing to members ofimy own comimunity of knowledgeable
peers. My readers and 1 (I suppose) are guided in our work by the’same’
set of conventions about what counts as a relevant contribution, what
_counts as a question, what counts as an answer, what counts as a.good
. ‘argument in support of that answer or a good criticism of it. I judge my
essay finished when I think it conforms to that set of conventions and _
values. And it is within that set of convetions and values that my readers
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will evaluate the essay, both in terms of its quality and in terms of whether
or not it makes sense. Normal discourse is pointed, explanatory, and.
- argumentative. Its purpose is to justify belief to the satisfaction of other
people within the author’s community of knowledgeable peers. Much of
what we teach today—or should be teaching—-in composition and speech
‘course$ is the normal discourse of most academic, professional, and °
business communities. The “rhetoric™ taught in sur composition textbooks
tomprises—or should comprise—the conventions of norma! discourse of
those communities.!2
Teaching normal discourse in its written form is thus central to a
college curriculum because the one thing college teachurs in n.ost-fields
commonly want students to acquire, and what teachers in most fields
consistently reward ‘students for, is the ability to carry on in speech -
and writing the normal discourse of the field in question. Normal dis-
course is what William Perry calls the fertile “wedding® of “bull” and’
“cow,” of facts and their relevancies: discourse on the established contexts
of knowledge.in a field that makes effective reference to facts and ideas as .
~. . defined within those contexts. In a student who can consummate this
wedding, Perry says, “*we recognize a colleague 13 This is so because to be
a conversant with the normal discourse in a field of study or éndeavor is
- exactly what we mean by being knowledgeable—that is, knowledgeable—
in that field. Not to have mastered the normal discourse of a discipline,
no matter how many “facts™ or data onc'may know, is not to be. knowl-
edgeable in that discipline. Mastery of a “knowledge community’s” normal
discourse is the basic qualification for acceptance into that commumty
. The kind of writing we hope to tcach students in college, therefore, is
"~ not only the kind of writing most appropriate to work in fields of
busmess govemmen\x and the professnons it is also writing most appro-
pna'e to gaining competence in most academic Tields that students study
- in college. And what both kinds of writing have in common is that they
* are written within and addressed to a commumty of status equals peers..
They are both nprmal dlscourse .
This point having, I hope, been establlshed the second reason peer
tutoring is impcrtapt in education becomes clear. As a form of collabora-
tive” learning. peer tutoring is 1mponam. becguse-it provides the kind. of
social context in which normal discourse occurs: a community of knowl-
edgeable peers. ThlS is the main goal of peer tutoring.

AN

0bjecnons to Peer Tutormg

But to say thxs only raises another questiorn:: How can student peers, not
themselves members of the knowledge communities. they hope to enter, |
" help other stucl\ents enter those communities? This question is of course a

B AN
R
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variation cf the question most often raised about all kinds of collaborative
learning: Isn* it the blind leading the blind?

One answer to this question is that while neither peer tutors nor their
tutees may alone be masters of the normal discourse of a given knowledge
community, by working together—pooling their resources—they are very
likely to be able to master it if their conversation is structured indisectiy
by the task or problem that a meémber of -that community (the teacher)
provides." The conversation between peer tutor and tutee, in composi-
tion or for that matter any other subject, is structured by the demands of

_ the assignment and by the formal conventions of academic discourse and

of standatd written English. The tutee brings o the conversation knowlf E
edge of the subject to be written about and knowledge of the assignment.
The tutor brings to.the conversation knowledge of the conventions of

. discourse and knowledge of standard written English. If the tutee does

not bring to the conversation knuwledge of the subject and the assign-.
ment, the peer tutor’s most important contribution is to begin at the
beginning: help the tutee acquire the relevant knowledge of the subject’
and the assignment. - o IR

What peer tutor and tutee do together is not write or edit, ‘or least of
all proofread. What they do together is converse. They converse about

!

the subject and about the assignment. They converse about, in an aca-

demic context, their own relationship and the relationships bc.ween

student and teacher. Most of all they converse -aboat and pursuant
fo writing, . . L :

Peer Tutoring and the Humanities - ‘

The place of conversation in leatning, especially in the humanities, is the ’
largest context in which we must see peer tutoring. To say that conversa-
tion has a place'ir. Icarning should not of course seem peculiar to those of
us who count ourselves humanists, a category that includes many if not
most writing teachers. Most of us count “class discussion” one of the .
most effective ways of teaching. The truth, however, i that we tend to -

honor discussion more in the breach than in the obseivance. The person

who does most of the “Jiscussing” in most discussion classes is usually .
- tile teacher. : ‘ : e
Our discussion classes have this fateful tendency to turn into mono- =

logues because @inderlying our enthusiasm for discussion is a funda-
mental distrust of it. The graduate training most of us have enjoyed—or -
endured—has taught us that collaboration and comimunity activity is

-inappropriate and foreign to work in humanistic disciplines. Humanistic .

study, we have been led to believe, is a solitary life, and the vitality of the

®
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humanities iies in the talents and endeavors of each of us as individuals.!s
What we call discussion is more often than not an adversarial activity
pitting individual against individual in an effort to assert what one literary
critic has called “will to power over the text,” if not over each other. If we
look at what we do insteag of what we say, we discover that we think of
knowledge as something we acquire and wield relative to each cther, not
something we generate and maintain m comparny, wnth and in dependency
upon each other

Two Models of KnowIedge

Only recently have humanists of note, such as Stanley Fish in literary
criticism and Richard Rorty in philosophy, begun to take effective steps
toward exploring the force’ and implications of knowledge communities -
in the humanistic disciplines and toward redefining the nature of our
knowledge as a social artifact. Much of this recent work follows a trail
blazed a decade ago by Thomas Kuhn. The historical irony of this course -
of events lies in the fact that Kuhn developed his notion ahout the nature

of scientific knowledge after first examining the way knowledge is gener- -

ated and maintained in the humanities and social sciences. For us as’
humanists to discover in Kuhn and his followers the conceptual rationale
of collaborative learning in general and peer tutoring in pamC\llar 1s to
see our own chickens come home to roost. |

-Kuhn’s positinn that even in the “hard” sciences knowledge is-a social
artifact emerged from his attempt to deal with the increasing- indeter-
minacy of knowledge of all kinds in the twentieth century.!¢ To say that
knowledge is indeterminate is to say that there is no fixed and certain
point of reference against which we can measure truth. If there is no such
referent, then knowledge must be.a made thing, an amfact Kuhn argued
that to call knowledge a social artifact is not to say that knowledge i ise
merely relative, that knowledge is what any one of us says it is. Knowledge
is generated by communities of knowledgeable peers. Rorty, following
Kuhn, argues that communities of knowledgeable peers make knowledge
by a process of socially justifying belief. Peer ‘tutoring, as cne kind of
collaborative learning, models'this process.  * ~ |

Here then is a second and more general answer to the objectlon most
frequently raised to collaborative learning of any type: that it.is a case of
the blind leading the blind. It is of course exactly the blind leading the
blind if we insist that knowledge is information impressed upon the indi-
vidual mind by some outside source. But if we accept the premise that -
l\nowled ze is an artifact created by a community of knowledgeable peers
and that lzarning is a social process not an individual one, then learning - .

is not assnmnlatmg information and improving our mental eyesight. Learn--

1
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ing is-an activity in which people work collaboratively to create knowledge
among themselves by socially justifying belief. We create knowledge or
Justify belief collaboratively by cancelling each other’s. biases and pre-
suppositions; by negotiating collectively toward new ‘paradigms of per-

‘ception, thought, feeling, and expression; and by joining larges, more

experienced communities of knowledgeable peers through assenting to .
those communities® interests, values, language, and paradigms of percep-
tion and thought. ’ . R

The Extensicn of Peer Tutoring

By accepting :his concept of knowledge and learning even tentatively, it is
possible to see peer tutoring as one basic model of the way that even the
most sophisticated scientific knowledge is created and maintained. Knowl-
edge is the product of human beings in a state'of continual negotiation or
canversation. Education is not a process of assimilating “the truth” put;
as Rorty has put it, a process of learning to “take a hand in what js going
on” by joining “the conversation of mankind.” Peer tutoring is an arena

.iz which students can enter into that conversation.

Because it gives students access to this “conversation of mankind,” peer
tutoring and especially the principles of collaborative learning that under-
lie it have an.important role to play in studying and traching the humani-

.ties. Peer tutoring is one way of introducing stude:ts to the process by

which communities of knowledgeable peers create referential connections

between symbolic structures and reality, that is, create knowledge, and by
doing so maintain community growth and coherence. To study humanistic

texts adequately, whether they be student themes or Shakespeare, ‘is to’
study entire pedagogical attitudes and classroom practices. Such are the _
implications of integrating our understanding of social symbolic relation-
ships.into our teaching—not just into what we teach but also into how we
teach. So long as we think .of knowledge as a reflection and synthesis
of information about the objective world, teaching, King Lear seems to.
involve providing a correct text and rehearsing students in correct inter-

pretations of it. But if we think of knowledge as socially justified belief, -

teathing King Lear involves creating contexts where students undergo a -
sort of cultural change in which they loosen ties to the knowledge
community-they currently belong to and join another. These two com- -

munities can be seen as having quite different sets of values mores, and-©

. goals, and above alkuite different languages. To speak in one of a person

¢

asking another,to “undo this button” might be merely tc tell a mercantile
tale, or a prurient one, while in the other such a request could be both-a
gesture of profound human dignity and a metaphor of the dissolution of
a world. ' :
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. Similarly, so long as we thmk of lcammg as rcﬂcctmg 2nd synthesizing
mfor'nauon abont the objeclive world, tcach‘ng expository writing means
provndmg ‘examples, analysis, and exercises in the rhetorical modes—
description, narration, companson-conlrast——or in the “basic skiils™ of -
writing and: rehearsing students in their proper use. But if we think of
learning as a social prucess, the process of socially. jusufymg belief, >
teaching expository writing is a sccia] symbolic process, not just part of
it. Thus, tosstudy and teach the humanities is to study- -aud teach the

_ social origin, nature, reference, and function of symbon» structures.

Humanistic study definéd in this way requires, in turn, a reexaminatior.

of our prcmlscs as humanists and as teachers in light of the view that .
- knowledge is a social artifact. Since to date very little work of this sort.

has been done, one can only guess what might come of it. But when we
bring to mind for'a moment a sampling of current theoretical thought in

-.and allied. to a single field of the humanities, for example, literary criti- -

cism, we are likely to {ind nostly hnpolar forms: text and reader, text and
writer, symbol and relerent, signi‘ier and significd. On the one hand, a
critique of humanistic studies might involvé examining how these theories

-would differ from their currently accepted form if they included ths third

term missing from most of them. How, for instance, would “psycho- -
analytically ‘oriented study of ‘metaphor differ if it acknowledged that
psychotherapy is fundamentally a kind of social 1elationship based on the
mutual creation or rscreation of symbolic structures by therapist and
patient? How woulé ‘semiotics differ if it acknowledged that connecting
“code™ and phenomenon are the complex social symbolic relations among
the people who make ap a semiotic community? How would rhetorical
theory look if we assumed that writer and reader were partners in a
common, community-based enterprise, partners rather than adversaries?

And having reexzmined humanistic study in this. way, we could

" suppose on the other -hand that a critique of humanistic teaching might

suggest changus in our demonslratmg to students that they know some-
thing only when they can explain it in writing to the satisfaction of the

'rcommu'my of their knowledgcablc peers. To do this,-in turn, seems to

require us \o engage students in coliaborative work that does not just

. reinforce the values and skills thcy begin with but that prommes asort of

resocialization.!?” Peer tutoring is collaborative work of just this sort.
- .

‘The argumcn‘ 1 havc been making here assumes, of course, that' pécr

" tutors are well trained in a coherent course of study. The cffccuvencsé of

peer tutoring requires more than merely selecting “good studcms émd

4
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giving them litte or no guidance, throwing them together with their peers.
To do :hat is to perpetupte, perhaps even aggravate, the many possible
negative effects of peer group influence: conformity, anti-intellectualism,

quires an cffective peer tutor training course based on collaborative learn-
ing, one that maintains a demanding academic environment and’ makes

twtoring a genuine part of the tutors’ own educational development.

. intimidation, and the leveling of quality. To avoid shese- pitfills ‘and if'_?j‘
matshal the powerful cducational resource of peer group influence re- 7

Given this one reservation, it remains to be said only that peer tutoring .

is not, after all, something new under the sun. However we may explore
its conceptual ramifications, the fact is that pco'gle hai;c'always learned
from their peers and doggediy persist in doing so, whether we professional
teachers and educators take a hand in it or. not. Thoms~ Wolfe's Look

. - Homneward. Angel records how in grammar school Ev..-ne learned fo

write (in this case, form words on a page) from his “cbmradc,"fle»amihg‘
from a peer what “all. instruction failed” to teach him. In business and
industry, furthermore, 'and in professions such as medicine, law, engineer-
ing, and, architecture, where to work is 1o. fearn or fail, cellaboration is
the norm. All that is new in peer tutoring is the Lvstematic application of
collaborative principles to that last bastion of hicrarchy and individualism?
institutionalized education. - -
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Princeton Univerzity Press, 1979). Some of the larger cducalipnal implications -
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of Rorty's asgament are «.xplmcd in kcnn h 'A. Bruffee, “Liberal Education,

“8. Fish, 14.- b
BUA case fnr this position is a"gm.'d in I\cm‘clh A. Brufiee, \”...u ng and

) Rmchng as Collakofative or Socm} “Actsy” The Argum'né from Kuhn and

Vygotsky,” in Jhe Wiriters Mind (Urbana, Hi.: NCTE, 1933):

. and the Socl ,]usnixcauon of Belicl,™ Liberal Education (Rummer 1982):8-20.

10, .Seme writing in business,. -government, and the profeasxons may of course .

be Nu. the writing that students do in schoot for teachers, that is, for the sake m’
practive and evaluation. Certainly some wrising in cvcrydhy working life is dore
purely as performance, for instance, to please superiors in the corporate or

“department-hierarchy. So it may be true that learning to write to someone v.ho

'm0t 4 member-of one’s ewn status and knowledge community, that is, to a
teacher, has some aractical everyday value; but the value of writing of this type

s hardly propomo'mc to the amount of time studcnts normaily spcnd on i

AL R(\ﬂ\, 320, . . . ...«“
12, A tuxbooh that at&ao“lcdgcs the nornial discourse of academic disci-

\ p\mcx 2nd offers ways of learning it jn & context of colfaborative lzarnin~ is

Eluine Maimon, Geratd-4.. Belcher, Gail W. Hearn, Barbara F. Nodinc, and’

_. Finbarr W O'Connor, Briting in the Arts and Sciences (Cambridge, Mass.:
Witithrop, 1981; Zistribuwed by Litde, Brownj. Another is Kenneth A, Bruffee, -
4 Short Course in W rmng (Cambndgc, Mass.: mehrop, i980 d\smb.ncd bv .-
-, Little, Braway, - -

13, William G, Perry, Jri ,.umsmansh:p ard the stcm! Ans in Examm-

ing in Harvard College: A Collection of Essays by Members of the Harvard

Famlc)* (Camhndgc. Mass.: Harvard Umvcrsuy Prcss. 1963); as rcpnn\:d n
Brufied, Short Course, 221.

14. For zxamples and an explanation ol’ this proccss sée Kenncth'A. Bruffcc
Shorr < _arse, and “CLTV: Collaborative Learning Television,” &1uca::onal
Communigation and Teclmulogy Journal 30 (Spring 1982): 315, |, ~ .

