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Introduction: The Theory
Behind the Centers

Joan A, Mullin
University of Toledo

In this collection. first- and second-generation writing center practitioners
discuss different theoretical cornerstones important to the development and
evaluation of effective pedagogy. What becomes evident to readers of these
essays is that although authors speak from different perspectives. cach writer
evamines how various forces in collaborative relationships determine texis:
they all focus on the collaborative moment during a tutorial. By presenting
some theoretical bases underiving practices in writing centers, these essays
eaplore the development of our collaborative theory-rescarch-practice cycles.
The collection challenges all of us to again reflect on our images of learners.
and on our deeply held assumptions about teaching. collaboration. and writing
centers.

As a first book on writing center theory. this collection begins to mahe
available to a broader audience what veteran writing center practitioners have
learned through research and experience. There are three primary objectives
for doing ~o: Some in our academic community have just begun to look at
writing center work with interest: they want to know on what theoretical
claims a new writing center could be based. or how to train tutors to meet their
theoretical objectives, This collection will make available to them the theory
we have found useful. the theory on which they will want to build.

In addition. all of us who have worked with writers know the value of
re-visioning the theories thai inform our practice. This collection may serve
as 4 resouree from which veteran practitioners can review, rework, and cri-
tique ideas that. through use. may have become so embedded as to be trans-
parent. Reassessment will enable us to articulate our theories and to review
practices that miy not be engaging our changing student populations.,

There is vet another reason Tor a book on theory in the writing center. Many
in our acadentic community have not fully investigated writing centers as sites
where they may lind solutions 1o conflicts now widely discussed in confer-
ences and position papers. Ata recent WPA conference. “"Composition in the
Twenty first Century: Crisis and Change™ (October, 1993 Miami University:

vl
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Oxford. Ohio). participants questioned whether we should abandon composi-
tion instruction altogether. As Robert Connors pointed-out. since composition.
as a discipline. began at Harvard in the nineteenth century it has been criti-
cized for not producing competent writers for contexts other than composition
classes. Notsurprisingly., at this conterence small-group discussions dissolved
in frustration as participants addressed the pressure of recently legislated
assessments requiring teachers to produce “results™ with students from many
hackgrounds. at many levels of abitity, and with many different kinds of
literacies. Questions about the effectiveness of process writing practices.
peer-group interaction. academic culture. and deflinitions of literacy raised
serious doubts about the continuation of composition classes as we know
them. Yeto at the same time there existed a positive sense that our rescarch
about fearning and writing continaes 1o provide sound theoretical frames for
creating new practices. “OK.” challenged one participant. “In our new Depart-
ment of Writing we have been told (o design as innovative a composition
program as we want—iand produce results! Bused on what we know about
writing and learniing. what should that look like?™

A writing center practitioner would have had several suggestions., but they
would have ali derived from one: work in a writing center for a quarter or
semester. This participant could then have understood students” confusion
over assignments from process-based composition classes: she would have
heard students™ interpretations of cultural-eritique-based writing textbooks:
she could have struggled. along with students. to understand what instructors”
marginal comments meant. and by forming a clear sense of what not to do.
she would have begun to understund what she might do.

The discussions in this collection do not provide a single answer to the
conference participant’s question. To do that. cach chapter would have to be
expanded to booksize., exploring how a particular theoretical strand applics to
our practice. and then shaping the outcomes of the resulting practice to a
particular classroom. However, our discussions here, our practices, and their
evolution may well surprise those in the composition community who have
fuiled 10 see writing centers as resources tor resolving problems facing the

discipline and the academy. The collection should also encourage writing
center practitioners to continue their theorizing, rescarch. and practice. and to
move that cyele out of the center in order to explore its wider applications not
Just within our own contexts, but in those with which we intersect.

Though all of these articles speak to cach other. we have chosen to arrange
them somewhat “chronologicalls.™ We start with an examination of writing
center theory 1o that of the discipline ol composition, and then proceed to
cxamine some of our beginnings: writing center lore. Ken Brutfee's call tor
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ltroduction: The Theory Behind the Centers ix

coltaboration, and the origins of peer critique in the creative writing work-
shop. The essays then proceed to both justify and question the collaboration
we claim to practice: they call for an examination of who “we™ are. As the
collection continues. the notion of “we™ hecomes more complicated. The
writers employ theory 1o examine the cultural assumptions that affect our
collaborations. They look at what the students bring to writing center tubles-—
their bachgrounds and experiences. their interpretation of the academy and
their place in it their professors and assiznments. Likewise. the authors factor
in real tutors who bring to the common table their own bachgrounds and
experiences. their knowledge of the professors. the assignments. and of other
students they have tutored-—as well as the words of their directors.

Thus. at the outset, Eric Hobson provides an overview of how theory
shapes our fickd and how we have shaped theory to “it” what we perecive we
do. Hobson claims thiai "no single theory can dictate writing center instruc-
tion.” He notes that theory and practice have trouble kecping up with cach
other because “writing center theory. 1o a lurge extent. is not based on the same
foundations as the practice it is most often called upon 1o justify.”™ This essay
challenges all writing collaborators to explore the gaps between what they
theorize and what they practice.

Satlyanne Fitzgerald links whole language theory and the day-to-day op-
eration of a writing center. Fitzgerald points out that “working with others in
a cotlaborative setting allows the writer or tutee 1o process information using
all language arts simultancously. and it allows the tutor o experience this
same benefit. Such a mutual benelit reflects the best of what we associate with
collaborative learning.”

Continuing the focus on using al! fanguage arts, Katherine Adams and John
Adams promote holistic learning by turning to a consideration of the creative
writing workshop. They point out that these groups always acknowledge the
individual™s authority in ways that one-to-one collaboration may not. They
insist that “writing tutors need to view their clients as writers also. who know
more about the course material and have their own strengths. Then the tutor
can mahe suggestions, ask guestions, work as o real peer. without the burden
of teaching and correcting everything.” Adams and Adams. therefore. promote
“a return to the real center of collaborative or collective learning: the group.™

The assumed influence of the group is also a concern of Christinag Murphy.
Drawing on several examinations of collaboration. Murphy questions some
practitioners” wholesale use of social constructionist pedagogy. She warns us
that to think “the individual is wholly constructed by his or her social experi-
enee and cubtural moment is to obviate the very real presence of individual,
subjective experience -the majority of which is highty symbolic and often
not capable of full transtation into Hnguistic codes or sets that are predeter-
mined by one’s culture or society.™ Murphy points out that social construe-

10
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tionism “provides us with a paradigm that explains a number of aspects of
writing instruction: however. o argue that it provides all the answers . ..
seems unwise.” '
- Alice Gillam pushes Murphy's questions further by focusing on how our
" “theories about “collaboration™ intersect with our “peer™ practices. Gillam's
microcosmic examination vividly shows how “theoretical constructions of the
tutorial process both ifluminate practice and. in turn. are chatlenged by it.” It
is in the writing center. claims Gillam. *hat we can “utilize theory o under-
stand and interrogate the rich complexity of writing center practice and the
protean forms of writing center practice (o interrogate and reinterpret theory.”
Janice Neulieb and Maurice Scharton entarge Gillam’s methodology by
urging practitioners to move from “lincar analytic methods™ to ethnographic
research models. This study suggesis that “other directors write such archae-
ological ethnographies [like Neulicb and Scharton’s|. . . beginning first with
— the assumptions underlying the births of the centers and moving to triangu-
—" tated descriptions.”™ Their own case study serves as a modet for such a com-
bined cffort: they envision providing a rich testing ground for [their] own
assumption that interpersonal warmith is second only 10 tutorial ability and
knowledge of the field.” Combined studies. they argue. “would also test what
- cach director sees ... in his or her own center.”