‘I3, The individualistic bias ol our current igterprgtation of the humanistic

edge and the Fumrc of l:xberal Educauon, LberaL&iucauon (Fall 1981):

ce181-85. B N

16. rn[ﬁ:«m of lhc growing mdexermmacy of knowiedge and s rclcvanoc

“to the humamtics is !mcad bncﬁv in Bmffcc‘ “Thc S!rucwrc of l\nov-lcdgc

177-381.

17. Some possible cumcular unnhcatmns of the concept of knoulcdgc as
~ socially justified betiel are exploted in Bruffee, “Liberal Education and the Social
Jusufxc:moqguf Bch«.f Liberal Eu.:raunn“‘ummtr 1982) 8-20. :

©

~tradition is discussed further in Kennethr A. Bruffee, “The S‘trucmrc of Know!- .
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‘Restoring Authority to Writers e

-

~ . -

Tilly Warnock o ' o J
John Warnock B ' '
Usiversity of Wyoming
In conceptuaiizing the modern writing ccn:cxf as a “liberatory lab,”
the authors assert the cealer as a means of instruction that- frees
toth the student and the instructor from the bondage of rigid and
stifling pedagogies, in such centers, studénts 1ake responsibility for
- their own learning and engage in revision—~not enly revision of | -

writing but alse of the world and of themseives,

¢

- In many writing centers writing is taught with a focus on meaning, not -
. form; on process, not product; on authorial intention znd audience °

expectation; not teacher authiority or punitive measures; on holistic and

. human concerns, aot ervors and isolated skills, This kind of teaching, . -
which arises “naturally” out of the writing center sityntion, proves to have -

great ‘practical ‘advantages if the center director’s goal is truly to-teach

- wrizinf’, What is practical about writing centers—cost and time efficient - -

as well as effective— is their “philosophical commitment to individuation . =

: zhroughvconfercn_cc teaching,” the “one tenet fundamental to all of the
. most successful writing Jaborutories.” The commitment to.individuation: -
. father than to mass production, to growth from within_ rather than to

- packaging fron without, results in the practical advantage that students - -

EAE

-learn 1o, conceive ideally, To play Witk “as (™ and the Tuture tenses, ta.”

. grow because they ars liberatory.! The revision from Tiberal 10 libératory -
‘seems analogous 1o broader shifts in-cur rionceptions of writing—from

imagine how they might “rewrife” themseives and their worlds. Studeiis S
learn the practical skills of learning to five in the face of determinate and .+
indcterminate meaning; they learn to revise. . =~ - s

' Writing centers and laboratorjes have continned to flourish despite the.
disenchantment with-the Iiberal assumptions that spawaed the:n, We wishi,

to«»argnc-!hai:-(hough*eenters;-may--have»ﬁbéral-’;}irig_iqs;—,_!.‘.;y;cominu'c?;'o}

product to process’ 2ad to performancy; from text-centered 1o reader~ -

centered and coniaxt-baNd. Tnese repisions of terms in cotnposition. bt

6.0 S ( .

I
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'nv~or> and. practice scom in fuin analogous to mavements being docu-

- mented in individual and cultural consciousness, shifts Suzanne K. Langcr

designates as the pmaswc “key change™ of the modern period, evident-in
fields as various as phmcs art, science, religion, and literature. The

- change she documents in Phrlmoph, in a New ‘Key is to a view that

ph g

rc;o;_,mn.s content as symbolic forms, not as truth in an absolute senge,
or. in Kenneth Burke's terms, language as performance, as symbolic
action, not language as Gb}«‘clnc refevensce. The relationship between
symbolic action and liberation is made cxplicit by Ernst Cassirer: It is
symbolic thought which overcomes the natural inertia of man and sndows

“him with a new ability to 'onstamiy reshape his human universe,™

_As writing inrhcrs our actions are usually felt to be restricted to the
sy maol:c reaim. This' xs often understood'as “mercly“ tne symbolic realm,,
an assumption 'cﬂcc!Ld in our :iudents’ expectation that we ought to
respond only fo thgir 5stvlc or “form,” riot to “what they say.™ This kind -
of discnfranchisement is often acceptcd by ‘teachers, particularly those
outside the language arts—-if, indeed, it is possible to speak of a teacher
actually funcnomng outside the !anguaﬂe arts. But the notion of symbohc
action becomes avmod deal less restrictive when we gw» cmphaﬁxs to
,ymbol.c. action as an action. We do not speak of “mhere” action. Action
is real, & sourcsfﬁl power. Epr Cassirer and for many others, among them
Piato and Kenneth Burke, symbolic action is what is most real. Langers
“xKey chanz;' is a recognition of this reality, this power.

“Teackers, particuiarly in the liberal arts, sometimes speak of dcvelﬁpmg

B

‘students’ abilitics to reshape their human universes. Teachers in’ wrmng

centers Know, as lecturers and teachers-of graduate seminars may not,
that these abilities turn oyt to be not skiils in the usual sense, but attitudes
that invite revision—revision of the self {“internai revigion™ as Donald
Murray calls if), revision of the language by which the self comes to terms
with the universe, revision: of the methods which put these terms into

" action, and finally revision of the world which in turn defines the seif,
~-Not all writing centcrs are liberatory, of course, nor are all actions taken. .

in centers, even by the most liberated of teachers.” We want to propose’,

_ some'of the revisions entailed in shifts fx(rn the liberal so the hbcratory

The Revision of the !nstructor

A

-

"The first sevision concerns !hc instructor. Writing teachers cnast first see
- themselves as awriters; they must. write s¢ that they gan understand wri "‘:5.

from the inside cut and learn-to respect the variety of wriling processes,: ™ :
attitudes, readers, and c¢ontexts. But this is not all: A liberal under-
standing, as we arc using this term, might tak(: this variety as a sanction
for tclauvnsm Butali bcrmor) understanding rccogmzcs also that author-
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" The Revision of th« Student

18 ) ‘ _ Writing Center Theory

ity. derives from a personal struggle with this variety, a struggle which
must be undertaken by each author and which each author is entitled to
undertake for him- or herself. Thus, the image of the teacher as writer

redults in a revision of the teacher's relationship with students, for stu-

dents in liberatory centers also become autliors of and authoritics on their
own texts. Teachers in a writing center usually do not stand,~-and if they
do, certainly not at the head of their classes—parccling opt information

at their own discretion, according to their timeétable or lesson plan. Writ- _

ing center-teachers often sit comfortably and alertly among their students,
listening to papers being read aloud and discussed. Being a writer, having
the same relation to “the writing problem™ as the students, - this sort of

- «tacher does not demand writing formulated according to his or her

authority, butinstead works with students.in the process of writing.
Writing center faculty are usually called stalf, notacuilty, and though
the shift in terms may be intended to indicate the less prestigious status of
peuple who work there, certzin liberatory tendencics are also implied. A’
liberatery center staff is composed of part-iime, nontenured instructors,
graduate students, peer tutors, and tenured faculty.~In the cernter it is
impossible t¢ distinguish zmong the various ranks; in fact, it is often
impessible to distinguish becween the faculty and the students. Neither
age, dress, nor posture will irdicate the distinctions; furthermore, the
staff are officially students in many cases, and liberatory staff ‘are~-

significantly—students in their attitudes. The teacher, who listens to stu-
_dents talk about and read papers on issues on which they are ;-5,;@horities';_ '
. can lcarn not just new information, not just new symbolic forms, but new

- telationships to the problems.of writing. The teacher is not a traditional -

tcacher-evaluator but a person who assists writers by listening and read-
ing, by helping students imagine an audience; form intenitions, and realize
them. Writing center teachers honor their own igricraoce, and this atti-
tude allows them to act with poise, confident in -what they know and
others know, and confident that they themselves.can revise. Writing cen-

ter teachers are ready te learn-and to lisien, empowered with a critical
consciousness which comes from und:rstanding language as symbelic:

action, as having the power to revise the sef and the world, B

-».  Teachers know that once students develop a critical consciousness towsr,

their own writing, they wifl very likely have developed such cohsciousness

toward the context for that writing, the world they live in, and thus will

be able to happen to. However, students may not always, and usually do
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not at first, comé to the center to learn to happen to their worlds. They
may want at first only to be rescued: “Would somebody proofread this °
for me?” “*How can I pass this course?” But teachers in liberatory centers
know that it is cruel to rescue those who will only be thrown back into
the samic waters again. If students are not iaught to swim, ot at least float
on their own, they cannoi “happen” to water. In liberatory centers, then,
it is not cnough to provide students with what some call “survival skijls.™
Thg_strongest swimmers will not plunge in if they have no place they
v/ant to go or think they can get to; and thus they wiil not survive.’ -
In addition to this attention to motives and purposes, the liberatory - -
teacher realizes that learning to wite is also a matter of writing, Wllham
Stafford argues ior “the value of an unafraid, face-down ﬂaxlmg, and
speedy nrocess in usmg the language™

Writers aggpersons who write] swimmers are (and. from h.achmg a.
child 1 know how hard it is to _persuade a’ ‘Feasonable person of
this)-—swimmers are’ persons who relax in the water, let their hands
go down and-reach out with ease and confidence.?

' '-Wr.tcrs can bccomc pcople who move themselves and the waters that
suMgin thém. The teacher’s task. becomes redefined furthcr as a rew
Geumuon of “student™ develops in the liberatory center:

= most serious _problem mpst writers have is havmg no placc they
vant to get to as writers. They want, or think they want, any number of
. things: cers,-money, passing graa 3, correst and complete wmmg the first
time atound. But real writing has nothing to do with any of these things,
‘including the last one. In nonliberatory centers, writing is at best'a means = -, . .-
‘to an ¢nd that is entirely mdcpendcnt of writing: maks enough inoney .
and you can hire somcone to write for you; or write it correctly and com-
pletely-the first timeany then you will not was[e any more valuable time
than is absolutclv necessary on this werthless writing course. .
Of course, teachers in liberatory centers do not set out to change the
valués of students as such nor, of course, do studems $ome to have their t
values changed. But such teachéts do-often find that the best aud perhaps N
the only way to change student writing is to help studcnts revise their '
attitudes towards themseives as writers and towards writing. A crucial . ,
part of the change is to restore to students the sensc of their own autﬂbmy . -t
- and responsibility. In traditional teaching, the students® sense of their . T e
own authority ig learning is irrelevant, even counterproductive because '

_ students must feel themselves void of knowledge in order to accept that
"which ‘is "being given or driven into them. Liberatory learning requires
that learngrs feel conﬁdcm enough about themsclves that they listen to . B
others and evaluafe what they learn, transforming some of what they hear- )
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_into-their own purposes, revising their o%n views in light ¢f the new

learning, rejetting what they do not value or bzlieve might have value for -

" them in the future. - . -

More specifically, if the center is to encourage students to assume

- authorship of their texts and their lives, studénts must decide whether or

not they will attend the center. Classroom teachers_may encourage atten-
dance, and adjunct relationships between. the centér and regular classes
may be helpful, but the philosophy of liberatory-earning requires that
students take rcsPonsibility for themsclves. Thus, students take an asser-
tive role in deciding what happens to them and to their texts when they
come to the center. They determine when they will come, what they will

learning processes. :

™\ Students often need.to adjust to this freedom. They briag to ihe centers

the kind of unliberated consciousness that asks.only to have their papers
proofread, corrected, rewritten by someone other-than themselves, to be
acceptable to someone other than themselves. This is crucial because
writing center staff cannot do that for them-~ethical considerations
prevent it, if nothing else. So the staff must create a situation that helps
to-give a sense of aptions and authority to the writer. . ‘
The mww rolé for students in liberatory writing centers allows them to
speak what they think, to ask for what they want and need, to give to
others, to wait and see. It allows them to draw on their sxpertise gained

'do, whether or not they will return. In short, stucents evaluate their own

»

_ gradually in the process of living and interacting with others. Stidents -

who say they cannot write will not also say they do.not know what they

:think, and they therefore will be willing to listen to another student’s
draft and give their opinions, The student can act out familiar life roles

that are not permitted in regular. classes, where the student is often

good for him ‘of her. TRe traditional student role prescribes particular

postures, voice: tonces, polityness. rituals, even specific eye contact routines.
-1t ‘entails the attitude of passive recepgivity that lacks all wonder and

délight. Students are asked to.wait in‘regular classes, but not to wait and

until they “cover” what was planned. Students in regular classes éven
have to wait until the epd of class. In liberatory centers, students wait,
listen; and learn, but they also act and determine their own actions,
symbolic.and otherwise. They read their drafts aloud to others and listen
to responses, often conflicting responses, and decide what they will have

ently, but act on their'own critical cons'gio:isness. '

to do-on the basis of the responses. They dq, not follow criticism obedi-

.

LY A

~defined a; the one who does not know, who'does not even know what is o

learn; they are ::::ed to wait until teachers get to where they wantto go,
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The Revision of Student-Faculty Rélra_ti_onshipsj

The contert of a liberatory center is fundamental tc the revisions of

“faculty” and “student™ and theif. relauonsh:ps to each other. In centers, ‘

students come and go at will, and they even deterinine the use of time
and materials in the center. In fact, they bring the materials, their own

writing, which immediately establishes their authomy Traditional spatial

relationships are also revised in hberatory enters. One reason that staff
- .and students cannot be distinguished is that they do not maintain the

cenventional distance; people move ‘closer, then back, turn away, even
stare at each- other—as people do in their everyday interacticns. C:

are usually arrahged around a tablg, ideally a round table, and teaci.....
and ' tndents-alike feel free to sit on desks, tg imagine other functions for
equipment and space and ume than are dlctated by the constraints of the

- _traditional setting.
- .If we were to accept the problematic mvtaphor of the lcarning place as .-

markbtplace we could say that the writing center is a buyer’s market,
with different goods and different rates of exchange than those that
characterize-the regular class. Although traditional classes do rot exist
without studgpts, the pretense is 951 the teacher and the course are
permanent while the students are changeable and even expendable.
Poweér relationships are fluid in liber:tory centers, and every effort is
excrted to identify victimizing actions. Students and staff are both writers,
confronting the same kindso
They both devclop critical consciqusnesses, the capacity to entertain
seriously each other’s viewpoint, nfident that other views can beé

* X accepted, rejeued or modified. The u de:standmg of language as sym-

bolic action allbws for revision because: \nguage is regarded as a perfor~

- mance, not a reference to an absolute truth'that cannot be revised because
_it.emanates irom a source of incontestable p

wer. Crmca] ‘consciousness

oblems; students and staff are allies."

is not power itself (such as is sometimes claimed for knowledge), but it is_

the necessary condition of power. When language is defined ag symbolic
action, it becomes a playground for experlmentmg with ideas, roles, and
expectations. It also is an arena for action-in which all things are not

> possible (not ali actions are possible all of the time), in which necessities

are recognized, and in which revision is defined as an action that changes-

according to people, purposes, and places, and writing is defined as,
among cthef things, process, product performance, problem-solving, and
thinking. I general, writing is defined as. thie ability to read s particuiar

B situation critically and to decide what kind of symbohc action will work

best, gnven the spectﬁc context and motives. _ s

-

a

-

Y
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The Writing Center as “Outsider”, .
Liberatdry centers are risk-iaking operations, just as libératory learning is '
. risky’business for individuals who allow for révision in themselves. These
centers usually exist.on the fringes of the academic establishment, often
in unused classrooms, old barracks, and basements. Salaries for staff are
often low and granttd on a year-to-year, even semester-to-semester, basis.
i .~ The primary materials of ‘the center are the students’ own messy texts. .
The body of knowledge isthe students themselves. But despite those -
.. obvious signy of “decay,” labs fiourish and students know where the real
action is. Volces arc foud, and laughter and tears are frequent. It is these
characteristics of the liberatory centgr scene that nourish liberatory-learn-
ing because-in such contexts faculty and textbooks are not the authorities:
students are their own authors.” - L SR .
- While we do not suggest that centers must retnain in condemned .
buildings or that staff salaries must remain low, it is probably 2 mistake
for centers to seek integration-into the established institution. We are
suggesting that the liberatory-center remiain on the fringes of the academic
community, in universities or public schools, in order to maintain critical .
~ consciousness. This does rot mean a lack of involvement; it mezns, in -
fact, active involvement but with a critical distance to assess 4d evaluate .
in the light of a theory of liberatory learning. This critical stance is
revolutionary and re-visionary, as Cassirer explains in his discussion of a*
child’s first awareness of language as symbolic form:

“With the first understanding of the symbolism of speech a real
- revolution takes place in the life of the child. From this point on his
whole personal and intellectual life assumes an entirely Jdifferent
- shape. Roughly speakirg, this change may be described by saying
ol that the child passes from a more subjective to a more objective
state, from a merely emotional attitude to a theoretical attitude, . . .
[Tlhe child himself has a clear sense.of the significance of a new
instrument for his menta! deve:opment. He isenot satisfied with
being taught in a purely receptive manner but takes an_active share -
] in he process of speech which.is at the same time a progressive -
\ "« . objectification4. . . _ - ) - - ;

This power of revision comes with the understanding of language as
symbblic action.<This -understanding comes to communities and to cui-
tures, as well as to individuals, and the understanding comes, in revised .
forms, many times. The function of our schools and universiiies is too - -+ =
4N often to contradict such consciousness, _causing, students to deny the
revisionary power in and of themselves. Centers are in a unique position -
+ torestore that power, that authorial nature, to students and staff, - _ -

-
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The notion of “hberalory learning” is today associated 105t ciose y with

' Paolo i'riere. See his Pedagogy of the Oppressed (New York: Seabury, 1970),

and Pedagagy in Process (New York: Seabury, 1978) “Critical consciousness” is

. thal consciousness which enables a people to see themselves as agents in their - -

socxety, not just “knowers" but also ‘doers.” The notion_is explained, and prac-
tical wdys of “teaching” it are proposed, by Ira Short, Critical Thmlung and
Everyday Life (Boston: South End Press, -1980). An dnalogmg notion is “cul-

* tural literacy™ as this term is developed by C. A. Bowers, Cult ral Literacy for

reedom (Eugene, Orzgon: Elan Publishers, 1974). The argumenithat conven- .
tional composition classes sétve the interests of the eslabhshment\is made by
Richard Ohmann, English in America (New York: Oxford Umversxty Press,
1976). Recent articles discussing the teaching of writing and language in“terms
relevant to-our discussion of liberatory fearning are Kay Fiore and Nan Elsass¢r,
“‘Strangers No Morz": A Liberatory Learning Curriculum,” g‘ollege English
44 (February 1982): 115- 18; Richard Ohmann, “Reflections on'Class and Lan-
guage," College Inglish 44 (January 1982);, 1-17; John J. Rouse, “Knowledge,
Power, and the Teaching of English,” College Engltsh 40 (January 1979): 473-91;

and -Gerald Graff, “The Politics of Composmon A Reply to John Rause, » K

College English 4} (April 1980): 851-56.

2. Ernst Cassiter, An Essay on Man: An Introduction to the thlosophy of .

Human Culture (New Haven: Yale University Press,:1944), 62. Kenneth Burke’s
phxlosophy of symbohc action may be seen as a rhetorical revision of Cassirer’s
notion.

3. Witliam Squford Writing the Australian (,fawl Vxewv on ifie Writer's

" Vocation (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1978), 22~ 23

4. Cassirer, An Essay orn Man. 131.



3 Writing Center Research: =
- Testing Our Assumptions

Stephen M: North ‘ .
State University of New York at Albany _ Q

~North surveys three categories of reseirch that have been done on
writing centers and examines their valus to the field as a whole. The
author then discusses what directions future studies- should take.
North argues that denter directors should begin to test their basic
pedagogica! assumpiions; to illustrate this point he identifies two
general assumptions and shows how research projects might be con-

structed to test them.

I. Curcent Res‘e:irch

- In.an essay called “Teachers of Composition and Needed Research
in Discourse Theory™—an essay that later won the Richard Braddock
Award—Lee Odell argues that teachers of writing have two resporisibili-
-ties. First, he says, “our primafy obligation is to have someinfluence on’
the way studefits compose, to make a di'fference in students® ability to use
written language to give order and meaning to their experience.” More- -
‘over, he continues, we “must not only,influence our students® writing, but
" -also help refine and shape the discourse theory that will guide our work
- with students,”! We must, in other words; n tunerely accept and operate
‘by our assumptions, but we must test them, challenge them, reshape
them. Just plain teaching is not enough. ~ = . »
- If what Odell says about teachers of writing in general is true—and I "
believe it is—then the burden of responsibility on writing center people is
perhaps even greater. Not only must  we test Our assumptions about
discourse theory (since we are all, first, teachers of writing);pve. must also
. test, to a greater degres than our classroom counterparts, ouf assumptiops

. heritage- of our primary method. of teaching—the tutorial—we are con- -
~ sidered by our contemporaries to be-at best unconventional and at worst.
“ad hoc” and essentially futile. Maxine Hairston has this to say about

- AN T ot L -

what she calls “wrifing labs™
24 : o

i L - . . o s

about our pedagogy, about how we teach writing. For despite the ancient - - .
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Following the pattern that Kuhn describes in his book, our first
response to crisis has been to improvise ad hoc measures to try to
patch the cracks ard keep the system running. Among the first
responses were the writing labs that sprang up about.ten years ago
to givefirst aid to students who séemed unable to function within
the iraditional paradigm. Thosc labs are still with us, but they’re.
still giving only first aid avd treating symptoms. They have not
solved the problem.? .

We carry, then, more than an average-size burden to be the kind of
testers  of assumptions Odeli describes. Unnl now, that is-not a role we -
*- have assumed very well, albeit for good reasons After all, what might be
 called the “contemporary” writing center is a relatively recent phenome-f
non,. datmg, perhaps, from the 1972 publication of Lou Kelly's book,
From Dialogue to Discourse. The decade since then has been one of
remarkably rapid, in some senses chaotic, growth. Wmmg centers, writing "
labs, writing clinics—facilities of all kinds have grown up in’reaction to a
widespread dissatisfaction with the classroom teaching of writing. The
speed of this growth, unfonunately, has enabled- wntmg center staffs to
do little more than survive, to do what they can to improve the'lot of the
writers in their charge, leaving precious little time, money, or erergy for
research into the hows and whys of thenr operations. Consequemly, writ-
ing center research has not, for the most*part, been the formal inquiry by
which ve mlghti(est our assumptions. It has tended to fall, instead, into

. one of thrce categories.

Reflections on Experience

In this research mode, by.iar ‘the most con‘m;on of the decade, a practi-°
m)mer (ot two or more) looks back over somethmg he or she has done
(set up a writing center, tried a new recordkeepmg system, inaugurated a
- peer tutormg course), trying to dsrive, more or less explicitly, guidelines
that will help others do the same. “Two of the better known and presum-
ably influcntial examples of such reflective research are Muriel Harris's
“Structuring the Supplementary Writing Lab” and Patrick Hartwell’s

account of establishing a writing lab at the University of Michigan-Flint
in 1971, “A Writing Laboratory Model.” Both essays offér sound practn-.

= cal advice, a smattering of thieory, and uplnftmg anecdo;es, neither is, nor

was intended to be, formal or systematic. :

Spepulanon '

In this kind of research a teachu or administrator takes a theory or ndea
(from composmon and rhetoric or elsewhere) and uses it either to explaif
some writing center phenomenon of-1o make suggestnons about’ what
wrmng cemers ought to be. The best known of these are orobably

e . ~ : . -
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Kenneth Bruffee’s articles sz - tutoring as based on theories of col-

~ laborative learuing.® Whiic f.mse does, of course, call upon experience

- with his own program in thes: £ssays, his main purpose is to bring the -
implications of collaborative learning theory to bear on the practice of
writing centers. ' : ' '

- 1

~One might call this third kind of résearch “counting” or “enumeration.” It
takes place on at least two levels. On the local level it has been the primary
means of writing center evaluation: number of-students seen, number of
hours tutored, reacticn of students to center, .reaction of teachers to
center, and'so on. On the national level. it has produced a handful of
questionnaire-based studies, the best known of which was “Learning Skills
“Centers: A"CCCC Report,” published by NCTE in 1%/6. Two surveys
with 2 more specific writing center orientation are M ary Lamb’s *F- ua-
 tion Procedures for Writing Centers” and Maurice Henderson's inp -
lished disscrtation, “A Study of the Writing, Laboratory Programs. in
Two-Year Community Colleges,”s o . g
" Naturally there have been writers who combined two.or all thre.
these kinds of research, especially ip longer works. The fi.at was Mark
‘Smith, whose dissertation,"“Peer Tutoring in a Writing Workshop;” is
based on a combination of theory, experience, and evaluatfon in his
writing workshop.” My own dissertation, “Writing Centers: A Source-
book,” synthesizes my work as a. tutor and assistant director: with read-
ings in the research of composition and visits to some thirty-five writing .
centers throughout the country; and most recently, Mary Croft and Joyce
~Steward, who between thenii'have at least twenty years of writing center -
experience, collaborated on The Writing Laboratory: Or .anization, .- . -
Methods, and Management.8 .~ . o Y
- "All three kinds of research have been important and fruivul; they ar-.
_probably, the hallmarks of a rapidly growing, somewhat unstable fick
The reflective research helps to disseminate fundamental information,
allowing newcomers to build on the experience of pionesrs. The specula--
tive work keeps the ficld alive, vital, bringing in what might be calied new- .
» intellectual blood. And the surveys serve two imporzant political purp-ses:
they create a sense of group identity and substance; and they. quantify . -
“writing centers, making them concrete both for university administrators.
and writing center directors themselves. The object of such research has
been to keep the field growing, moving forward, and it has served this
function well. [ S S oo T
As writing centers move toward the 1990s, t_hough, they are gaining
. some measure of professional stability, and we can expect their growth rate

Survey
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to level off. It is no longer aceessary for all new writing center directors
to compose a reflective essay detailing the cxpcrwnccs of their traumatic
first year. There is no need for graduate students to conjure up images of

what writing centers are from the bare bores of questior raires. And while

" center directors will always have a need for speculative essays—Ilike this

one—they will need them in smaller propomon to the total research
output. Writing centers are, in short, maturing: As they-do so, we must,
as Odell argues, turn the focus of our research hack onto ourselves. We

.must ask the hard questions, test the assumptizng we have come to take

‘for granted over the first difficult decade of the writing center's existence.

11. Idéntifying Basic Assumptions

3

The question naturally arises: What are our basic assumptions? Both of
the recently published collections of essays on writing centers include an
article that’ deals, in some way, with -rescarch.In “Rescarch and the

. Writing Center” Aviva Freedman moves knowledgeably through the best-

and most relevant of composition research, co'n'c'uding with a paragraph

about the opportunities for-more such research’in writing centers.® Citing -

Donald Graves, who “argues for research o the teaching of ‘writing as_
well as.on the process of writing,” she- pomte out that “wi{lipg centers

‘allow for and practically ‘encourage ‘such ‘research.™? In~*Conducting -

Research in the W:'ting Lab” Harvey Kail and Kay Allen take a rather
unffcrem ack. w"ntmg a level-headed, realistic prime '( n the best sense of
the wor. - resvarch neophytes.!t They offer two b;,u ords, simplicity
and integration; point out the relative merits of exploratery and experi-
mental research; give valuable, candid examples from their own efforts;
and cenclude with a useful annotated% bliography! =™~

- What neither articie does, however, is single out the issues of greatest
import for would-be writing center.researchers; neither lays the ground-
work for what might be called a research paradigm. That they 'do not do
so is hardly surprising. If there is one thing the ten or so years of often

" helter-skelter growth of the writing center movement have not done, it.is
to create uniformity. Facilities enlisted under the writing center-writing .
“lab banner now include places as theoretically and functionally diverse

as programmcd matcnals-and-tapcs labs; peer tutering drop-in. centers;

" wholesale seitence-combining labs; co-called remedial centers staffed by

,professmnal tutors; and so on.up to what might be called the full service

center, which coordinates the features of a number of modcls, ,usually\‘
with_tutoriats as the instructional core. “% .Atms center™ has become more

an_.internal political designation’ than a pedagogical or theoretical one.

Any means of dealing with «ollege™ writers_different from the, usual
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-the Role of the Tutor in a Conference on-Writing.™2 There are, among

¥

approach of a-given institution is likely to be Libeled eenler, clinic, orab,
When it comes time for such places 10 ally themselvos with other facilities
of the same label, they tan ofien assume only that tﬁ'éy will have in
commaen a nonconventional relationship to their respective curricula. The
result is that theory- or pedagogy-based rescarch questions simply canpot.
meect with universal political approval. Hence, the safest advice for -
researchers has been 1o study what is of greatest interest 10 them'in their
own faciliies. - -7 CoL T -
Such a parochial position seems no longer tcnable. Perceptions ¢f
writing centers like Hajrs?.n's (which is neither the first nor the last-such

salvo) are in large part a function of the fajl.re -; writing center pro-

fussiondle to Cefine clearly what they do, to offer a united. theory and
pedagogy they have tested themselves, At the risk of creating political
dissension, then, I want to assert here that gll writing centers—or all places .
that can be designated writing centers—rest on’ this single thcoretical
foundation: t;\‘a’tﬁgmmmion for teaching and learning writing is
the tutorial, th€ onc-on-one, idve-to-face interaction between a writer and

a vrained, expericnce?}ﬁ'cﬁ; and that the object of this interaction is 16

“intervene in and uitidately altér the composing process of the writer.