In his essay. Ray Wallace suggests that we continue revising our own
definitions of pedagogy by looking “outward for some new. better answers to
our field’s questions.™ He explains how tutors” frustration with moving com-
petent writers towards more challenging analyses led them away from arcas
bound by composition studies to rhetorical linguistics” “text-centered stand-
ards of Intentionality. Aceepiability. Informativity. Situationality. and Intertex-
tuality.” Wallace shows how the collaborative search for workable theory gave
new insight into a recurring problem. opened up new personal and tutovial
— strategies. and changed practices within the writing center itself.

; Murphy'™s and Wallace's evaluations of collaboration gain foree in light of
Julie Neft's essay. Neff reminds us that the tutor “may have to help the student
catb up detail in ways that would be inappropriate for the average learner . ..
But. paradoxically . .. must. at the same time. help the student be independent
_ through self-cuing.” Such statements point to the conflict between our theory
and our practice but they are especially meaningful when we consider both the
- large number of undiagnosed learning-disabled students who find their way
to the writing center and the number of technigues used with learning-disabled
N studeats that will work with all populations. Nefl challenges our “collabora-
' tive™ practice das she merges theory with case studies o demonstrate how

L st -

students” learning disabilities change the non-directive coltaboration we claim
to practice,
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Such an analysis gains spcciafl import when considered with Muriel Har-
ris’s cssay. Rescarch on cross-cultural differences demonstrates “what it
means to individuaiize™ instruction and “work with multicultural differences.”
Harris shows how tutors can provide transitional pathways for students from
other cultures so they can succeed in our academic environment. This chapter
reinforces Harris's long-held phitosophy that “writing center theory specifies
that we do not “teach” students anything: we help them learn by themselves,
and bridging cross-cultural differences. then. is one more thing we help
students lcarn by themselves.™

Harris's and Neft's explorations naturally lead to an examination of the
interpersonal context surrounding a tutorial. With her essay. Pameta Farrell-
Childers links the multitude of writing center services to the recent emphasis
on affective education. She reminds us how the writing center creates an
cducational environment that taps personal resources and encourages genu-
incness of behavior, empathy. and respect for self and others—cond :ions
affecting students” abitities to learn at all. and. particuiarty. to write.

Continuing to focus on that affective domain. Tom MacLennan looks
closely at the retationship between tutor and student. MacLennan encourages
tutors to approach “a session with an open. supportive, helpful frame of
mind.” Using Martin Buber s concepts of I-It, I-Thou. and the Narrow Ridge
at different points of the tutoring process. MacLennan demonstrates how
a “reciprocal refationship can be instituted at every stage of the composing
process by remaining open to another’s viewpoint and altering your own
position when it feads to more effective cotlaboration.”™ MacLennan and
the remaining authors suggest that, despite our raining as (tors, our unexam-
ined philosophical positions may undermine the most well-intentioned of our
practices.

In the next essay. Jay Jacoby examines the controversy which Maclen-
nan’s article suggests: how much intervention should a tutor provide? Effec-
tively using the rescarch (rather than just tne metaphors) of medical ethicists,
Jacoby concludes with what most tutors fear: “In encouraging the substitution
of our discourse for the students” we are potentiatly erasing at teast part of that
students identity—some of his or her authority—in order to meet the demand
of L+ institution.™ In comparing this to the paternalistic (and colonialistic)
posttion of the physician. Jacoby draws on definitions of “informed consent,”
applies these to writing center case studies. and suggests that a working
know ledge of other medical theories can “hetp lead to more cthically sensitive
ttors and more informed decision making in the writing center.”

Using feminist theory to focus on the ethical refationship between studdent
and wtor, writing center director Phy His Lassner and tutor Susan French point
out that writing centers, like women's studies progrants, promote “student-
centered. active learning as a way of democratizing higher cducation and
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enceuraging students to see that they do not have to assume the role of “other”
themselhves.™ Framed by an examination of the concept of “difference.” their
explananon of tutors” self-discovery processes challenges all of us. Lassner
concludes that “only i we aceept irreconcilable ditferences can we truly
respect the mtegrity of students” identities and explore what kind ol learning
takes place between “peers.™

However, fike our conceptions about gender. our concepts about literacy
can deternine whether our twtorials suceeed or not. Joan Muilin warns that it
tutors” deeply held rdeas about literacy corvespond to a concept of literacy as
technology, then the student does not learn strategies as much as perform
techmque.”™ This chapter asks readers (o examine their own definitions of
Ineracy m order to examine the practices hased upon them. Mullin concludes
that “students and tutors fmust] understand the timitations of a literacy defi-
miuen which privileges and separates. [so} they can begin to engage in a true
dislogue.”

W hat mivolhves a true diclogue.”™ and. theretore, what constitutes a collabo-
ratn e relitonship which respects “dialogue.”™ forms the heart of Mary Abas-
cal Hildebrand's essay. Using interviews with tutors and faculty linked
together through wntmy intensive classes, this chapter looks to the “ethical
dimension iherent in the human relationships that make up tutoring.”™ Tutor-
My seen as o translative process, “tutoring that enables both tutors and stu-
dents to leave the tuoring event thinking and acting differenty as writers,
cnables themy to renew themselves as persons.™

Despite this deliberate organization of chapters, these individual essays
reninn true (o what theory nust dos renew practice and expand perspective
through contimued dialogue. For example, Adams and Adams suggest our
creatne traditions may hold the answer for renewing and expanding some of
ont practices, while Waltace proposes @ more structured examination of stu-
dent writmg by asing (ext linguistics as a4 means of moving tutors towards
solutions tor compley textual events. However, both of these theoretical
discussions tahe on new meanig when grounded in Murphy's and Fitzger-
Ad™s vers different examinations of colluboration. Like Adams and Adams,
Frtzgerald positively equates cottuboration with whole language practices. but
Murphy ashs whether theorvies ike these, whicli tead o social construction-
s oenore Tactors of mdividual choice. In light of these discussions, does
Wallace's teat liguntios promote collaborative practice. or does his approach
support Murphy’s position? Do the Adamses™ workshop appreach offer a
comprontise between Fitzgeradd’s and Murphy’s colfuborative discussions?
Do niew theories emierge when practices derived from these are combined?

Inthe day 1o day work of writing centers, some of which is reflected here.
Woe resist treating fearners as objects, or offering templated versions of the
leatiung experience to cover every instancee ol colfaboration, even as we seek
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Introduction: The Theory Behind the Centers i

to compare our experiences. Writing center practitioners can be more respon-
sive 1o the individual learner in ways our composition classroom environ-
ments cannot. Centers provide spaces where the personal and public, the
individual and oiher, struggle to honor the singular voice. to recognize differ-
ent language communities, without evaluative consequences. Yet those in
writing centers also represent an academic culture which excludes individual
voices and privileges its own language. The theories represented here help us
construct alternative pedagogy to negotiate the thin lines between the conflicts
which prevent true collaborations. We invite you also to patticipate as
reader/practitioner/theorist-— to continue the conversation begun here. to rear-
range. overlap, reflect on, and expand our beginning dialogue.

14




I Writing Center Practice Often
Counters Its Theory. So What?