- Surely this is the essence of writing center design. Even in centers where
the tatorial is not the primary method of instruction, the idee is present;

28 - ' ) - Writing Cen_mf‘._’_mcor}’ o

£y

the computer-aided instruction or the slide-tape of programmed matarials

or the small group work are adopted to duplicate, supplement, or iniensify

some portion of what the jdeal tutorial would ‘address, Peer tutoring,

which in its most extremz form (learning-by-tutoring) is congerned almost’
exclusivaly with the learning of the tutor, is no exception. There s simply

some trading off, the-hope being that any loss. for the writer will be -
covered by the gains of the tutor. (As will be noied-further on, however, - *
-there are questions to be raised 2oout the uses-of peer tutgrs in writing.), ©

Assuming that even half the 1,500 or so writing centers in America will
support this assertion, it is all the more remarkable that in all the writing
center literature {o date, tere’is not a single publisiied study of what

happens Ancwriting center tutorials. There is one fairly well known, un-

’

R

published masters thesis, Patricia Beaumont’s *A Descriptive Study of

the reflective researches described above, the inevitable anecdotal accounts

of tutorial reldtionships..or: the snippets- of (often recreated) tutorial

dialogue.”And there is a parallel and to some extent relevant literature on -

“really happens in such.¢onférenées. !> The fact is; however, that out staple -

instructional method is-one we know almost nothing about, - - * =

- student-teacher.writing conferences; A portion of which'is based on what

Naturally, there are plenty of adages and sage advice about how.such = .-

tutorials should be condurted, advice center diréctors have been ferced o

-
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mm.u{.t and forimatize in order to train tutors. But even a quick reading
of such agvice reveals a variety that.scuttles any hopes for a theoretical *

humm..»nmu I wili cite just three pssmons Some writers treat tutoning
1 writing &8s (houxh it were ke tutoring in most any other academic

e, its oRmcbeing the transmission of information (about propnuy in

written products) and certain “skills™ {usually editing)."* Others treat’it as
skilled intervention in a cemplex frocess, wheréin the tutor's objcet is, ind
some sense, t help the writer move forward th'ough that process, on the
assumption UTal the only way for the writer 1o learn to composcis by
composing.’® Sull others scem to-want tutors 1o sere as peer editeis or
peer_critics, Xt pxpents ‘whose primary fask is to pass on therr critical
insights_in tactful, useful ways; in dddition, they.expect the tuvoring to,
benefit the tutors as much as or more than the tutees.'s Much morre is
known, to put it bluntly, about svhat pwple want 1o happcn in and as &
result of tutorials than abdut what doei haphen: '
Ciearly, writing venter research must hegin by addressing th:s single,
sather broad question: What happens in wTiting tutorials? A'few possible
sources of information have aiready. been tapped. A number-of people
have used what scems most obvious: audig- and vidaotapes of tutoring

~ sessions: although the use of videotapes has been very limited.!? Thomas

Ru;,smd in his *Conferencing Piactices of Professional Writers: ‘fen Case
Studies,” borrows {rom u.mographu studics 1o combine audiotaping with
an. observer- /lﬂ'.gl.:uuv. who qiso uses structured interviews 10 gather

ool

" information #om participants.’ Thom Hawkins draws upbxi just a ‘few of

the ‘miliions of words writien ia jvarrnals.by Berkeley tutors ovgy the past
ten years.® The Bay Area e Project also has published a compluc
version of one such Joumal 2 snd there is enough precedent in.composi- -
tion research gcncr.xh}“ and wriling centors specifically? for casv studies
of individual Wwriters. -

*So there has, bccn at lcast a bcgmnmg an mklmg of the kind of work
that lies ahcad. Possibly the most imporiant work-—the work shat-follows
Kail and Alicn’s bywords, smphcuy and integration—are casc studies of
tutoriat relationships that combine, i a form that watha‘.c to be armcd
at hy trial and error, the kinds of data-gathering just listed:- iapm,
Linscrpts, INCIVICWS, que stlonnares, trained observers,. sclf-momtcrmg‘

-composing aloud, and sc on. "There are so many qucsuons. How. do

tutorial relationships begin? How do they change over ume. Who decides
what happens during tutorials? Are there identifi able “types™ of tutezizls
and tuterial seiationships? How do tutors perceive the people they =ork

- with? How dogs this alfect the relationship? The list could go on and on. "

However, this “grassroozs“ kind of research, essential as it is, will nox
be enough. The field cannot drift along st its prescm limits indefinitely.
AS prudent as Kail and Aums bywords are, wmmg center rcscarchcrs
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are going to have to shiake them off sometise and engage in work that is
neither simple nor integrated —work that is, in fact, comiplex and disrup-
tive and probably expensive edough to require outsids funding. There
will be a need, as with the zase studics, to create a methodology, one
borrowed {rom disciplines:like ethnography, social psychology, and cog-
nitive psychology. These research projects will be the ones thay finally test
wriling center assumptions. The remainder of this essay will be given over

totwo examples of such assumption-tesdng studies.

s
s

I Rescarch on the Tutorst-Relaticnship

One of the ficld’s most important assumptions is suggested in the defini-
tion of the essence of writing certér design, i, the notion ofa trained, -
experienced tutor. As noted, there is no widespread agreement on what
kinds of training or what sorts of {txpcrinncg- are most important. But it.
seems safe 10 say that people working in writing centers believe that there
_are amang them individuals who, as a result of training,-experience, and ..
perhaps aptitude; are “gopd™ tutors: people who deal with the one-on-one
_Interaction consistently well; who move easily. from one student to the
. “next; Who scem adept at establishing and maintaining rapport; who seem
oo 10 make accurate “diagnoses™ of students’ needs: who adopt strategies
- that seem well sulted 10'those needs; and who always scem to leave their
" chients feeling satisfied. ' - S
But do such superior tators exist? Arc there people with a gift for
. " iutoring writing, or is our belief in them based on other, masily irrelevan:
factors? If such people do exist, is it possible to identify what in fact they
do differcntly—what skill or combination of skifls makes their tntovials
“work betger? T o [

A study that might answer ihgﬁsc'qucs:ions»wauld have two parts, First, - .
we would have toidentify. “good™ tutors, Suppose, then, that we selected
five well-established writing cenfers within some seasonable geographic

“area’and asked anyone who had workad in these cehters for over ayear -

' to dist the five beSt tutors they knew. From these lists (that would include
center dircctors and other staff members), e would select the six tators
whose names appeared most oftén. These would be the “good™ tutors. .
From the full list of svaitable tutors with over one year's expericnce, we
-would select six whose names appeared on nore of the lists. These would . »

- be our “not-so-good™ tutors, ‘All twelve tutors wos'd then be invited to

Mﬁ_mmrgmmmihmcamgtmmmmmiymﬂmwump—

- at leust for expenses. (All would be told they had ‘bezn select<d by their

e

pecrs,.a minor but necessary decepiieny © .0 .
' Next, we would need to-devise six of what are called ‘in cognitive *
psychology high-fidelity Simulation problems, Basically, we would derive, |

- A N -
’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Writing Center Rc:earr.h ' ‘ i . 3[ T

ﬁom rcal wr.tmg cwtcr lutondss six twioring Situations that cou!d be
recreated for all twéive participants. The simulations would be conducted™
\m a sctting as similar as_possible to the participants’ usuﬁ‘(sctmg. ali the
action, however, would be videotaped. The tutees for 2ach situztion would
be an actor or actress trained 10 “be” the person from the original, source -
tutorial; v hers 2 piece of writing was involved, we would use the original.
‘ Immediately after working through each simulation, the pammpants
- would undergo what is called a stimulated recall session: sitting before a
repiay of the witorial and able to stop or start ‘the fape, the tiitor would”
be asked by a research assistant 1o try 10 remember what he ar’she was
thinking during thé tutorial, and his or. her recollections would be taped
and later transcribed. For each tutor, then, we would have the same six
tutorials on videotape and. an audxotapa or transcnpt of “stimulated™
- recollections.

“ Thisis a dcupmcl; simpiificd version of the project, of course. Even
as much as is presented here—thé poiling, the invitations, the logistics of
transporting participants, the selection of appropriate simulations, the
training of actors, the taping and replaying of seventy-two tutorials, the
recording and uar\scnbmg of snxemy-two stimulated -recalls—represents
a rescarch project of major, even full-time, proportions and does not even
begin to include analysis of the findings, But consider the kinds of anulyses
that would be possible. We would be able, for example, to determine
what kinds of information tutors sought and how they got it. We could
tind out wha: sorts of hypolhcsxs-formmg tuters did: how carly they
ventured guesses about what needed {o be donie, how many such hypoth-
eses they might entertain, how they tested such h)pothcﬁcs, how :hcy
décided—if ever—when a hypothesis became a conclusion, a di gnosxs
We couid at least begin 1o discover haw much the conduct of a tutorial
is a function of the person ‘utoring and. how much a nunctnon of the
tutoring situation, the problein.
© In-all this, too, we would hopé to discover »\hat dx fcrenccs if any,
‘exist between the “gocd™ and the “not-sc-good™ tutors. We might not
find any. statistically significant differences; on the other hand, the differ-

. ences might be striking and correctable. We may find that whiie this study
of one-shot tuterials tells us a good deal, we need even more to know
“what happens in tutorials over time, a problem which will raguire a
"methodelogy more akin to the aforcmenuoncd case studics and {0
Reigstad's borrowings from ethnography.

\

v

IV Research on the Composmg Process

A second, and in some writing centérs c_rucial, assumption is that one of
the best features of writing center instzucton is timing—it is offered to
. B - ' . B

“ .
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writers when they need it when they want it. Hence, thie drop-in, work-
through-one-paper tutorial is riot only Justified - but among a center's -
strongest offerings. Not all writing centers, of course, offer drop-in ser~ -
vices, and & few expressly forbid work on Papers not ajready graded.
But as previeusly noted, no research question can meet with universal
approval. And no less eminent a figurs than Charles Cooper espouses this
service in writipg ccntcrs:.."’l”hrough'[stu_dengs’} coliege years they shouid

any writing problem they cncounter in a paper.™®  ~ ° .

But do drop-in tutorials work? The case studies should shed some light
on the answer, especially as observers are able to compare tutorial content |
with written products. However, much of the justification for this kind of
tutoring stems from claims that it influences the composing process, not
merely the composed product; that it changes what writers produce by -
altering, perhaps permanently, what they do when they write. '

To test this assumption, we would rieed to fodus rather closely on the
composing process of a given writer or set of writzrs, probably working
en one well-defined writing task. Suppose, for example, that we took

+advantage of the sixty or so students who visit SUNY Albany’s center

cach year for help with the essay portion of their law school applications,
seiecting (and paying) a small number of them for their participation, half

“to receive tutoring, half not. Suppose, next, that we introducé_these

selected prelaw students to .composing aloud, giving them a chance to -
become accustomed to the tape recorder and an observer-prompter and
to voicing their. thoughts as they compose. We could then collect what
would amount to pre- and post-tutorial protocols of them composing the
kind of essay asked for in their law school application, as weli as observe
and tape the tutorial sessions of the haif who'get tutoring. ) _

~ People most familiar with protoco! analysis in writing (analysis, in this

~ case, of a transcript of the tape that is a record of what the writer thought
aloud during writing, plus whatever gets written - during ‘the recorded

session) warn that it is probably not an accurate diagnostic tool. It is; to -
begin with, an intrusive method, one that very likely distorts composing;
moreover, it cannot claim to capture, in onc or two sessions, the “norma-
tive™ composing habits of a single writer. Nevertheless, it would seem a
safe enough method here to probe for the kinds of changes we copld
expect 10 find among the tutored group: a more careful, conscious anal;sis

- of audience, a hgightened, mare probing scarch for appropriate vaice, a

greater tendency to move from generalizations to specifics, and so on. Il
these kinds of changes tirn out 10 be observable in the composing -

N

T

My

_ also be able to find-on a drop-in. no-fee basis expert tutorial help with o

1

A

D A

. processes of the wutored group and not in the tntutored group, cnuld we
find in the records of the tutorial sessiors reasons why this shouk' be so?
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If sc, what tutor behaviors seemed to ‘generate them? If not, aré there
other changes not merely attributable to the inherent instability of the.
research method? What are thcse? In either case, do the-apparent’ changes
in composing behavior turn up'in the written-products? In. what ways? .
And, whatever the impact of the tutoring, do follow-up componng~nloud
sessions, say four weeks latcr, still reflect that impact, or is »the effect
shori-term?

.. i_
i

v. Further Assumpnons and ﬂfe Aimsof Research |

I

There are plemy of other assumpnons that need testing. Consxder for
instance, some of our notions about peer tutoring: that the: best peer

tutors are likely to be those successful in writing (and, 'oftgn, grammar);

that peer tutoring benefits the tutor as much as the tutee; that, in fact;

* there even is'such a thing as peer tutor. The term, after all, is {aken from

©owe won‘t be around ) need them. -

_ Theor}' Callege Composition and Communication 30 (February a979) 3.

a literature that seldom ventures beyond the high school levef and aimost
never into writing. What docs it mean in a college setting? ) What do peOplc
fave o have in common to be peers in a writing tutona! and how is the
relationship different from other tutorial relationships? # - .

_ Or consider our nlauonshtp with instructional materials af all kmds
We assume that there are “parts” of writing that gfe best or most effi-
cicntly learned without a tutor’s direct assistance: editing, usually, but

-also revision or invention. Is this true? What do’people learn during the

time*we send them to 'work .on a programmed text, a computcr tcrmmdl
or a slide-tape presentation?
These are the kinds of qucsuons we.need to answer, the assuniptions

" e need to test. Qur primary purpose, naturally, is to make writing centers

work better for the writers they serve. We have, however, 4 second aim:
to challenge another set of assumptions, those of our colleagues who, like
Maxine Hairston, dc not believe that writing “centers work. The next ten
years should teli the tale. By 1995 we will either have SOMme answers—or

A
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-The authors argue that in order for writing centers to be efféctive,
center personnel, a5 well as their colleagues in the classroom, must -
“ground their pedagogy in “spund conceptual premises.” They critique
methGds of instructidn based. gp traditional, analytical views of

. discourse and sugges! principtes of a rescarch-based approach. To .
illustrate the differences in pedagogical effectiveness between the-
approaches, the anthors thoroughly ‘examine a samplé .of student
writing'and a cofresponding writing protocol. In addition, they
discuss the complémentary funciions of the writing center and com-

" position classroom. T R o

. - 1
In her book The Making of Meaning Ann.Berthoff suggests that writing
teachers -who seek to be effective must become philosophers and re-
_searchers in their field.' She means that instruction cannot be purposeful
" and directed unless it proceeds from sound conceptual premises that
teachers understand, remain conscious of, and continually modify in light
of their own experiences with students.! It-is probably safe to say, though,
that most teachers and tutors are not typically philosophers and that they
"do not see their interactions with studénts as a basis for résearch. Instead,

 they teach unself-consciously from recollections of how they viere taught -

and from hearsay about what “everybody does,” supported. by the out-

moded assumptions, false analytical distinctions, regimented methods,and - - \

prescriptivist emphases enshrined in-textbooks.2

- Several decades of- research-in rhetoric and composition, linguistics, - -

psychology, and instructional .the.. ¢y hav. begun to yield both plausible

and preferable substitutes for traditanal ideas and methods. But as

Maxine Hairston has recently noted,? Jespite a growing sophistication
among rescarchers and’ theorists, the majority of teachers and tutors

36 " S

e




A Plulosophxcal Perspecﬁ{e ‘ h ‘ 37
_continue to do what they have always done,-seldom readmg the avallable
literature, Seldom seeking (or recelvmg) a rlgorgus'conceptual preparation
. for their work, and seldom ipausmg. amidst the demands of the classroom,
to reflect an what they dofwhy they do it, and what.they aréseally trying -
to accomplish. - ‘ ; '

cT - . ', A
The Analytical View of Discourse o
. .‘ﬁ
“The first step toward improved understandmg must be dlssatlsfactlon with
ideas and practices currently sustaified only. through custom and phllo-
_ sophical laxity rather than deliberate intellectual commitment. For in-
- stance, given the directions of recent composmon theory and the acoutnu-
lating weight of corroborative research, it is simply startling that so many
teachers and tutors still work from building-block and stage models of
composing, still regard writing as an exercis¢ in manipulating artificial
_ formal constraints, still teach by enumerating the constraints, step by step,
- in lecture-discussion, and, finally, drill students in obedience to each. In
- this traditional setting; writing-as-pioduct is analyzed into components—
words, sentences, paragraphs, essay frames, modes of discourse, and the
like. Writing-as-proce .« is similarly analyzed to yield stages. of activity, -
" thereby, ‘in effect, n.aking it no longer a process:. find a subject and a
thesis, make an outline, ‘write the lead sentence of an attractive intro-
ductory paragtaph, draw a conclusion, edit the text, and so on. Each of
these process and product cofnponents then become§ the basis for isolat-",
ing a “skill™ spelling, diction, and punctuation; writing correct sentences;
writing general—to-s,;ecnl' ic paragraphs; argumentative writing and, _sepa-
rately, persuasive writing; comparison-contrast—all are $kills. Potentially,
hundreds of such skills could be distinguished, depending only on how’
. thorough an analysis one wished to make. For example, one could isolate
" subskills of sentence construction—subject/verb agreement or forming
adverbial clauses-—or one.could distinguish five, ten, or.thisty different
‘paragraph structures, implying a different skill for each. There is no end -
i0 analytical inquiry—just as a pie can be divided into pieces of different
size or shape and into different numbers of pieces, limited only by the
. intent of the, cutter and the sharpness of the blade. And while such cutting
_is possible, does it tell us anythmg useful about how to make a pie?
In any case, from such inquiry “units of i instruction™ are born, repre-

senting an idiosyncratic samplirg of ali the available “skills> and “sub- "

skills™ fitted to the- constraint of available class hours. Large, mterestmg '
units get included in writing courses—“thie dediictive argument,” “the
extended definition,” “the research paper™; small, less interesting units—.
“the comma™ and “the topic sentence™—belong to the writing ccnter‘z

-
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where they are often labeled in terms of deficiencies associated with them,

for instance,"the comma splice”. Tape modules, computer cassettes,

and_ workbookdrills stand ready in the writing center for . activities
whose tedium could- otherwise represent a threat to the mental health

...~ of live teachers (th@gh ‘;i'e‘-one worries, seemingly, about the threat to -

. live students). A ) Lo

. There are ‘several philosophical problems worth-thinking about in
connection with the alliance between, an analytical view of discourse and

-~ - the-teashing of writing, One problem is that not every historical d@nalysis
of discourse is trus and uséful even for research, let alone pedagogical
-ends. The old foik wisdom that paragraphs begin with topic sentences
followed by predictable sequences of tapered subordinations is derfion-
strably false* and therefore unworthy to be taught. The aqéient ahalysis .
of orarions intc five or six parts, from exordium. to peroration; certainly
described what classical ‘rhetoricians wanted ceremonial compaaition to.
ook like, but it did not distinguish the features of all coherent writing.
Modern-subdivisions of essays into introduction, background, body, and .
conclusion are similarly unnecessary to meaningfulness. Teaching them as
thogh they were is philosophically unacceptable. . B
-, A second, larger problem deserves even more thought: the mere possi-

- bility of distingaishing parts in some whole does not mean that the parts
really enjoy indep.endent status or that they should be taught as discrete
entities and in some préferred sequence. Writing can easily enough be
broken into words, sentences, and strings of sentences; into planning,
stating, and revising; into .thesis, argumerst, and conclusion; or intr. a

- consierable variety of other “parts” according to one’s point of view. But

doing so impiiex. nothing at all about the value of teaching, say, word
choice separate irom or earlier than the making of independent clauses or
about the usefulness -of introducing either outside the context of com-
posing-as an integrated, process. Analysis can afford a nomenclature for
describing ‘and talking about an otherwise undifferentiated, continuous
. reality. But the resulting models should not be mistaken for the richer
phenomena they schematically represent;-the memorizing of some model
of composing and the mechsical practicing of “skills” thiat it appears-to
describe as discrete activities should not be taken as equivalent to learning

.

P e

L. how to write. . . . _ o
This fact introduces a third, closely related problem: not all analytical
schemes have equal value in the classroom merely becavse they enjoy .
equivalent measures of descriptive -validity or research merit. James
Brittc s distinction of expressive, transactional, and p‘oetié modesS has
yesearc:: plausibility and evident value forﬂistinguishipg the cpﬂxplicated
i¢lationships among writeis, subjects, ard readers. But the teacher \vho

.
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-asks students to practice “expressive writing” as though it were a genre,
structure, or strategy of discourse that a writer conscnously mampulates

as such is perverting Britton’s model by applymg it to performance rather

: than to the study of cbmplcted texts for which it was. desxgx.zd ,Sxm;larly,
all classifications of Yforms™ of dxscourse whether sentence patterns,
paragraph structures, essay modéls, ‘or ‘other analytical abstractions, have

‘questionable utility in the “lassroom or the writing center, partly because . \

.. of what they imply at riting and partly because of the emphasis they"
-create in- instruction:-They «ply the existence of prefabricated structures oo\
- which writers simply -select -and “fill up” wigh" content—like pie- crusts, \
- Worse, they‘emggerate the importance of formal propriety while under-

alumg the writer’s personal (and personahzed) search for meaning.
: Hence, whatever the merit-of formalist criticism for describing dlscourse
a preoccupation with formal absolutes in writing centers or <courses is
inappropriate because wrgers do”not. perform with rﬁ%?nm sense of
those absolutes. Form is a gradually achieved consequen fthesecarch =
for mcanmg, not a preconcepuon .

—

The Pedago‘gy of Form and the Pedagogy of Meaning

- Writing teachers and tutors need to become more philosophically delib-
.. erate about these issues. befcre they-can hope to refine their classroom
and vmtmg center methods. They also need to give less credence to.

' unexamined traditiori and more to an empirical regard for what writers
- .do and how they learn to do it. Tutors have two exceilent laboratory
subjects near at hand: themsclves and their students, their own composing

- processes and those of the writers they tutor. Nothing informs so quickly
about composing as Watching people do it while remaining open-minded
and reflective about what one “$ees. To illustrate, consider the followmg
paragraph and the change of view apout it that can come Irom knowing
How the writer constructed it. The paragraph was written by a ﬁrst-y;ar

- . college student who was also asked to compose alorid into a tape recorder
so that the tedcher could gain m<1ght into the chmce-makmg process as it
occurred.® First, the paragraph:

’

5

!

Jane 1 imagine, is a wonderful friend. Being her brother, I don't
quahfy as = friend. We havé a superficial friendship only to keer .
our parents’ sanity. (To give an example, sitting at the dinner table, N
she will complain about the juicy thick steak that she is not eaung 1
will offer to take it off ker hands for her, But rather than give it to
her brother, she will march into the kitchen and throw it out.) This

_ doesn last long though. As soon as thg folks are asleep, she starts
* in. ‘Monday nlght football will have .a tied score. There is ﬁve

~ . N - 4
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minutes feft and the Steelers are on the ten Qar.‘l line and all of a
-sudden, I am confronted with I Love Lucy. It is really 100 bad that .

She is so bright and talented and uses that as a weapon. 4

~ A traditionalist might view this. paragraph ‘in purely formal terms,
Tregarding it not as one-moment in a writer's continuing strugglé to con-
ceive and convey something of.personal significance but as a.violatiosi of
ironclad principles of paragraph structyre. It lacks unity, coherence, and -,
-emphasis; it lacks a topic s¢ntence and any clear pattern of subordinations;
T s examplzsare "not eloselytied 1o thé general statements they are
' supposed to modify. Friendship, the traditionalist might say, should have -
been defined right at the start since that is the broadest idea in the
paragraph. Then the writer should have explaired why hé and his'sister .
could not be friends, offering an example or two—but more pertinent
examples than those now included in the paragraph. Finally, since the
concluding sentence introduces new information unconnected to the issue
of fricndship and the writer’s relationship to his sister, it should. be
discarded in favor of a.summary of the paragraph’s “maiz points.” In
short; structural prescriptions fnight well dominate over an effort to find _
out what actually mattered to the writer, what the writer intended-to-say.____~
by means of the choices he made. Teachers commonly allow their models
of the Ideal Text, their private notions of formal propriety, to deprive
writers of control over their own purposes; interpreting any deviation
from the idcal Text as a skili deficiency.” These teachers might say that -
the writcr of the statethent above lacks ability to organize paragriphs
correctly, with topic sentences, supporting cxamples, and appropriate
conclusions. The writer should work at paragraph devclopment drills. |
But let us now eavesdrop on the writer's own process of discovering .
meanings by looking at his writing together with the transcript of his ora’
-composing. Brackets indicate when the writer is talking and when.he is
“writing portions of the parzgraph. - 7 - ' '

[Talking] Now, alright, let’s see. [Writing] Sister dearest, starring
Jane [Taiking] You undersiand, the nzmes have been changed, to
protect—so she doesn’t kaow—all right. {Writing] Jane is, I [Talk-
ing] imagine—i-m-a—-you're going to have to correct the spelling,
anyway. [Writing) imagine, is a wonderful friend {T4lking] friend,
n-d, that’s righs. {Writing] But unfortunately [Talking] no—I have
an inescapable, marvellous invention [Writing] 1, being her brother,
am not hez friend [Talking] Let’s’sce.. Oh, okay—out loud {Puts in a
perio<j [ Writing] Not that we don't try to be friends.[Talking) f-r-i- -
e-r-d-s. No, that's silly. [Reading] Not that we don’t try to be friends’
[J.aughter and talking] Ii’s just that over the years we've learne
how 10 be enemies. Hmm. When she came back from school—she is
taking a senester off from school—I figured, you know, we're both
Inature peoplz, we can be friends-——but, nooo. Oh, I'm not writing -

-

i
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anymore..Gotta write, ne# talk ¥ can talk and write? Okay. But this

dogsn’t-make any sense. [Reading] Jane is, 1 imagine, a wonderful
friend. But being her brother, being her brother {Talking] You know,
that doesn't make any more sense eifher. Wait a minute—could |
just change that around? Let's see: beingther brother; I am not her
friend. {Reading] Being her brother [Writing] though [Reading} f
am not her {riend. [Talking] Let's sce. Il statt all over agaiu. Jesus,
I'vé got to learn to spell. [Writing] is a.wonderful frignd. [Talking]

n-d. {Writing] Being her brother, I don’t qualify as a friend. [Talking}] "

Period. [ Writing] We have a superficial { Talking] i-c-i-a-1 {Writing]

41

friendship [Reading] a superficial friendship {Writing] Only {Read-

ing]) Only [ Writing] to kcep my our parénts’ sanity. {Tatking] | hope:

she never secs this! "‘Causc even though she's smaller than me she
‘packs a puhch. Let's see. This has to be short, so I tan't go into past
history or anything—Oh, I can statt with past history? [Writing] To
give an example, sitting at the dinner able, she will complain about

the juicy thick sfeak [Talking] e-a-k? { Writing] that she is not eating. _

1 will offer to take it off her hands for her. But [Talking] Uh, oh,
you aren't supposed to start—oh, I dou’t know, okay. [Writing]
rather than give it to her {Talking] Wonderfully sweet—blow your
own horn, David! {Reading] to her { Writing] brother, she will march

{Talking] c-h [Writing] into the kitchen and throw it.out. {Talkiug)

Sweet girl. Hmm. Do you want me 1o just write what I am thinking?
Or is. do | have to.write—like a1 essay—1I should talk what I am
- thinking? Okay, cause that’s not'what I've been doing. All righty,
then, 1 will put 2 line through “sweet girl.” I nced a cigarette. Let's

see.so. . .. [Reading] Jane. I imagine, is a wonderful friend: Being - .

her brother, 1 don't qualify as a friend. We have a superficial friend:
ship only to keep our parents’ sanity. To-give an example, sitting at
the dinner table, she will complain about the juicy thick steak
{Talking] Well, that's not an’example of keeping our parents’ sanity.
That's an example of her insanity. So, that doesn’t make any
sense—um, [ guess I have to, uh, give an“example of what 1 said
- before that. All right. {Reading] | don't qualify as a friend. We have
a superficial fricndship only to keep our parents® sanity. [Talking]
_ So, l'll put that in parentheses ‘cause that should not follow what 1
just-said. [Reading] 1 don’t quaiify”.. .. We have a superficial
fricndship only 1o keep our parents’ sanity. [Writing] This doesa™

_last long: As soon as the folks arc asleep, she starts in. [Talking} -
- Let's see. An cxample of how she starts in. Let's sce. [Reading] This

doesn™t last long: As soon as-the folks are asleep, she staits in.

{Talking) Mostly minor stuff—just enough to pick at you, [Writing}

Monday night {Talking] g-h-t [Writing] football will have a ticd
score. There is five minutes and ths Steelers [Taiking] S-t-c-¢-l-¢-r-s
{Writing] are on the ten yard line and ail of a sudden [Telking}
d-d=-n [Writing] § am confronted with I Lové Lucy. {Talking]
" Granted, my caring about football is as ridiculous as her caring
about "I Love Lucy," but certain things are importani—But you
see, writing takes an awful lot longer than the time we've been
. given—Iike .most of this—i{1 just had longer—this would all be
trashed, right off, and 1 would start probably in a very different way

e~
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and never mentjén “F-Love Lucy.™ Well, | would, I don't know—*{ "
Love Lucy™ is find of interesting—1 have yettogetuptothe present™
time—she thredy the steak out when she wis much younger—now -
shie Is on 1o bigger and better things—well, she is very good ar getting

. > her way aboutjthings—when it comes to, like, gelting money obt of.

- our parents, she's really wonderful at that—1 get tipped with the
terrible guilts i I feel what'| want sométhing from theni—1I just, if it
‘doesn’t work the first time, 1 give up—but she will’go at it and go at
it until she gets what she wants. So why dont you write that instead
of Monday night footbali? But the folks are asleep . ... Hmmm. “

- Let's see. 1'd have to work that onc out fater. This alt has yet tobe
searranged. This is only supposed to be one paragraph. If I could
write a paper, 1 could push all of this around in different places, and
by the end of the paper—or probably scratched out. Hmm, {Wiiing])
Actually, I love [Talking] Her dearly. Scraich that one out, teo,
Let’s see. . . . Taping myself makes me sitly. It upsets her a Jot that
I'm.-older than. her,. and my parents’ always treated us a little

" differently—you know, 1 expecled to be scnﬁ-rcsponsib!c. and to be
able to take-care of things, while they really don™t expect anything
like that from her, you know. [Writing] It is really toc bad that she
is so bright and talented but does [Talking] ¢-s {Writing] not {Talk-
ing] Hmm. No, that’s wrong. [Reading} that ske's so ‘bright and
talented {Writing) and uses that as 2 seeapon. .

Whai can be lzarned from this narrative? Though the writer feels
awkward at having 1o write and talk, at-the same time, we nonetheless
glimpse something of the true nature of composing--its messiaess, the
starts, stops, and rcstan?, the groping and tentativeness, the labored
arficulating of meanings and the struggle 10 tie them together as a”
(ﬁﬁcrcm statement. This writer is in pursuit of & significance that matters
but that also persistently cludes hitn. Eacliassertion js a distinct effort 19
close on what the writer wishes to say about his relationship te his sister,
but each’ causes’ dissatisfaction .38 well because of its ina'dcqu’ale or
incoinplete rendering of his experience. In short, the writer behaves and
feels like the rest of us, like ali .wrf\\cris regardless of thejr expertise, 1esting
and reformglating ideas, following false trails, looking' backward ,and
forward in order to decide what & say next, wonduing how to make .

connections, toying with language, getting distracted and stalling, associ~ -

ating freely, nitpicking over technical details, .rambling, revising, and
forever registering discontent with the resulis of his labor. Underlying ali,

- of these activities, meanwhile, and giving them a sense of direction and:

momentum, is the writer's own growing awareness of inten.: his desire, °
not merely 1o complete an assignment, realize some formal absqlute, or
imitate a teacher’s notion of verbal decorum, but ic make valuable -

‘statements about the meaning of his owh experichce,

The most telling point of disjunction between this writer's.narfative of -
his composing and the- hypotheticaltraditivalist critique of his paragraph *

-
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offered c.lflicr is the fact that “the meaning of {riendship™ is not really
what the writer wishes to discuss, though “friendship™ is indeed the frst
anrd most general concept he introduces. His concern, instead, is to learn
~about his relationship with his sister, 1o make sense of his feelings toward

“her and’ nc;hdm to ponder as well their different. ulanonshlps “with'their

_parents, The teacher whe allows a preoccupation with the “correct” forms
of pacagraphs e dictaic-how writers will be required to funciion would
Surely. in this instance, sacrificd the writer's purgose in favor of a pers
sonal agenda, The studemt writer, recognizing a possible confrentation
of goals, wouid quickly enough capitulate 16 the teachers wishes and
",comnosc the teacher’s paragraph about friendship~but at what cost 10
motivation, 1o his sense of th value of cnm;aoumg nrd hts own accom-

b

. plishment as a writer?