Eric 1. Hobson
St. Louis College of Pharmacy

Thom Hawkins writes in the intraduction to Writing Centers: Theory and
Administration (1984), “Writing centers are doing so much now with collabo-
rative learnmg that often their practice outstrips their theoreticat grasp of
principles behind their work™ (xii). 1 writing center use ot collaborative
learning, for instance. races far ahead of theoretical support for those prac-
tices, the implied disciplinary solution to the problem is to jump-start the-
ory—in this case. theory about collaborative learning and its use. Hawkins
calls for that action:

— If writing centers are to continue making the substantial contributions to
classroom practices and curricul, it they are o reach a productive and
jong-Tasting matarity. they must do more than patch together fragments
of successful theory. (xiii)

To “patch together™ carries predominately negative connctations within the
= seamless, Enlightenment-defined vision of theory. Because of this tradition,
the picture ol an educational community piccing together bits of theories on
- which to ground its instruction has no: helped reinforee a sense of theoretical
and. thus. methodological confidence within the wriling center community.
This insccurity blinds the writing center community (o ways in which contra-
) diction between writing center theory and practice does not represent a strue-
= tural weakness in the writing ceqter. despite our having been trained to believe
' that theory and practice must conform Working [rom recent critiques of
writing center theory and practice (see Clark 1990: Hobson 1992 Murphy.
this volume), however, | forward an alternative interpretation of Hawkins's
g observation: the distance between theory and practice in writing centers that
Hawkins notes results less from a tack of knowledge than trom how we think
about knowledge production.
1 would like to examine this theory/practice disjunction via the following
theses:
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tric 1. Hobson

Lo Writing center theory has problems keeping up with writing center
practice because writing center theory. 1o a targe extent. is not based on
the same foundations as the practice it is most often calied upon (o
Justify.

2. Beyond this one explanation. however. lies a more deeply rooted prob-
fem that reflects the writing cenier community s inseeurity about its
allegiance to, and belief in. writing center “lore™ as a valid (philosophi-
cally and methodologicallyy means of making knowledge: we feel
guilty about being more interested in the practice of writing center work
than in its theory.,

Conventional wisdom —at least within the rationally bounded discourse of
academe—reinforees the idea that theory leads to practice. However, as prie-
titioner narratives in composition suggest, the inverse is more often true.
Reeent eritiques of knowledge production in composition suggest that the
theory/practice dyad is itself” wsufficient, especially when theory is under-
stood to mean metatheory - totalizing explanation of expericnee. Writing
center practice itsell is capable of providing an informed sell-critigue suffi-
cient for validating the knowledge that results from its critical action.

But how has the situation of contradiction and inconsisteney within writing
center theory and practice happened? The answers (o this question are many,
and they lic in the developmental history of the writing center movement and
its refationship to composition programs. To examine and to critique these
inconsistencies we must examine the roots of both writing center theory and
writing center practice.

The History of Writing Center Theory and Practice

There was no disjunction of theory and practice in the writing center while it
operated under the influence of Current Traditional Rhetoric. Working within
an objectivisi eprstemology, where truth was knowable, neutral, and preserib-
able. some writing labs had students work on grammar exercises designed 1o
make them master rules. Betty McFarfand (1975) writes.,

An objective common to cach fcompositionf course is mechanical cor-
rectness. Usuaally time and/or philosophy does not permit the teaching of
grammar in cach course: further. the variety and irregularity of student
errors would not justity doing so. The {ogical place for such supplemen-
tal instruction is in a laboraten, (153)

The primary responsibility ol writing center stafl was to spot offending crrors
in students” papers and 1o ensure that those errors were corrected.

16
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Wruing Center Practice Counters Theory

Throughout the 19708 and well into the 1980s, many  post-secondary
schools were sfow to alter the practice through which writing was taught, even
in light of the compositien research of James Britton et al.. Janct Emig, Mina
Shaughnessy. James Kinneavy. Linda Flower and John Hayes. and Nuancy
Sommers. among others, that challenged the preseribability of writing pro-
cesses. At many colleges and universities. the writing fab’s relationship with
the composition curriculum was understood as functional and pragmatic: to
ensure clissroom teachers that students had learned the rules. Theory and
practice were in harmony.

As the composition curriculum responded in the late 1970s and into the
mid-1980s to issues raised by the process movement, especially inits later
manifestations as epistemic thetorie, the harmony between the writing cen-
ter's theory and practice began to crumble. In the old curriculum. the writing
lab had been eapected to simply “fix™ writing problems (Harris 1990, North
1994, Wallace 1991). The process movement, however, forced the writing
center community into a new phase of theeretical justilication. Where the
refationship between the composition: curriculum and the practices of the
writing lab had been clear-cut, there now existed no absotute answers. Prac-
tices viable within a positivist epistemology were no tonger (politically or
cconomically) credible. Becase writing had been demonstrated to be an
activity controlled not as much by concrete rules as by the context in which
the communicative event takes place. writing centers had to alter their instrue-
tion, Instead ol having students do workbook exercises, writing centers now
had students talk to and work with trained writing tutors in the undersianding
that together these writers could use the generative power of conversation to
discover ways to improve their writig (Bruffee 1984, Harris 1986). When
writing centers changed their focuses to the contexts in which writing occurs
and the ways these contests impinge on the creation of texts. positivist-influ-
enced instructional methods (not abandoned wholesaley ercated disjunctions

between writing center theory and writing center practice. This. in turn,

precipitated @ crisis of identity that caused writing center practitioners to
reevatuate not only their practice. but also the foundations on which that
practice stood and the aims that practice was instituted to achieve.

Writing center theors grew out of practice because no theory called Writing
Center Theory existed. Later. the theory drew from other disciplines because
even as isolated. decontextualized events. twtorials do not exist within the
tightly detined. disciplinary structures of academes rather. they work within a
process and thus within the complex whole that is the person. Thus. educa-
tional. psychological, social, behavioral. and analytical theories as well as the
means of investigating them had to be drawn into the writing center and then
applicd and reconstructed to fit what we do. Early writing centers’ practi-
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tioners believéd that to ensure the writing center community a respectable
place within the culture of academe they needed to work within its dominant
descriptive paradigm (of theory leading 1o practice). and so they had to cobble
together theories which justified their practice.

Collaborative learning and a commitment to individuaiized instruction are
the most frequently cited theories used since the middle of the last decade to
create a theoretical justification for writing centers. And yet. “collaborative
tearning.” Trimbur writes. “is not a theoretically unified position but a set of
pedagogical principles and practices worked out experimentally™ (1985, 91y
collaborative learning theory did not predate collaborative practice. nor can il
exist apart from that practice. As the perceived mainstay of writing center
theory. collaborative learning reinforces Bruffee's contention that writing
center theory s roots are to be found in practice.

The liberatory elements articulated in writing center theory. the attempts (o
help students understand the systems of power in which they function, have
been synthesized from the work of such diverse thinkers and teachers as John
Dewey and Paulo Freire. and were appropriated by writing center practi-
tioners to help locate the writing center within the context of challenges to the
educational status quo frequent during the Tast two decades of writing center
theoretical activity. Dewey's work, especially as it is presented in Experience
and Fducation (1938). demaiisirates how traditional education operates
through a rigid system of controls-—on behavior. school organization. subject
matter. evaluation—-to create passive individuals, who. while they pose no
threat - Lociety, do not learn how to learn in natural settings. “For Dewey.”
Trimbur notes. “learning should be experiential and should occur through the
interaction of the learners and the wider social environment. not through the
teacher™s imposition of subject matter (rom above and outside the experience
of the tearners™ (19859 1), The writing center seemed (o be a location Tor such
activity.