It is worth noting the harm already dons to hum by wache:m who haw
so exageerated formal and technical constramts thiat his awarencss of
them getually xmpndcs his effort 10 pursuc the meanings he values. Time
and again he worrics about whether ‘wc has said things the “right way™ he
has to “correct the <pdimg (*I've got to learn how 10 spcll"), his stmcmem
must be “short™ (*This is only supposed to be one pamgmph"‘ so he
cannot go into past history or anything™ he should diot bégin a sentence

with but; 2 15 nervous abeul whcther or not he Lsa!lov.cd 10 “just Winiv

what 1 am thinking.” These issues repeatedly interrupt his train of thought,

" betraying the wnsion between his desire to make meaning and an imposed

requirement to follow orders of some sort. In view of his- genuine in-

cxperience at making connections explicit for a reader, the concern of his-
ulcating mechanical rules seems rather inappropriate,”

past teachers Tor\
i

nc
There are intriguing clues in the narrative 10 suggest that this student

- owriter 1§ bc coming morc aware, as he writes, of what he means and how

he can con-ly it. And, interestingly, he is already aware that he has not

yet achieved the result he is aficr. Far from suppcsmg that his paragraph .
_represents completed writing, he is quite sensitive to the evolving shape
. -of a discourse, perhaps more so than the traditionalist instructor who

views the paragraph as a “product™ to be evaluated for evidence of skill

deficiencics, “Writing takes an awful lot losger than the time we've

been given-—fike most of this—if 1 just had longer——this would all be
trashed . . . and I would start probably in a very different way and never

_even mention 'I-Love Lucy™™ “This all has yet fo be arranged™; If 1

could write a paper, I could push all of this arouud in different places.”

Morej ;mpunam the writér really is mgking progress toward the coherence -

e z~=%s, although the completed paragraph docs not yet reflect it. He

' recogr.ces a problem with the example of his sister’s throwing out the
‘steak: it does not effectively modify what precedes jt. A-teacher's criticism -
ofi1s lack of relevance wou!d have mmima! value for.the writer, thcrc!’on'\ ;

« ”
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ship with his

more space aad {ime. The mysiciious last septence in the paragraph,
which-some teachers might be inclined to call irrelevant, is-a reference 16

this unespressed.examiple: his sister. uses herintelligence, inapp-~priately .

he believes. to get money from their arents. The writer's narrative, then,
, Y . i

is rich in potential for more writing und so?”fiigo, is his paragraph if a

tutor can see it in the right kjht. ,
The tutor (or teacher) who has achieved a philosophical perspective on
composiing and an awareness of how writers actually work would be less

likely to approagh this student’s writing in a formalistic way. The tutor™

responses to the paragraph would be aimed at assisting the writer’s
ongoing pursuit of his own intentions, the mﬂﬂng and conveying of
meanings that he values, The tutor might recognize, for instarce, that the
writer, has not yet re‘a{chcd the point wherg he can say exactly why he and
hig sister age not Triends, but that the t/ey 1o their strained relationship
seems to e in her rather selfish behaVior as suggdsted in the writer's
examples, both those expressed in the paragraph and those in the
composing-aloud narrative. The tutor might ask questions about the
wriler’s reactions to his sister’s behavior: why it bothers him so much,
whether her age justifies it or not, whether he believes that there is yet
some hope for the frjendship hé scems to, wish for at {east implicitly in the
paragraph. 'Questions such as.these mean that the writer needs to do

mare writing, perhaps a longer statement in which he can make the

connections among statements and examples more explicit for the reader.
The tutor should not assume that he or she knows what the writer wanis

to say, nor should-the tutor have a plan to hélp him say it “the right -

way.” The tutor simply should serve as a sounding board, offcring the
Writer. some strategic questions whose answers, which it is the writer’s
business.to supply, may well enhance the coherence of his writing, .

’

The Complemientary Functions of Center and Classroom -

Ofceurse, everything that has-Bccn said here about gaining philosophical

perspective and observing writers at work applies equally to ciasstoom

teachers and writing center tutors. iudeed, our most important point is
that witors, far from performing an adjunct or support service, do essen-
tially the same work as their classroom counterparts—and do it under

Y

. since he already undeistands the difficulty. He knows t0o that the refer-

. ence to.Moaday night football and "I Love Lucy*’)shou?d}?: “trashed™ in
Mfavor of less___superﬁc‘ialj'nsta‘n_css of the strain’in his relatio:

sister. The ‘example of her sk*il at manipulating their parents and his
resentment c}f._-hcr Sf.‘f;miragb frecedom to be less responsible than he are’

- more syited to his purpose; presumably, he would.exploit them if he had -
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conditm}xs that Gin be particulariy Honeficial to writers. The wtor, fike
the classroom. writing. teagher, is precminentiy a reader whosc informed,

" facilitative responses to writers not only provide themn swith the feedback

_needed te make more effective choices, but also dramatize for tem the
nature of writing gs a process of making and. communicating meaning.
The witor is nat, j}wcr,c}'orc. a mechanic specializing in seperficial main-
teninee, any more than the Classroom teacher is a dispenser of prefabri-
cated, wil-purpose formal shells into awhich writers poar their “content.”
Ideatly, teachers and tutors ere interchdpgeable becausé their taske are
cquivalent: creating incentive 10 write by taking writers meanings seriously
and puiding writers by responding to their discourses in ways thit enable
them to perceive the uncertainties their thoicks have ereated in readers.
What changes between the ciassroom and the writing-center is not the
skill of the teacher or the focus of the work, but only the context of
readur response. That difference is significant and worth discussion, but it -
is not finally as important as the similarities of attitude, outlook, and
method that relate classroom teachers and writing center tutors.

The advamage of the .classroom is the presence of many different
readers, other students as weil as the teacher, A writer can reccive
multiple responses to his or her own work dnd can leam’ {rom responding

_ 1o the' wark of others. The disddvantage, however, is that the teacher
reader’s atiention is diffused among many writers so that no one of
them can receive the close. immediate support that is most desirabie.
-Furthermore, most of a classroom teacher’s responses are written rather,
thin oral and are returned days after students’ initial composing has
occurred: because time is limited the responses are abbreviated as well as .
detayed and distant. -

The center, by contrast, offus immediate, close. and extensive support
to individual writers in a setting where writers and readers can convelse
dircctly about the motives for authorial choices and the potential e
of an audience, where more writing can take place on the spot in ANSWET «
toMuestions that cnable the writer to reeonceive ideas or reevaluate
strategics. A tutor is freer 10 iook over a writer's shoulder. to inquire
about purposes and choices even as the writer is coming to discover them,
to represent the reader’s perspective at the moment of composing. thereby
concretizing the needs and cxpectations of audncnus for writers who may
not fully have considered them. L

The writer of the paragraph cited earlier surely could have profited

~from this kind and yuality of attention. A tutor could readily have elicited
in conversation much of the information contained in the ealightening,
but also rather awkward and sometimes ambiguous, orally ‘composed
narrative, Knowing the unarticulated line of thought of which the para-
graph is-an inadequate visible sign, the tutor could have supporied the

.

o

RS

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a6 - e ) : Rriting Center Theary -
writer in disesvening @ Tulier expression of his meaning. The writing
center, then, can be, in certain ways, more flexible than the classroom to
anticipate the special requisements of individoals; 1 is not a substitute for
the writing course, but neither is it subordinute 10, the classroom. ftis an
alternative rosource, with its distinetive advantages, available when-ver
writers, at any level of competence, desire the focused attention i 4

-di~cerping reader.

A Philosophics} Pedagogy —
But this view of the writing center's function, and of methods pertinent 1
witorial work, assumes the larger philosophical perspective on the nature
of composing and the teaching of writing which we have been discussing.
A tutor who has no concern for a writer's meanings is not more effective -

‘than the classroom teacher merely because of the tutorial environment.

Indeed, students are commonly more reluctant to visit writing centers

than to suffer through coursework when tutoring emphasizes the same.

dritl-oi-skill pedagogy: spending an hour {often of one's free time, no
lesa!) on the subordinate clzase unit of a workbook is even less agrecable
to normal human beings than praciicing comparison-contrast in the
classroom. co . - .

Purposeful ifstruction derives from philosophical awareness; an under-
standing of relationships between the concepts pertinent 1o a subject, the
objectives of one’s teaching, the means available 16 achieve those objec-
tives and a sensé of how prople learn and how the learning can be
encouragad. I the teaching of writing has been impoverished in the past,
the reasor is not the fact that writing centers have failed to supplant
classrooms, The reason is that teachers in both places have failed to
master their disciplines. Let us all, as conscientious writing teachers, take -
pains to insure that we have finished our own homework before we insist
oo strenuousiy that students Knuckle down (o theirs. ’

Notes : . \

Voann o Beaholf, Tie Making of Mearung (Monwlair, NI Boynton
Couh, 19813, -

2. In Chepter 1 of The Composing Processes of Twelfth Gyders, NCTE
Rescarch Repor, no. 0 (Urbana, 1l Nztional Coungcif of Teachers of English,
1371), Janet Emig demonstsates this point. The writers she interviewed seldom
used outlines or any other “textbook formulas” when they comf)gscd. . -

3. Maxine Hairston *The Winds of Chiange: Thomas Kuhn and the Revolu-
tian in the Teaching of Wriung,™ College Composition and Communication 33
{February J082): 76 88, b .
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4. Richard Braddock, "The anuc'xcy and Placemient of Topic Sentences

Cin Expasitory Prose,” Research in 1in Teaching of English 8 (Winter 1974):

257-302.

5. James Britton et al., The Development c»f Writing Abifitiey {11-18j (Lons
don: Macnullan Education, 1975; distributed in the United States by the National
Council of Teachers of English?. -

6. This technigue, catled protocol analysis, has been used by muny rescarch- -
ers, particularly Emig (cited above) and Linda Flower, “Writer-Based Proser A
Cgnitive Basiy for Problemsin Writing,” College Englis)t 41 (September 1979):
l‘) 1? : .

" For ap extensive explanation of this cnncgpt see Lil Brannon and C. H,

~.l\mmmu;h “Srudents’ Rights 1o Their Own Texts: A Model of Teacher

Response,” CaMeye Composition «md Commsunication 33 (May 1982):-157-166.

8. For further discussion of this proiocol, ste C. H. Knoblauch and Lil
Brannon, - Rhetorical Tradition and ihe "Teaching of W riting (Montclair, N.J.:
Buy nton; Couk, i%’f)
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5 The Writing Center and the
Paradoxes of Written-Down Speech

Patrick Hanwell L )
Indiana University of Pennsylvania

Hartwell explores the paradoxes-of “written-down speech™ —writing .
that simply transcribes. spoken language—in order to develop a -
pedagogy. suitable far writing centers, In this context he makes a
strongciise for the sel{-destructive effects of writing instruction based

on rules of grammar. C '

I want to explore some of the paradoxes faced by college students writing
at the level T think of as “written-down speech™—that is. students who
can only trenscribe their spoken language onto paper, without recourse
to the cohesive devices, structural links, and .organizational frameworks
of written discursive prose. Doing so will enable me to suggest why writing
centers—and particularly writing center tutors—are so cffective in im-

proving the writing of such students. : T .

: £
The Paradox of “Writing Exvors™

James L. Collins and Michdel M. Williamson provide a formal analysis

-~ of “written-down speech,™ which they call “semantic -abbreviation in

writing,” because the full cues to meaning needed in writing are abbrevi-
ated, as they would be in ordinary speech, where the shared context of a.
speaking situation would provide those cues.' Collins and Williamson
identify three features of writing at this stage. The first is formulaic -
expression, the transfer to the page of stock verbal expression which
would require more specification in writing, as the expression “very
in;{?és(ing" in the following passage:- o
4 He showed a very interesting movie an how to fight a fire with a
s fire extinguisher. The first part of the movie, they shoived people ©
that had no expericnce at all on how 1o fight a fire. . . |,

The writer makes the claim, “very-interesting,” but does not move to
developit. -~ » , s s .

.

<48 - )
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/The second feature is personal exophom, the use of pcrsonal pronoun
without a clear reference. (dnaphora, Greek “to carry again,” is a normal
pronoun reference; exophora, Greck “to carry without,™ is an unconnected
"reference.) An example of personal ¢xophora is the use of they in the
second sentence of the passage above—a-perfectly natural statement in
ordinary speech; but Jacking a clear referente in writing (thus it might be.
revised to something on the’ order of, “the dircctors showed people™.

The third feature'is demonstrative exophora, the use of an article or
pronoun without a clear reference, as in the sentence below.

You should always aim at the base of the fire.

~

Here the second definite article presumes, a fire shared by rcuaér and
writer. Tue writer intends a more general statement, “the base of a fire.”
‘Indzed, unless the pronoun you has a precise réference in the context the .
writer intends a still more general clalm

* One should alwavs aim at thc base of a fire,

Despite the precision of. formal classification, I think writing center -
«staff members can learn to identify written-down speech intuitively and
with adequate precision. They might -ask of a piece of writing, Is the
writer trapped by the.connections between writing and speaking (written-
down speech), or is the writer able to.make more producuvc use of those____.
connections? -

Here is a sample of written-down specch, a rcport written by an adult
student enrolled in a CETA spcnsorcd employment traihing program:

Somclhmg Burning

[1] k& was raining very hard on July 8, 1980, and Ron Grierson
from the Flint, Fire Equipment Co. give a demostration on how to
use a fire cxtmguxshcr [2] He told us about Ciass A, fire which is
the one that contain paper and garbage, and :the only one that can
be put out with water. [2] Then class B, fire, which is a liquid fire
like greese lighter fluid, oil, gasoline, or any thing that boils.

{4] Next he told us about Class C, which is-an electric fire. [} He
said for this the first thing you'should do is pull off the main switch
of the house, then-use the extinguisher on the fire, and if the fire is
“tow big call the fire departmeni z2nd get out of the housc. :

- {6} He showed us a very. interesting movie on how to fight a fire
with a fire extinguisher. [7] The first part of the movie, they showed
people that had no experience at all on how 1o fight a fire; thcy did

o ‘not know the proper way to use the fire extinguisher.

* {8] Then they were tought the right way to usc a fire cxnnguxshcr
and when they went to use it they knew how to pull ihe pin from it
and the proper way to aim at a fire; they were tought to aim at the
base of the fire, instead of aiming at the middle of it and spreading it

-{9] Then in the afternoon we went out side and everyone took
th.rc turn at using the fire cmnguwhcr {10] We were toled to go up

'E
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on the.firc, with the wined to our back, 4nd to never turn our back
on the fire, but back away when the fire is out. {11] You should
alwzys aim at the bass of the fire.? N .

' This',‘writcr has a maturity, a level of undcrstapnding, that she cannot
adequately“transfer onto paper. Certainly thege is a fine irony in the
opening sentence, whether or not the writer was fully conscious of that
irony. The central lesson—*"you should always aim at the base of the
firc"—is clearly mastéred, though perhaps by memorizing it. (A demon-
strator, before an actual audience, would indeed say, “You should always
dim at the base of the fire,” and the writer transfers that speech directly to
the page.) But the shape of the paper—five paragraphs, each about the
same length—seems to be controlled by assumptions about English papers
(cvery paper has five paragraphs) rather than'controlled by the logic of
the writer’s subject-rnatter, which has three divisions: the lecture, the film,
and—apparently after the rain stops--the demonstration outside. _

Many writing center staff members,” particularly as they begin their
work in a center, tend' to see such a writing sample, and the student
. behind it, with a model provided by their own experience in writing
- classes. They sce themselves as “little English teachers,” and their sense is
that “I:tle English téachers™ do what big English. teachérs do: {dentify
errors in writing and. provide ruies of grammar to correct them. But such
_a model will not’be much help in working with students-at the level of
written-down speech, . T - '

For one thing, the notion “error in writing” turns out to be a surpris-
ingly fuzzy one. I have used this sample in workshops and seminars with,
English teachers, and I occasionally ask the teachers to mark every error.

N e

in the sample, using the correction symbols they normally use, As might ‘

be cxpected, the result is a dizzying profusion of symbols and labels, even
when reader- agree on errors, as with the problems of tense and agreement,

in sentence 1 and 2. But more than that, teachers differ in their perception .

- of error. Do we ask the writer to capitalize the first letter in “class B fire®

(sentence 3) to match “Class A fire” (sentence 2) and “Class C" (sentence

4), or do we prefer the lower case version or initial capitals all’ across
(“Class B Fire")—or do we notice the issuc at ali? Do we correct “liquid
fire like greese lighter fluid” (sentence 3) to “liquid fire like greasy lighter
fluid™ or to “liquid fire like grease, lighter fluid” or even to “liquid fire,

like grease, lighter-fluid"? Do we change the oécurrences of back in°

sentence 10 to backs, reading it as “with the wind to our lindividual]
backs, and to never turn our [individual] backs on the fire”? Or do we
leave it unmarked, implying a different, but equally ¢orrect reading: “with

the wind to our {collective] back, and 10 never turn our [collective] back.

bt
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to the fire"? And usage questions, such as “cveryone took [their] turn™
(sentence 9) and "to never turn our back™ (sentence 10), are still more
complex in the responses they evoke.? '

In fact, it may be that giving this student “rules of grammar™ to correct .

“errors in writing” may work against her ability to improve her writing.
The problems in the usc¢ of the comma in sentences 1, 2, and 3 probably
appear because the writer has overgeneralized a rule of grammar, “Always
separate the name of a city from the name of a state with a comma™
Flint, Michigan. We-might cven speculate that the misspelling “toled” for
told in sentence 10 grows out of the writer's concern with past tense

~kers (the same word is correctly spelled in sentences 2 and 4) and that
the same misspelling may‘explain “wined” for *vind in sentence 10

Indeed, when we look beyond narrowly defined errors in ...z, we

. can see that this writer has larger problems in expressing herself to a

reader. She is uncertain about tone—the flat-understatcment of the body
of the paper does not match the urgency of the final sentence. She is
cqually uncertain about her reader<{(note, for cxample, the shift from we
to you in sentences 5 and 11). Like most basic writing students, she is:tied

. to anarrative order, unable to recast her experierices in a discursive mode,

and she has more trouble—both in structure and in correctness—with the
classification of fires in the first two paragraphs than with the experiénces
that follow, which more readily lend themselves to narration. She uses

“semicolons correctly (in sentences 7 and 8)—the use of the semicolon had

recently been discussed in her class. But beyond that, she seems limited to
written-down speech, so that along with “errors in writing” come what
are finally more serious nceds. :

A Diagnostic Method -

Perhaps the best way to isolate the special needs-of writers at the level
of written-down speech is to ask them {0 read their writiny aloud so
the gap between what is written and what is meant can be heard as
well as seen. The following sample is a partial transcription of this writer
reading her essay into a tape recorder. I provide phonetic transcriptions

- of her pronunciation in brackets and identify most of the instances in
. which what she reads departs from what she wrote. I might note, to
begin with, that she consistently rcads the words a, the, and about with.

their formal stressed pronunciations, as “aye,” “thee,” and “ayebout,”
rather than with their informal pronunciations, suggesting that she has a

rather \srtiﬁcial view of “reading aloud” and perhaps of reading and

writing more generally.

“
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" Somcthing Burning

, (1] It was raining very hard on July 8, 1980;-2nd Ren G.ricrson‘

[8iy] no pause _ " fgeyvey) [éicmastrcyjan]
from the Flin;,'F‘irc Equipment Co..give a  demostration on how

[ey] [eybawt] no pausé pause
to use a fire extinguisher. [2] He told us about Class A fire “which .

~

[diy] [conteynz]
is the one that contain paper and garbage, and the only one that
- no sentence )
intonation © nopause = [ey]

can be put out with water.' [3] Then class B ire, which is a liquid

(griys{/ lu, er fluwi.. ' no pause.
fire like greese lighter fluid, oii, gasoline, or any'thing that boils.
¢ '  [on] - [fayr2]
[4] Next he told us about Class C, which is an electric fire. -
‘ . [8iy] © [wiy] ' {pvl iy .. ]
[5] He said for this the first thing you should do is pull off the
| | NG eyl
main switch of the house, then use the extinguisher on the fire,
[3iy] : © O [diy] - )
and if the fire is too big call the fire depariment and. get out of .
18iy]

the house. - ' . Cw R

[importnt}
{6] He'showed us a very interesting movie on how to fight a fire

\

with a fire extinguisher. [7] The first part of the movie, \hcy ’
- showed people that had no experiénce at all on’how.to fight a firc;
they did not know the ﬁrdpcrway 10 use the fire extinguisher.

[tot}

. {8] Then they were tought the right way to use a fire o

- - H
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1

[8 —followed by great diffi culty
' cmnguxshcr and wiitn they went to use it thcy knew how fo pull

g . .
the pin from it and the preper way to mm‘m a ﬁrc they were "
ftot]
tought to aim at the base of thg fire, instead of siming at the
sentenee
intonation

.middle of it and spreading it‘

no pause

!

[9] Then in the afterngon we went out'side and everyone took
‘ _ {1o1d]
there turn at using the fire extinguisher. (10] We were toled to go
_ {wind]}
up on the fire. with the wined to our back, and to never turr: our

[baks) _
back on the fre, bﬂt bdck away when e tire is out. [1 l] You

' should ahu)s aim at the basc of the {ire. o o

" This rcadmg has to nge ajolt to the litile English teacher-in all of us.
Without any instruction, the writer, reading her work aloud, corrects
essentially all errors of grammar, spelling, and, by intonation, punctua-
tion.~The written forms, “Flint, Fire Equipment Co.,” “Class A, fire,” and
*Class’'B, fire,” arc rf'ad\w:thout the pauscs suggested by the commas;
tense, agrecment, and plural forms are corrected (“he gave a demonstra-

_tion™; “the one that contains paper.and garbage™; “never turn our dacks

on'the fire™); the serics construction of “grease, lighter fluid, oil, gasoline,
or anything that burns” is read appropriately; the fragment of “senteace™.

"3 is read as part of the previous sentence; the shifting refertaces to we

and you arc in part regularized (in sentence 5 she reads you as “we™); and

"the misspellings toled and wined are rcad correctly as “told™ and “wind.”

The writer for the most part adjusts to her misreadings: when she reads |
an in “an electric fire” (sentence 4) as *on," she adjusts her .cg’max to

make sense, “on elgctric fires.™ There are some gaps, of course: the
pronunciation “demostration” matches its mispelling (aside from interesi-
ing and extinguisher—certainly learned spellings—it is the ofly Latinate
word in the passage), the writer does not notice the usage prgblc'ms in
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sentences 9 and 10;°and, more importantly, most of the discourse prob-

- lems of written-down speech remain. - - ' -

' Nevertheless, asking the student to read her work aloud has provided
us with an essential first step in diagnosis. It has given s an insight into
what the writer thinks “reading aloud™ means. It has allowed us to sce, at

point afte, ;-cint, what the writer intended to cornmunicate. It has allowed
us to sec that the errors‘in writing, which loomed so large in our first
reading, are not really that important: the writer has the tacit language
skills to correct almost all of them. : - D

But therc’s a further paradox here. When this writer read her work
aloud, for-ail practical purposes she corrected all her errors. Yet she did
not notice that what she read departed from what she had written. Indecd,
in the larger experiment from which this safple was taken, seventeen of
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Fig. 1. Patterns of semantic abbreviation for groups of strong and weak writers in grades
four, eight, and tuelve. {Reprinted from James L. Collins angd Michacl M. Williamson,
“Spoeken Language and Semantic Abbreviation in Writing.” Rescorch its the Teaching sf
English 1S [1981]: 32, Copyright © 1981 National Council of Teachers of Engiish. Reprinjed
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the cighteen CETA adult students correcied essentially all of their errors |
of grammar, speiling, and, by intonation, punctuation—ut none of their
eriors ip usage—when they read their work aloud. Yet none noticed that
what they read departed from what they had wntten. The probiem of the
writer at the level of written-déwn speech is not the problem of * correumg'
errors™ clearly these efrors are naturally-corrected in orat rcadmg Ra(hcr,
_the problem is mare abstract; writers at the level of weitten-gown speech
need to develop @ sense of “text as text” that will allow them access to
“their natural language abikines. ) ’ ‘
Coliins and "Williamson, whose analysis of ‘semantic abbreviation in
writing” was cited at the beginning of this essay, performed an cxptrimcm'/’?-;-
that sharpens this sense of paradox. They gathered writing samples from B
. fourth-, cighth-, and twelfth-grade students judged to be “strong™ or
*weak ™ in writing ability. and they analyzed those samples for the features
of semantic abbreviation discussed carlier. Their tesults are summarized
in }Q,urc . the reader can get the q'lﬁv.ktst sense of ‘hosc n.sulls by
skimming down the righthand coluntn. o .
The strong writers, though tightly grouped, show a slight increase in
semantic abbreviation—an increase suggesting that stronger writers learn
o exploit the pmducmc links between speaking and writing. The 'weaker
\mlu\ show an’entirely different pxtiern of development. As they move
1hrough school, they rely morc and more on semantic abbreviation, on
' \srmcn—dov.n speech. The rcsuﬁs of the Collins and Williamson experni-
m-nt allow meto.draw a first mgduvc conclusiont as weak writers move
through school, they behave in muc.xsmg!v counterproductive ways as
wriless in spite of instruction, ’

"

The Paradoxof "}'ri.ﬁng Instruction ./

- Let me naw carry the paradox one step further, 1o develop some evidence
that supports an even stronger claim: that weak writers behave in counter-
pr'oduuivc ways because of instruction® William D. Page and Gay Su
Pinnell, in a recent book on reading comprehension, discuss an informal

'u&puzmml ‘in which fourth-grade students-were asked to write brief
answers 1o, three questions,” Why do people réad? What do people do- -
when they read? and How do people learn 10 rcad?s The experiment
isolated ‘the students’ models of reading rather cifectively, and, as we
might expect, better readers had a better sense of whal reading was all
aboul. Accordingly, I have begun 1o ask studcnls 1o rdgpond, in a sentence
or two, ta three pzraticl questions: Why do people write? What do people
do when they write? and How do people learn to write?

O
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I have preliminary data-from several ihird-; fouriti-, and fifth-grade"

« tlasses; from cighth- and ninth-grade clagses, and from several college
freshman' classes. In each case, instructors Wwere asked {o single out -
students they considered “strong™ writers 254 “weak™ writers. Here are
representative answers to one question, ¥ What do people do when they.
write?” First, answers by elementary students deemed “strong? writers:

When they begin they think of st61f to write.

They think of what they are going to write. They ask a person if it
sounds good. : .
“They reaily open their minds and Tuturcs.

‘They share theirthoughts with someone.

Some people write storys and poems 30 you wont
be bord, '

“They refax.,
Think and learn. ; .
Write letters to thery. frendes. Write letters to you'r Grandmather.

Compare these to”the answers of clementary students Jabeled by their
teachers as “weak ™ writers: . i ’

* They hold the pendil tightly, .
They, sit up straight.
© They write people name.
Make letters,
They waste ink or kead. . : '
Move there fingers. And write neat. . e
"\ They moiv there hand and they moive the gencicle!
Hold the crat. [crayon?)

" They have a piede of papeg and a pencil. .
People our-snéoscd_lo sit down when they write so they dont mess
up there paper, . h
Alter they write it they make sure it's neut. They copy it do@an,

They write Jetters and numbers, '

°

Here arc representative answers from cighth- and ninth-graders. First the
“tstrong” writérs: _ ‘ ,
They 161l about things like a story about someone ar even theirself.
They get stuff across 1o other pecple. _
Actually, their making symbols an¢, shapes to stand for'words. .
" They use their mind to guide their hand to express their thoughts, .
. They get stuff across to peopls or they entertain people,
Now the “Weak” writers: - <
:{ys(:\xritc stuff down o a picer: of paper, :
Lhg fold a pencil and move treir hands. ) he

n - Lt e - tr—- T e e
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Paradixes of n'rilren-ﬂown Spe:*ti:

T

'i‘hcs. put the point of the pcnc:l to mc paper and start making words
and letress,

Think about what there going 10 say.
Thq use up exira cnergy. ' ;

v

§7.°

“The same patern appears with col!cgc students. -Here are responses Yo
Whitt do pmpk do when they wniwe? by coﬂnw freshmen labeled “sirong”
wriers:

‘:,*

They are conveying thoughts and ideas.

People explmin their ideas, theories, stories and xmag.nauon with
cach other when they wrile, .

Pople 1y 1o wanslate their feclings or b:‘hcfs on pa;u:r

When people write they often do so Jo express their opinion or ideas,
When you write you donY have a time limit and yOu cun take your

Aime and express yoursell in the best possible way. _
1 think~ when people write they somerised reveat thoughts and

fechngs which would otherwise be locked inside them.

When prople wrilg they are cxpressing (henu:hcs ina v»ag untike ‘

no olher.

What 1 think people do when they write is to go to dnmhcr world,
another dimension. \‘mnng lets you upcncnu. all sotts of things,
and u |s all at your fingertips. .

afe ruponses bv college frcshr’:era considered- w(.ai.cr wmcrs

vg. gather mfmmanon organize it, and m:'\ supposedly make
out of 1.

lhc} ¢Xpress théir view
ropic write through Englisl: prammar, puncmation. cle.
Whea people, wiite, they combine any previous ‘knowledge on the

© suhject with rescarch m(ormanon.

Carzfully arrange sub units. under a m:un mpxc m a !05;6&2 c.ss) o
read manner.,

First you pick your :opic. then you maks sure that you have enough
!M(Jtm.}lmn Thcn ycu rc\::n'c and check the.spelling and copy it

down, : . —

Using correct usuagn and grammer.
When people write they verbally exneess themseives thrau;zh ‘.m.
commanis und pcrsorml expenienaes. They -‘: pieas their mcra!l views

on the gives topic 283 laicr draw com:lunom, ina paucmzd coherent

" fashion.

They maks contact bclv.ccn the head of a pencil or pen to paper or
wther serfaces, They make leuess that form v.o;ds mut olhcr pcoplc

can read and understand. .