Like Dewey. Brazilian educator Paulo Freire critiques traditionat education
on the grounds that it “teaches students how to five passively within oppres-
sive and alienating structures, to adapt to the world as it is, instead of devel-
oping their subjectivity as historical actors™ (Trimbur 1985, 93). Describing
traditional education through a “banking™ model, Freire demonstrates how
students are viewed as empty accounts waiting to be filted by teachers who
own knowledge. The writing center tutorial, with its “equal™ participation of
twor and writer, resembles what Stantey Aronowitz and Henry AL Giroux
understand as the “dialogic™ nature of Freire's critique of traditional educa-
tion: “learning occurs within conversation and not as top-to-down instruction
between the teacher and student™ (1985, 12). Drawing the connection between
Dewey s and Freire's ideas (in a way that is certainly rentiniscent of thapsodic
accounts of the writing center twtorial) Aronowilz and Giroux demonstrate
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how Freire's reflexive concept of knowledge is compatible with Dewey's
notion that experience is not reactive. but a creative and meaningful relation-
ship bewtween individuals and their historical and contemporary situation
where changed circumstances produce new and transformed knowledge (12),
Dewey s and Freire's ideas about educational reforms have been paramount
to the developrment of the theoretical unity within the writing center commu-
nity. and much of the foundational work in this effort was accomplished by
Bruftee.

Brutfee is a synthesizer—the synthesizer the writing center community
needed at an historical moment in its development. His articulation of a
theoretical base from which to justify writing center activity depends largely
on the ideas presented him by many of the most influential thinkers of the
twentieth century (e.g.. Michael Oakeshou. Thomas Kuhn, Richard Rorty. and
Lev Vygotshy). Coming. as did the bulk of his writing. on the hecls of the
“process movement.”” Brulfee demonstrated how knowledge is inherently
mutable—it changes according to historical and sitv ztional factors. This con-
cept atlowed many writing center practitioners as well as teachers to under-
stand the profound changes being proposed by advocates of this movernent.
His assertion that the “conversation of mankind™ is the sole basis for arriving
at truth. that agreement and consensus among groups of knowledgeable peers
is the foundation on which all “knowledge™ rests. are direct challenges o
positivist epistemologics and practices.

The mid-1970s to carly 1980 was a time of intense activity within the
writing center community. By 1985, two book-length collections of essays,
Harvis's Twroring Writing (1982) and Qlson’s Writing Centers: Theory and
Administration (1984). as well as the Writing Lab Newsletter (1976) and The
Writing Center Jonrnal appeared. Each attempted to provide the community
with @ means for sorting out its practice within the theories shaping the
composition programs to which most writing centers were connected. The
problem was fundamentat: with Current Traditional Rhetoric and the mecha-
nistic practices writing centers employed to help students master the prescrip-
tive writing instruction associated  with Current Traditional - Rhetoric
discredited. was there new a specific/preseribable task for writing centers?
North (1984) provided the comparatively vague axiom “Our job is to produce
better writers. not better writing™ (438).

The writing center community hnew what the practice of writing centers
wis within an objectivist epistemology and knew the center’s goal was 10
produce better writing. But. as writing lost its linear and prescribable mask
and was revealed o be a recursive and socially dependent activity, the equa-
tion of what practices achicve the writing center’s goals for the writers who
come seehing help with their writing became rather ambiguous. Educational
theory and Brulfee suggested that instructional methods tinked 1o collabora-
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tive learning and individualized instruction were the best afternatives for
writing center practice. Such methods as one-to-one instruction and group
tutoring produced desirable results with writers, and the writing center com-
munity enthusiastically endorsed these practices. Following Bruffee's carliest
discussions (such as “The Brooklyn Plan: Attaining inteffectual Growth
through Peer-Group Tutoring™ 1978) of the role collaboration plays within
student cultures. the writing center community has connected its principle
instructional method—the one-on-one tutorial—to the principles of collabo-
rative learning. The community claimed that tutors “are the architects and
partners of collaborative learning. They redesign the learning environment so
that more of the responsibility and the activity ol learning is shifted onto the
learner™ (Hawkins 1984, xii).

In thie midst of the rapid change during the 1970s and carly 80s. the writing
center community did not have time to examine how, or w hether, their instruce-
tional practices are compatible with the new theories to which writing centers
claimed allegiance.

Practice as Theory

Writing center-based investigations into the compatibility of theory and prac-
tice have come in several forms. These critiques. however, all point to a
less-than-scamless overlay of theory and practice within the writing center. in
1984 Harvey Kail listed what he perceived to be “major problems with a
one-to-one approach as the primary and often the only pedagogical strategy
lor writing centers.”™ The mostinteresting of his three concerns for this present
discussion is his third: “one-to-one tutoring continues g tradition of isolating
students rom cach other. exchanging one narrow sense of audience (the
teacher) for another (the tutor)™ (2). Likewise. John Trimbuy. in “Peer Tutor-
ing: A Contradiction in Terms™ {1987). not only deals with the puzzie men-
tioned in his title, but critiques the extent to which training tutors to work with
writers actually subverts the non-authoritarian atmosphere described as the
arena for collaborative learning.

Greg Myers™s (1980} critique of colfaborative learning. “Reulity, Consen-
sus, and Reform in the Rhetorie of Composition Teaching.™ must also be
mentioned in this overview. His critique brings to the discussion the role
ideology plays in the creation and perpetuation of any educational theory and
practice. an issuc heretofore not addressed by proponents of collaborative
Jearning. As such. Myers challenges Bruffee™s advocacy of” collaborative
fearning as the means of arriving at communal consensus: Brulfee's program
is blind to the reality that consensus is not always desirable.
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Frequently. commentators on writing center theory and practice—buitding
on the theoretical positions outlined by Dewey and Freire. for example—her-
ald the liberatory and empowering potential of collaborative learning as cen-
tral to writing center pedagogy. Even such careful and insightful critics as Kail
and Trimbur (1987) have argued likewise: “The power of collaborative learn-
ing. we believe, is that it ofters students a way . . . to reinterpret the power of
the faculty, and to see that their own autonomous co-learning constitutes the
practical source of knowledge™ (10). Myers’s thesis strives to demonstrate that
cven such laudable intentions often serve to leave students still vulnerable to
the caprice of a conservative ideology.

Tom Hemmeter (1990), among others, notes many attempts within the
writing center community (o create @ metatheory and metapractice that finds
its epistemological roots in the positivism of Enlightenment thought. Discuss-
ing the “fragmentary nature of writing center theory.”” Hemmeter takes to task
those members of the community whose articulations of writing center theory
and practice reveal “a desire for wholeness and completeness in a pedagogy
which covers all pedagogical bases and which works with the whole student™
(29). He demonstrates how continuing to ignore or to explain away the
disjunctions that exist between writing center theory and practice is to fall
into the structuralist trap of dualities™ (43), Such is the dualistic nature of
Enlightenment thought that holds hegemonic sway over the academy and
requires us to discount as invalid any theory or practice demonstrated to be
contradictory—that is, if we try to play by the rules of conventional theory
building.