These results have to give a further j 3011 to the little Enghsh xcachcr in

all of ‘us-—and one would hope, a fatal jolt. Who learns what English
teachcrs tell !iv'm'? Weak writers. l"ht.y learn a mcchamc*d view of writing,
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dominated by a rigid sense of form and a strong, 2ven dominant, concern
with grammatical correctness. In a parallel study, Mike Rose analyzed .
the writing processes of fluent and weaker. college writers, and he found
that the weaker writers had the most rigid models of the writing process,
modcels he characterized as made up of “rigid rules, inflexible plans, -
and the stifling of language.™ Better writers go beyond what teachers
and textbooks tell them; they somehow grasp a more productive model
of writing.™ ... . e 7
In fact, we can explore this paradox even further. Let's suppose that
. weaker writers want to improve their writing—given their model of
writing, what do they do? Answer, using the responses of the elementary
students: they sit up straighter, they form their letters more neatly, and
- »they hald the pencil more tightly. Answer, using the responses of weaker
nollege writers: “they verbally express themselves™; they “suppoé¢dly make* - -
-.sense out of it™; they try harder to, use “correct usuage and grammer.” In
other-words, the more weaker writers try, the less they improve, because
their model of writing enforces behavior that is counterproductive to the.
* mastery of adult literacy. - T

The Value of “Tutor Talk™
These paradoxes begin 10 explain why: writing center tutorials can be so -
uscful for students at the, level of written-down specch. Textbooks aren’t
going to be much help for siich students (“rules of grammar™ only get the "~
writer of “Something Burning™ into trouble), and “teacher talk™ has cleagjy -
“been counterproductive (note that the comments of cur weaker writers
. imitate: “teacher talk™). But what might be characterized as “tutor talk” -
i ‘can bé immensely. productive; it can provide an accessible way for writers .
- at the level of wrinen-down speech to move toward the special .code” of
= Titerate behavior. There is, of course, a developing body of information
__about the value of peer tutoring; I would like to supplement thatinfor: -~ -
“‘mation by examining a converging range of specujation afbut the trans- -
mission of literacy, speculations by sociolinguists, cognitive psychologists,
- and learning theorists; that should.lead us back to a powerful justification . (.-

* of “tutor talk.”: o s . ) AR

Sociclinguist - Roger Shuy criticizes conventiorial modcls. of literacy—.- =~

modelsdlike that of the Itle’English teacher—and substitutes an “iceberg - -
model™ 10"explain classroom or writing centeriinteraction.? At the top of.

the iccberg, the small ‘portion we tan be consciously aware of, is the’
“learning that we can sce, that we can kpow about'in a'formal way. Much

mare.crucial, fra.ahis perspective, is the learning'-bclow:the-surface_ of the

- teacher’s or tutor's conscious. awareness, for example, the tacit force of - -

[ i~
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ihe modeis we glimpse when we ask people, What do, pf’Opit do when
they write? Good advice, from this puspcctwe is 'Lcam !o trust your
inst'ncts, not your rules.” o
Cognitive psychologist Ffank Smith, in a recent book on writing,
- refines this perspective.? He argues that it would be impossible to learn to
©write if we viewed learning to wriie simply as the: discrete mastery of
individual skills, noting that the average college graduate can spell usc,
and understastd between 150,000 and 200,000 words, in itself an impos-
sibie learning task. (We would come 1o a similar conclusion if we tried to
list, as discrete le&minb'tasks everything that the writer of “Something
Burning”, would have to mastér to become a slronger writer, ) What must
happen in the mastery of literacy, Smith argues, is some ‘more subtle
transfer of more complex information, very much like the child’s natural
acquisition .of spo}.m’?anguagc He ‘characterizes this lransfcr with the
~_ Words “demonstrations, engagement, and se'zs.uvuy
The -teacher-tutor is in fact constantly demonstralzng adu!t literate
bchavlor although most of :that_demonstration is below the conscious
awazeness of the demonstrator. The learner, in turn, must have a certain
engagement with that demonstration, a. willingnes$ to iearn. And the
demonstrator needs to be sensitive 1o the'needs of the learner, to translate .
the learning task to the capabilities of the learner. For students at the .
level of written-down speech, this translation takes place through dialogue,
through tutor talk, not through rulcs of grammar. “Trust people,™ Smuh
concludes, “not programs.” i o
Rcddmg theorists, as noted, have found that betier rcaders have a
_better grasp of the purposes and goals of reading. Thus, ®hey speak of
* “metacognitive awareness,” our ability.to monitor our own learning, and
~of “metalinguistic awareness,” our ability to monitor our own janguage ]
usc i0 The writer of “Sommhmg Burning,” who writes “one that contain.. . ... -
~ paper and garbage” but reads “one that contains paper and garbage,” -
does not need little English teachers and “rules of gmmmar she needs .
a supportive. -environment that will help foster an awareness—a meta- s
linguistic awareness——of the special needs of the many cedes of wrmcn '
- dxscours" Thc v.mmg ccnter can provide such an environment. S

=:»Emp103mg the Paradoxcs . : 7
Thcre are no sxmplc answers to the paradoxcs of wm!en-down speech, o
and there is no single right way to deal in a writing center with the writer T /
of "Somethmg Burping.” Readirg aloud helps, abvious)y enough, and in. p
a center forced to-emphisize grammatical detail on a drop-in-basis, it .- /
might be enough to isolat¢ for the writer the placcs where she departs in~© =
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] .
reading from what she wrote, stressing that she already has the tacit
fapguage skills 1o make-the necessary corrections, In u different writing
center, with more time available, it might be useful to ask_the writer 10
Ity some sxercises designed 1o foster metadinguistic awareness.! In yet
anvther context the wior might rely on the tacit forge of wterlalk and
_ simply ask the writer (0 talk through her experiences and her reaction to
them. A sensitive tutor, foy example, might isolate the formative change.
offered by the writery misteading of *an interesting movie™ as “an impor-
tant movie,” focusing on that shift as & way to orient the writer to the
needs ol a reader. That would not be “useiul wotk” from a litle English
Teacher’s point of view; in fuct, it would be using a “mistake™ in a positive
wiy. But i might be productive work, given the paradoxes of writtee-
down speech, o .o
Thus my conclusion is .. positive one.. in spite of these paradones, A
writing center provides an environment rich in a humane commitment Lo
human communication. If tutors will Jearn to trust their iastincts, wrilers
- N

witl learn o trust theirs. . - e o -

Notey ] . ] .
I James L. Collins sad. Michac! M. Williamson, “Spoken Language and
Scmantic Abbreviation in Writng,” Kescarch in. the Teaching of English 1S
. (Fcbruary 1981): 23-36.0 A . L e
2. This sample was submitted as past of a -gradiate vesearch project by
Franki¢ Mitler, Delaware Technical and Community College, and Bruce Stanley, 5
Reading Arcg (Pennsylvania) Community Cellege. The name of the individuat - .. -
. insentence | has been changed, and the location in sentence Vs been changed
fron the unexpected “Indians, !’cnnsy{ania." 1o the muse expected “Fling,
Michigan™> ¢ L S L
3. Forresponses to usage! see Joseph M, Williams, YThe Pheromenology of.
Error.” College Composition and Communication 32 (5ay 1981): 152-68, and
for perceplions of error, see Sidney Gr;t‘c-{nba_um,énd John Taytor, “The Recog- .
nition of Usuge Errerdby Instructors of Freshiman Composition;"! Cotlege Com- . .
posinon and Communication 32 (May 19815169-74. - | S Lie o
.47 This claim is strongly ‘developed, ajong somewhat different fines, ina”
_é paper By Mike Rose, “Remedial Writing Courses: Do They Limit More Than
~ Fostee'Growth in Writing? A Critiqué and a Proposal™ (University of Califorsia,
Los Angeley, 1982), . . o ; g :
S. William D). Page and Gay Su Pinneli, Teaching Reading Comprehension
(Urbang, HL.; ERIC/RCS and National Council of Teachers of English, 1979). - .

" G Mike Rose, “Rigid Fules, dnflexible Plans, und the Stifting of Laaguage,”
" College Compasition and Communication 3 (i’kccmbérvl‘:‘@‘(})‘: 389%401_.; S
7. These more productive models are discussed in Patrick Hartwell, *Weiters e

"ss Readers™ (Paper presented ax-the Annual Mceting of the Conlerence o,
Coliege Composition, Dallas, March 19815 available from ERIC as'ED, 199.21).
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gradoxres of Writion Donn Speech . R 1

. Ruper Shuy, A Holistic View of {.am’guagc;" Research i the Teaching of
thlmz 15 {May By 16112,

9. Frank Ssaith, Writog end the Writer (“w*:s York: Holt, ¢ wxch:vt and

Winston, 19813 Theee chapters are available &5 articles o Amguagc:.,ém
“Premomstiations, Engagement, and Jeasitvity: A Revised Approach to” Lon-
guspe Learaing,” 58 (Beptomber 1981y 12 '_‘IJcmonsmnom Engagement,
and Scositivity: The Choeice, botween Peoplc and Proprams,” 58 (September
PREIY 63447 ,md “Naths of Wots !l,&,"ﬁ* {October 19811 79398,

1 -Carel Chomsky presents a lucid discussion of this point of view {n
“Iyi ccloping Faolity with Langoape Szrmmre in Discovering Longuage with
(ine(inn. ed. Gy Su Pinnctl (Urbana, Mt National Councii of Teachers of
Englinh. is‘hﬂ} $6-59; more technical we »\nn L. Brown, “Knemng When,

 Whers, and How 1o Remember A Problam of Motacogaition” in Adverces-in

instractionsd Psycholony, volo 1, ed. Rabeit Glater (Filsdale, NJ: Lawrence

- Enbaum, 1978}, and Ellen Bouchard Ryan, "Muetalinguistic Development and

Reading.” in Languoge Awareness ond Reading, ¢d. Lyon H. Wateehouse ¢ al,
{Newatk, Dels faternationsl Reading Association, 3930) t wish to thank a
collzagie al Indiana Usiversity of ?“enm‘_\-!wsm.z, Dan Ta:nm:sm, for pomtmg

. wut to e the relevance of this line of inguiry.

1. Fora general discuysinn of me:aimguxsm HWAIeness, see }amcs L. Collins,
“Speakipg. Viriting. #nd Teaching for Meaning,” and Barry M. Krolt, *Devel-

. opmental Relationships beiween Speaking and Writing,” bath io Exploring ‘

Speaking- Writing - Relationships, ¢d. Barry M. Kroll and Robenta J. Vahn

. {Urbana, ik Nauonal Council of Tenchers of English, 1981); for practical

exsmples. see Patrick Hartwell and Robeat H, ‘Beatley, Open fo meguage‘ A
"'si w(nﬂrec Riuonr(\%*v.\ York: Osiord University Press, 1982).
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6 Promoting Cognitiife Development
in the Writing Center

Karen L Spear
Hrversity of Liah

i -
Spear presenmts a cognitive model for developmental writing in gen-
el and tatorials in particular. Her essay includes speculation about
why writing-centers should exist and a chalfenge 19 the most funda-
mental of writing (oater paactices: the one on-cae wtorial,

Lawrence Kohiberg and Rochelle Mayer, in-a 197% Harvard Educational -~
Review article, argue that imellecisal and moral development are the only
defensibie aimis of education. This “progressive” philoscphy, they believe,

*invalidates the two other principal educaiional philosophics: the romantic

self-actualization model and the mechanistic social welfare model, both’

.of which stek 10 manipulate and sontrol students’ thoughts and behavior,
. "A notion of education for development and education for principles,”

the authors conclude, “is liberal, democratic, and nonindoctrinative. It

relies on open methods-of stimulation through a seguence of stages, ina

direction of movement which is universal for.all children. In this sense, it
i patural”™t S L L

The cornerstone of Kohlberg's argument 'is the concept of develop-
mental stoges, a universally invariant, hierarchical progression of thought
processes. Each successive stage reflects a - different. thought: Structure,

- increasingly differentiated and integrated as compared with the preceding”

structuse. “Stage theory™ approaches yield what Kohiberg terfns_'a fune-
tional epistemology of mind,” a description of the cognitive and moral

‘behavior evident at cach stage and an understanding of the conditiops - -
-~ eecessary for progression from ohe stage to the next. The role'of educa-
tion; then, is to provide opporzu‘n‘itiésjfor"lcam'e'rs to-traverse completely .
 théir cognitive map, perhaps 1o accelerate the stages but certainly 1o
facilitate movement to the highest possjble levels of thinking and ethical -

judgment. Kohlberg's positian is similar (o-those'of a number of stage. -
- theorists, ‘beginning with ‘the- extradrdinarily influential work -of Jean .
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Pi;s_gct ~I‘hm--vh particular theories differ in some of their details, they

- mutuadhy sifinm the overahi concept of stages, supporting Kohlbefy's claim

that d'..-.v..lopzmm s theappropriate aim of education,

The developmental underpinnings of the various stage theories are
particalarty relevant to the role of the writing center, The existence of the
wiing center §s testunony to educators’ conviction that writing is fuinda-
mentitl to higher educstion. Yet, if the explicit mission of the writing
fenter h W h"i') x-vdums upcualiv hdsu. \\.l’llLl’S succeed in collq,u b)

- abilities lhat mdl-.c bood \.\nur‘g posslbhn Andrea Lunsford’s thesis that

basic writers "have not attained that fevel of cognitive development which
would aliow them 10 form abstractions or conupllons affirms the need
for a developmental approach in the writing center.? Carl Berciter, in
“Development in Writing,” seems to concur, emphasizing that growth in"
writing stems {rom other, more basic forms of dcvelopmem»cognmvc
social, moral, and probably linguistic.? My aim is to present an overview
of three principal stuge theories as they pertain to basic writers® cognitive
development, to explore their implications for instruction, and to suggest
a rationale for the existence of writing centers that goes bevond their
usual role of promoting mastery learning and providing sup  t for the .-
larger writing program. . ' - '

Basic Writers and Formal Operations: Developmental Goals

Piaget’s description of thinking at the “formal operations™ level scts forth
an ideal standard of adult thinking. Formal operations, which begin
sometime during adolescence, include’a number of thought processes that

© are not present in earlier stages of thinki ing. Piaget calls these preceding

stages sensori-motor, preoperational, and concrete operations. (See Figure
1) Few if any basic writers have fully achieved formal opt.muonal
thinking. Thus. the ch1raclc,rlst|cs of formal operations not only clarify
the cognit:: ¢ goals «{ basic writing instruction, they also suggesy the kinds
of activiti¢s basic writers uught to engage in to stimulate and rcmforcc

. this level of thinking.

There are five primary characteristics of mature, formal opcranonal"

thought. First, students become- capably of abstract thinking. They can

hold large bodies of information in their minds and manipulate. ideas
without needing concrete rcfcrcms Conscqucmly they come to reflect

. on and evaluate ideas, .assummg ‘a metapesspective that involves aware-
‘ness not just of thoughl contents but of thought processes. In wrmn‘g

lhxs erSpLCﬂ\'C is closely -related 1o an awareness of structure (hat
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leads to coherence. Second, students are capable of what Pizget terms
“hypothetico-deductive™ thinking: the ability to formulate hypotheses and
make deductions from them. Third, students engage:in, propositicnal
thirking, devising assumptions for the sake of argument without requiring
that the dssumpnons be valid. Students arc able to arrivi 1 4 varicty of
possible propositions and devise criteria by which to accept or rcjcct them.
Propositional thinking leads to a fourth characteristic of fordial opera-

tions, combinatorial logic. Students become aware of the potential rela-
" tionships among variables in a ficid and are able to consider the possible

effects of manipulating onc or more variables while holdmg the others
constant. For exampie, a student would recognize the multiple and related
causes ol a complicated problem like inflation and consider the effects of
manipulating interest rates, credit, the moncy supply, unemployment, _)Ob
programs, and so on. The ability to consider possible combinations leads
to more deliberate, controlled problem solving, not the random, trial and
crror appréaches that predominate at carlier stages. Fifth, students reach
proficiency in setting up hicrarchical classifications, perceiving subordinate
nd.superordinate relations and cstabhshmg criterii for membership in the
various classes.*

Each of these general. charactcrxsucs is fundamcntal in wrrung, thc)'
are analogues for skills that researchers have identificd xhroughout the
cemposing precess, from exploring a topxc to orgamzmg and fevising an
essay. And with cach of these operations, basic writers in the writing
center have difficulty. John Butlér, in his essay “Remedial Writers: The

f

T?chcr s Job as Corrector of Papers highlights these students’ inability -

//

i ' Férmal O;.vcra!ions 7 A o
Concrete Operations
Preoperational Stagc . - )
. Scps.ori-motor Stage ‘ ’ = ;
Fig. 1. Jean Pﬂiﬂgclv',s slages of cognitive development. . . .
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to deal particularly well with the concrete much less the abstract or, in
Piagetian terms, the formai.$ Butler demonstrates basic writers’ lchdcncy
1o’ correct grammauca! and syntactic faults in their writipg as they read
their papers aioud, projecting onto the page the sounds they hear in their

-minds. Lunsford’s eye-opening study, “The Content of Basic Writers’

Essays,” extends this image of the basic writer, who'is still at the stage of
concrete operations. Among her obsérvations, Lunsford includes writers’
tendencies to focus on personal experience rather than general principles
(even when the focus is inappropriate to the topic), to view oness!f as
a victim of the powerful but anonymous “They,” to take a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>