But. as poststructuralist critigues of positivist epistemology have demon-
strated. this trap is fictionak: it can ensnare us and our theory and practice only
when we consent to live by the disciplinary “rules™ of non-contradiction. As
Sosnoski notes, “Postmodern eritiques of disciplinary discourse have shown
the limitations of totalizing paradigms., metanarratives, metacommentaries,
binary thinking. the logic of consistency, wholeness, integrity, centeredness,
and unity™ (1991, 201). Likewise, for most writing center personnel. contra-
diction between their understanding of the theory and practice they employ is
not a pressing problem. Echoing Hemmeter, Harkin observes:

That these notions of writing may be incompatible with cach other is not
a problem for most practitioners. The inconsistency goes unrecognized
because the “law™ ol noncontradiction s simply not ivolved and be
cause the teaching practice is successful at achieving its often disparate
practical goals. (1991120

We worry that we must be doing something wrong in our work with
writers. But, when we consider our theory and practice closely. we can admit
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(if we choose to do so) that the contradictions between our theory and practice
do not negate the value of the work we do in our centers.

The problem we face is this: we have been trapped by a belief that the
knowledge-making paradigm of the writing center community is not metho-
dologically or theoretically sufficient to provide valid knowledge for the
community—it cannot articulate a theory and practice that contorm perectly
o the contours of cach other. What results from discounting “lore™—the
primary knowledge-making system of the writing center community—is that
we are casily trapped by what Stantey Fish calls “theory hope.™ what Harkin
describes as [tlhe beliet that we fcan] produce a metatheory to resolve this
contradiction™ (133). Twenty years of wying (o produce such a metatheory.,
however, have not brought us any nearer to the consistency which disciplinary
thought makes us desire.

A Critical Writing Center Praxis

What is available to the writing center community is the radical idea (institu-
tionally at leasty of acknowledging and articulating the wavs that writing
center discourse. as pragmatic and as contextually aware as it is, creates
knowledge that is vilid. This understanding of knowledge can be used to
replace the modernist/disciplinary. theory/practice dyads with a more flexible.
pragmatic understanding of contradiction as acceptable and responsible. This
act of rejecting as valid a strict compatibility between our theory and practice
does not mean we abandon wholesale theoretical inquiry about the founda-
tions of writing center activity, It that were the case. this book would not exist:
in this collection. the authors demonstrate the point that theoretical explora-
ton grounded in the messy experience ol writing center practice is a potent
way (o resist the empty promises of an overarching writing center metatheory.

Instead, a pragmatic perspective toward writing center knowledge aceepis
contradiction between theory and practice: we reject the “logic™ of dialectics.
We recognize Sosnoski's point that “Theory - of whatever sort-—is always
domesticated to be of use in the classroom™ (204). In that domestication it is
impossible to maintain @ one-to-one correspondence between theory and
practice because, in the first place, theory and practice are different types of
discourse-—theory is propositional: lore is procedural (Phelps 1991, 869),
Secondly. the unigue circumstances of every instance of application require 2
unique appropriation and implementation of theory into practice. As the other
authors in this colfection (especiatly Christina Murphy) make extremely clear,
no single theory can dictale writing center instruction. Instead, we must
reshape theory o fit our particular needs in the particutar historically Tocated
sttuations in which writing center practitioners find themiselves,
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R We are concerned with enacting a practice that is refiective. To achieve
sueh i self-critiquing practice based on the knowledge provided us by writing
center lore, we must keep the tfollowing in mind:

-0 Lore. as the version of the theorent that works, counts as understanding

L for teachers of writing. It is not however. formed in the wiy disciplines

paradigmatically produce knowledge. [tis contradictosy. [t disobeys the

law of noncontradiction. It is eclectic. Tt takes feelings and emotions into

- . account. It is subjective and nonreplicable. It is not binary. 1t counts as

- knowing only m a postdiciplinary context. Whether itcounts is a potitical
istie with mans consequences, (Sosnoski 1991, 204

- Whether we make writing center lore count is also a political issuc with
= _:' . many consequences for how we continue to understand. value. and critique
what we do when we work with writers in our centers. We need 1o recognize
and advertise the credibility ol the knowledge we can produce as reflective
writing center practitioners focated “primarily in the intermediate space where
activity and reflection transact”™ (Phelps 1991, 873).
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2 Collaborative Learning and
Whole Language Theory

Sallyanne H. Titzgerald
Chabot College. Hayward. California

&

As aspecial project for a junior-level writing course. an henors student who
plans to teach high school volunteered to tutor several hours a week in the
writing center. keep a journal of her experiences, and write a rescarch-based
paper about the semester-tong. tutoring commitment. Her journal entries over
the first few weehs were distinguished by her discoveries about her own
knowledge and that of the tutees, but I was surprised to {ind that she seemed
to dominate every tutoring session. even though I knew the tutor’s supervisor
had trained her to work more celtaboratively. Finally. about halfway through
the semiester, she seemed o achieve what I viewed as a “break-through™ when
she realized that because she was doing all the work in the conferences
students did not secem 1o be making much progress, From that point on. her
Journal entries began to center more on the student and on what together they
could accomplish. Her journal oftered me a unigue window on a collaborative
writing conference where speaking, listening. and reading all serve writing.

Collaborative Learning Theor)

Collaborative theory, as exemplified in the witor/tutee conference. rests on the
beliel that knowledge. as Bruffee (1984) contends. is socially constructed:

It we accept the premiise that knowledge is an artifact created by a
community of knowledgeable peers and that learning is a social process
not an individual one. then learning is not assimilating information and
improving our mental evesight. Learning is an activity in which people
wark collaboratively to create knowledge among themselves by sociathy
Justifsing beliel. o1t -12)

Writing center tutoring sessions offer examples of collaborative learning
where tutors and students, cither in conferences or in groups. work together
on a product o construct meaning. Richard Behm (1989) calls such confer
chces i communal struggle (o make meaning, o clarify, o communicate™

H
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(6). and John Trimbur (1987) speaks of “co-fearners [who] invest in cach other
as they forge a common language to solve the problems writers face™ (26).
Finally. Anne J. Herrington and Deborigh Cadman (1991) illustrate the value
of collaboration in a particular anthropology course. and they conclude. “In-
dividual autonomy was encouraged in the context of collaboration. Indeed. the
aim of collaboration with peers was not to reach group consensus on ideas or
ways of writing. It was, instead. for individuals to consult with others and. in
the social context of sharing ideas and drafts, fashion their own ways of
proceeding™ (196). Julie Nett, in a later chapter in this votume. illustrates this
type of empowering by referring in particular to learning-disabled students. In
her essay she explains that we can help fearmning-disabled students specifically
in the writing center oy helping them to process language rather than to use it
only in one medium.

Yet not everyone aceepts that collaborative learning as it relates to social
construction is positive. In this volume. Christinia Murphy finds fault with
coltaboration as it relates to social constructionist theory. She particularly
criticizes the aspects, such as affect, that are ignored by theorists who view
know ledge as the result of social construction or collaboration. However, the
assumption that collaboration results in a leveling etfect that excludes indi-
vidualism scems to me o ignore @ major benefit of collaboration. Unlike an
emphasis only on the individual. cottaboration “frees™ cach writer to sech his
or her own ideas with support from the community. Since language is asocial
shill. developing one’s use of language should be enhanced through a social
or collaborative act. The reason for using collaboration, however, lies in a
broader theoretical base than simply group woik or conferences: the whole
fanguage theory underpins the collaborative learning framework.

Whole Language Theory

Wis notsimply the working together which produces good writing ina writing
center. but the practice such work gives the tutee in all the fanguage arts (see
Lunstord. Bruftee. and Elbow). In a truly collaborative (utoring session, the
tutor helps the student develop listening. reading. speaking. and writing skills
simultancously, so that what occurs is closely related to the benelits of whole
tanguage instruction rather than to group work alone. Phyllis Lassner, with
Susant French, exemplifies this approach elsewhere in this volume. and she
quotes Bruftee's 1984 speech where he explaines that “tutors create condi-
tions”™ where student writers talk and write like writers.

Whole kanguage theors asserts that reading, speaking. writing, and listen-
ing. when used simultancousty. wil' assist cach other so that stadents will
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toont. whole kmguage approaches include teaching all the lainguage arts
simultancousdy rather than in separate reading. writing, listening, or speaking
lessons dnthe wrinmg center. ustng whole tanguage means combining all the
language arts while working on a writer's product. This theory finds its
support m fearning process theors, which in turn encompasses ideas of map-
pine and scheme theory.

Pre TORG theorists frequent!s siewed the fanguage arts as separate. This
was especnatly true of the differences stressed between speaking and writing
thnug. Bainhorn, But wath the aceeptanee ol cognitive psychology s theory of
learng processes which s reflected in both the writing and the reading
process theories. more and more of us began 1o see the fanguage arts as a
contmann rather than as separate activities (Carroll, Collins cad Williamson,
Dy son, Green, Rewd. Fanneny. Gilbert states the case against the separation
espedtally welis

Wihnle the comventonal teatures of spohen and written genres van.
drawme as thes donpon ditterent sets of paralinguistic features requived
loread” themn m fact speech and sty are but different modes or
hannels of the same system and so bothe could be mcluded with the
veneral tubne of Laingnage. Spoken discourse carvies within it the same
Iaces ob absence and deferral of meamng as does writden discourse. They
e pail ol the sane Language ssstem. (19910 197)

Colrabeaamve Learnnye and Whole Tanguaee Hieon 13
more teadily achiesve suceess m communication acts. When used in a class-

Usmy afl the language arts  Gilbert's total fanguage ssstem-—-to develop
ane of thein s consistent wath fearning process theory also. The 1970s saw
one change m psschology fromastrictlhy stimudus response approach to wide
deeeptanee of the process theory, The processing theory of fearning suggests
that we remember because we have processed something so thoroughly that
I becomes accesstble at a fater time. For example, in studying for a test,

. - students whe read over therr notes aloud are likely to remember the informa-
sonmore readily than ones who silently read because they are using both the
reading and histenimg shilis 1o process the information and thus to embed it

3 mote thoroughly sothat they can recall it casier. In a writing center confer-
3 enve. hearmg the mtor read aloud what the tutee has written, or the tutee’s
_;" eadme aloud s or her own work, may help the tutee “see™ where change is
- necded o that when composng subsequent drafts, the tutee s better able to

renember what miay be needed.

Hed 1o this adea of processimg s Jerome Bruner's (1973) coneept. He
explams that wekearn new imformation by attachig it to information we have
alrcady eamed o adpusting old mformation to it the new. For example.
sutinmanizin e teadhing selection i a journal and then writing about how the
2 selection: cither “hits™ with what the reader already knows or contradicts
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previous knowledge will help the writer to remember the reading sclection
because the act of summarizing and of responding embeds the information
and allows the writer (o call upon that knowledge later. in discussing an
assignment with a tutor. a tutee frequently remembers what he or she has
studied elsewhere. Sometimes a tutor assists in this process by helping the
tutee to remember previous assignments. Or the tutor may share similar
cxperiences to help the tutee make connections. For example. a tutee who has
been ashed to write about Hamlet's motivation may find it helpful when a
tutor asks what the tutee knows about recent news reports of suicide or
children who have attempted to murder their step-parents,

Process theory suggests that part of the process of learning may require us
to attach new information in u fashion similar to what composition teachers
call “treeing”™ or “clustering.™ Reading theorists often suggest that students
create trees in order to understand the organization of what they have read.
Such “trees™ rekide 1o the concept maps used in tutorials, For example, a tutor
might help a student brainstorm a paper on the changing roles of women by
creating a cluster starting with professional and connecting 1o lawver or
policewoman. Thus, in both writing and reading we are using the approach
Bruner (1973 indicates is typical of how we learn.

Reading and writing theorists have suggested that both kanguage arts rely
on the processing of information. Traditionally, reading was viewed as a
receptive wrt that takes in information, while writing was considered a produc-
tive one which gives form to what is alrcady known by the writer. More
recently. we have come to see both reading and writing as simultancously
assimilating and creating meaning. This aspect is repeated in the other lan-
guage arls as well, For example. listeners both hear what is said and process
it to create their own meaning. Therefore. processing language using all the
fanguage arts is most likely to benefit students in using one of them.

Several years ago. T experienced the value of using all the language arts in
one particular tutorial. The student was an undergraduate psychology major
who was trving to write a case study incorporating current literature citations.
She was having difficulty explaining the case in the light of the literature
alihough she understood both the case she had followed and the titerature she
hud rescarched. Finally, 1 asked her to tell me what she wanted to say while |1
wrote it down as Zocllner recommends in his talk-write article (1969). The
student exclaimed in amazement as she read what | had written, =T said that!
That is good!™ By using listening, reading. speaking. and writing colfabora-
tively. she was able to express what she thought about both the case and the
literature, Working with others in a collaborative setting allows the writer or
tulee 1o process inlormation using all the language arts simultancously, and it
allows the tutor to experience this same benefit. Such a mutual benefit reflects
the best of what we associate with collaborative fearning.,



Collaborative earning and Whole Langnage Theory
Collaborative Examples Reflecting Whole Language

— In our writing center. we have three types of possible collaborations: writing
= support groups, tutor-tutor activitics. and tutor-tutee conferences. Each col-
laboration offers an example of how participants engage in using all the
language arts. although usually they intend to work only on writing.

Several years ago. we expanded our services to graduate students through
voluntary writing support groups (see Fitzgerald. 1991). Collaboration was
particularly evident in the second language writing groups. where students
- shared so many of the same surface-level problems such as subject/verb
agreement and inappropriate preposition choice. While they {elt comfortable
sharing their ideas and their writing because they understood that the group
~ members were experiencing many similar problems, the underlying benefit
. wis the use of all the language arts: by speaking together. reading their papers

Z aloud. and sharing ideas abouat writing. all participants were able to develop
e not only their particular writing project but also their speaking. listening. and
rcading skills,

- Of a ditferent sort is the colluboration occurring among the tutors in our
writing center and feading to the use of all the language arts. OF course. tutors
collaborate on their own projects. turning to cach other for assistance with any
writing project {rom an upper levei English literature paper to a resume. We
encourage tutors to ask cach other or the supervisor for assistance if they have
questions during tutoring. For example. a tutor might ask another tutor who is
more experienced with business proposals to comment on the introduction of
_. a tutee’s proposal or on the headings for its different sections. Or a tutor who
—. has just begun to help a tutee with the assignment may ask advice of another
i tutor who has worked with a similar assignment previousty. Of particular note
— is a collaborative story that tutors began first by writing on a small blackboard
and then by adding to the story in a spiral notebook. Even some tutees were
motivated to add to the story, This activity involved reading and writing. but
- it also generated tutor discussions and even arguments as story twists were
added and then critigued by all the participants in both written and oral form.
While | doubt that tutors or tutees saw the connection between their story and
their tutoring. [ believe that this social activity of creating together a written
! product is a mirror of what happens in a conference and provides just one
5 more opportunity to employ writing, reading. and occasionally speaking in a
colluborative ¢ffort. In cach of these writing center encounters. the tutors
] cemploy the various language arts to assist them in cither formal tutoring or in
ther own writing.,

Collaboration among tutors is particularly apparent in the computer writing

lah that we have added to our center. There, studert and professional tutors
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16 Sallvanne H. Fitzgerald

have created examples to help tutees use a hypertext program, and frequently
turn to cach other for advice on helping tutees work on-line with a variety of
writing projects. experienced this computer-related collaboration when using
tutors to help my writing class as the students began learning how to use the
computers. The tutors helped me create exercises and revised my  ideas,
offering suggestions of their own. The journal I was keeping at the time is
fitled with references to collaborative incidents we all experienced as we
worked with a trial copy of hypertext software for the first time in a classroom
setting. Together we found solutions by tatking, reading what cach had sug-
gested. listening to cach other and to students, and writing together on the
- screen. For example, decided to ereate o hypertext exampte for my students.
In the process, 1 ereated about 100 links and a confused maze of boxes and
lines. Mike. our tutor, suw my struggeling and otfered to help. We talked about
—_ what 1 was trying to do, and then together we worked to eliminate unnecessary
= links. Subsequently. Mike was able 1o help my students as they worked

': through the exercise because he and [ had collaborated on creating it.

- ftis, however, in tutor-tutee conferences that writing center people most
' often find examples of collaborative activities that bring together all the
lungaage arts to develop the writing. In one student’s journal about tutoring in
the writing center. she explains, 1 think that tutoring goes more smoothly it
the wtor lets the student talk enough. This session. T tried to be quict and let
the student express herself. In orally speaking their ideas and problems, the
students can better understand their own thoughts. Asking interested questions
. mahes the student feet good that the tutor is interested in his or her work.™
This same tutor mentioned that she often began a tutorial by reading aloud the
student paper. Clearly, this witor used reading, listening. and speaking in
helping tutees achicve writing success.

Recently, T istened to taped conferences we use to evatuate our writing
center tutors. One session began with the tutee stating what she had intended
’ to do in her paper. and then the ttor read the paper to determine how
- successiully the tutee's goals had been accomplished. As they began to dis-

, cuss the paper, 1 heard them first disagree and then gradually arrive at a
consensus. Fhrough reading, speaking, and lstening, they collaborated on the
- tutee's essay. Cotlaboration is sometimes difficult to achieve because the tutee

may push the tutor to take charge or to fix the paper. For example. the taped

conference with our tutor included a comment, *You tett me how to do it!™ A
- tuwtor may find this very casy o do, as did the student mentioned at the
: beginning of this essay. But such behavior does not empower students in the
way that Mary Crott (1984 reconimends, and conferences dominated by tutor
“fixers™ tack all the language arts.
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Collahorative Learning and Whole Langnage Theory
Problems in Non-Collaborative Conferences

We know that once a tutor takes control away from the student. instead of
sharing that control. the tutor limits the amount of reading. listening. speak-
ing. and writing that the tutee accomplishes. Forex ample. in a research project
with college teachers who had conferences with their basic writers. 1 found
that the only papers that showed improvement in the cognitive skill of moving
from general to specific and back again were those papers written by students
who received collaborative conferences. Students who experienced teacher-
directed conferences where they were told what to do only did what they were
instructed to do and the writing remained virtually the same in cach draft. In
writing centers. tutors who tell students what to fix™ have the same results
while those who work with students to change a draft find that the writing
improves. Collaboration allows students to practice the language arts. to
process information.

Whether in group tutorials. tutor-tutor conlerences, or tutor-tutee confer-
ences. collaborative learning empowers students to become successful writers
because the underlying theory is the whole language theory. In using all the
language arts. cach collaborative act frees the participants by helping them
process information in such a way as to ensure that it is accessible.
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3 The Creative Writing Workshop
and the Writing Center

Katherine H. Adams and John L. Adams
Losola University

Writing labs have changed a great deal since they arrived on college cam-
puses-—along with open admissions programs and a new concern for student
services —in the late 1960s. Since that ime. these facilities have been influ-
enced by various developments in rhetorical theory and practice. Research
showing the limited benefit of isolated grammar instruction heightened inter-
estin alternatives to the drills and workbook exercises prevalent in sonie of
the cartiest Labs. The writing process movement of the 1970s created a con-
cern for the student’s entire writing process. for invention. drafting. and
revision and not just for the surface errors of final copics. Research on sacial
constructionism and discourse communities fostered an emphasis on peer
response. lirst in writing classes and then in writing centers (see this volume:
Hobson. Fitzgerald. and Murphy).

In addition to these relatively recent devetopments. another influence on
current writing center pedagogy is the creative writing workshop. a tradition
thriving tong before Janet Emig’s work on writing process or Kenneth Bruf-
fee's discussion of discourse communities. In English departments since the
Jate nincteenth century, writing students have worked in small groups with
their peers. reviewing content, structure, word choice, and possibilities Tor
publication. These workshops provide a hundred years of experience with
teaching advanced students to improve form and content. not just to correct
the surface errors that became the obsession of freshman composition and
many carly writing labs, Careful study of creative writing classes suggesis
how this tradition can further shape the writing center’s peer tutoring method-
ologs. Specifically. the centers should adopt the empowering pedagogy of
writing workshops. changing the twtor™s primary role from authority in one-
on-one conferences to facilitator in informal group sessions.
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20 Katherine H. Adams and John L. Adams

The Creative Writing Workshop

In the 1880, Burrett Wendell and A, S, Hill of Harvard developed advanced
classes to rescue students from the farge. passive lecture meetings and set-for-
mat approach of the new freshman composition. These smaller workshop
classes identitied cach participant as an active expert or professional: the
writer would set goals and construet a text to Tulfill them. the other class
members would read the text carefully and then draw from their own strengths
to help him realize those goals, In 1898, John Gardiner of Harvard described
this new advanced-group structure. o collective individualism, in his first-day
handouts: “In general. the purpose of such a course as English 12 is analogous
o that ol an ateher—to twrm out men with something tike a professional
command of the art in which they are to practice™ (Gardiner, Quttine of
English 12, Harvard University Archives). In mentioning the artist’s studio or
atelier. Gardiner was referring to a French artistic tradition of the nineteenth
century, of informal academies. ateliers libres. where avant-garde artists
worked together. drawing on each other’s insights to extend their artistic
shills,

George Pierce Baker's courses on playwrighting, which began at Radelifte
in 1903 and at Harvard in 1905, also involved students as an active group.,
Since the best plays might be performed on campus or at professional theaters
where Baker had connections, the class members attended to the real goals of
performance and publication. helping cach other to refine their characters,
move the action along etfectively, and hone the dialogue. Baker encouraged
students to visualize cach other’s plavs upon the stage, to apply what they
were learning about lighting. scenery. and stage movement to cach manu-
seript. This seriousness of group purpose was for some participants the most
important feature of the class. Eugene O'Neill focused on this “intelligent
encouragement”™ and “helieve in our work™ attitude in his New Yors limes
obituary tor Baher.

Similar group discussions dominated the workshops taught at Chicago.
Michigan, Newcomb College. and other schools before 1910, the towa Writ-
ers” Workshop begun in 19320 and the undergraduiate classes oftered at most
universities alter World War 110 At Florida State University, in Jerry Stern's
liction workshops. students read their elassmates™ stories on reserve in the
library, write responses, and discuss their reactions in cliass. In poetrs work.
shops with David Kirby and Van Brock. students read their works aloud and
invite oral response. These teachers provide comments about cach picee, but
they rarely dommate the m-class sessions, Instead. class members are ey
pected to provide feedback on matters ranging from word choice to theme to
length o audience 1esponse.
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To foster such group participation. teachers and students have made work-
<hops less formal than the typical college class. The first textbooks demon-
strate the careful consideration given to the setting for active work. In his 1917
poctry-writing text. Witliam Curruth suggests workshops convene during a
single period of at least two hours. instead of separaie periads of one hour. 1o
allow time for reading and discussing the students” pieces. He recommends an
informal class structure: i

A classroom with straight rows of seats does not aftord in any case the
most congenial conditions for the enjosment of poetrs. 10 is especially
unfavorable 1o verse writing and mutual eriticism. I possible a verse-
writing course should meet out-of-doors, or at least in a private study and
around a table. Stiffness and conventionality muest be dispetled. So far as
may be, the class should be like a club of friends gathered for common
enjoy ment and helpful suggestions aud eriticism. In such surroundings it
i casier to draw out the real thought and the serious consideration of
cven the shy members (54

Every weeh in Baker's playwrighting workshops at Harvard. students sat
around a large oak table in i seminar room. In 1915, Edwin Ford Piper of lowa
met with his students in his office. as his student (and later his colleague) John
Frederick desceribes in his journal:

Attendance is optional. but there are few of us who tail to find our way

i the Late afternoou to My, Piper’s basement office. where we sit in nooks
between bookcases or even share a table with heaps of papers and
magazines, and read the stories and poemis and essay s we lase writien /
for the comments of one another and of our leader, (Wilbers 22y

Workshops at Florida State usually meet in a seminar room where ten o
{ilteen students gather around a table. Sometimes the classes convene
teachers” homes. where the entire group can discuss the picce or smaller
eroups can focus on specific genres—say, mystery writers in the hall and dark
humorists by the snick table.

It this carefully created atmosphere has often come honest, blunt criticism
of dralts. In Of Time and the River, Thomas Wolle recounts a critique session

in Baher's playwrighting class, where students were commenting on an over-
written melodrama containing lines Tike these: “So— it has come to this! This
is all your love amounts to--u littte petty selfish thing. Ubad thought you were
bigger than that, John™ .. “But-but, my God. Trene-- what™am T to think? |
found you in bed with him- - my best friend!™ Wolfe humorously recalls the
class’s response, but his satire reveals the possible precision of student cri-
tques;

Lugene | Fhomas Wolte] would writhe in his seat. and clench his
hands convulsivels, Then he would turn almost prasertully to the bitter,
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mummitied face of old Seth Flint for that barbed but cleansing vulgarity
that always followed such a scene:

“Welt?” Protessor Hatcher [George Pierce Baker} would say. putting
down the manuscript he had been reading. taking oft his eye-glasses
twhich were attached to a ribbon of black silk) and looking around with
aquizzical smile. an impassive expression on his tine. distinguished tace.
“Well?™ he would say again urbanely. as no one answered. “Is there any
comment?”

“What is she?™ Seth would break the nervous silence with his rasping
snarl. “Another of these society whores? You know.™ he continued. “you
can find plenty ot her kind for three dollars a throw without any of that
fancy palaver.”

Some of the class smiled taintly. painfully, and glanced at cach other
with slight shrugs of horror: others were grateful. felt pleasure well in
them and said under their breath exultantly: “Good old Seth! Good old
Seth!™

“Her love is big enough for atl things, is i7" said Seth. "I know a
truch driver out in Denver 'l mateh against her any day.”

Eugene and Ed Horton, a farge and robust aspirant trom the lowa con
tands. roared with happy laughter. poking cach other shaeply in the ribs.

“Dao vou think the play will act?” someone said. 1t seems 1o me that
1t comes pretty close to closet drama.”

“If you ask me.” said Scth. it comes pretiy close o water-closet
drama. ... No.” he said sourty. *What the boy needs is a little experience.
e ought 1o go out and get him a woman and get ali this staft oft his
mind. After that. he might sit down and write a play.”

FFor @ moment there was a very awhward silenee, and Professor
Hatcher smiled a trifle palels. Then, taking his eyeglasses with a distin-
guished movement. he looked around and said: “Is there any other
comment?” (174-75)

Ina Florida State workshop. John Adams submitted a poem about newborn
sea turtles getting lost on the beach because of their attraction to street lights.
Typitying the poem were lines like this one: ~O e, hath thy scaward
bobbing been renewed?” After a few vague comments about the diction
possibly being too strained. one student came closer to the point: “You can’t
be serious. No one really talks like this.” Later. this same group praised the
enactness of the imagery in a poem about state fairs. which John Fater submit-
ted to a journat. In a fiction workshop. a student writing about racial conflicts
in her hometown was criticized for “creating stick people.”™ Because John's
lipst draft ol a story on migrant workers seemed “too Joan Baes-ish.”™ he
worked on tater dralts to better represent the migrant workers™ attitudes about
leaving Mexico. In these classes. as in Baker's. students” responses were
personal. at times enthusiastic and at times eritical - the real and useful reac-
tions of attentive readers.,
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Creative Writing and the Writing Center

The writing center has endorsed the concept that appealed to Hill and Wendell.
of students working together to improve writing. pooling their resources to
enrich cach student’s text. The center has also followed the creative writer’s
recommendation of 4 work setting: writing centers generally contain informal
arrangements of chairs and tables like the seminar roems and offices used for
warkshops.

But in the actual working out of this active teaching method. the writing
center has lagged behind. Even though centers have flourished along with an
interest in collaborative tearning. of collective individualism. most seem to
involve only ong-on-one work. In the writing center. the client generally sits
down with one tutor who assumes the authority role. a “junior-teacher™ offer-
ing suggestions and instruction to a clearly less capable “student.™ As John
Trimbur has noted. tutors can Teel uncomfortable in this peer role since they
are expected to know more about writing than their clients. but are somehow
not (o assert their superior status,

In the creative writing class, however, the assumption is that cach student
tahes writing seriously. that they all plan to polish their work for publication,
that they all can be authority figures, Thus the peer’s response is valued
because the peer attends carefully to the writing, but the writer must be the
first authority: she has set her own goals. and she has her own knowledge and
feclings o convey. Writing tutors need to view their clients as writers also,
who know more about the course material and have their own strengths, Then
the tutor can mahe suggestions, ask questions. work as a real peer. without the
burden of teaching and correcting evervthing, Freed from being the sole
authority. tutors can offer their own personal responses is well as suggestions
on paragraphing and grammar, establishing a conversation in which they can
at different times be blunt or satirical or excited. like students in creative
writing workshops. They can be thus freed of that insipidly encouraging
“junior-teacher™ role. never an appropriate one for peers.

The best method for redefining the tutor’s role is to return to the real center
of collahorative or collective tearning: the group. One-on-one tutorial sessions
replay the teacher-student office conference: a farger group can more casily
embark on cqual collaboration. Writing tutors might meet with two or three
other members also offering their responses to the writer, At the University of
Missouri- St.Louis. the writing center sponsors graduate student groups with
a faculty monitor, in which participants can discuss their thesis projects
(FFitzgerald, Mulvihill, and Dobson). At Villanova University. biology majors
work in small groups with an undergraduate tutor so that together they can
critique the content and structure of their papers (Hotlis). This model is
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stecessiul, both essays claim. because it allows for more interaction. for the
contribution of cach member s skills. Here at Lovola University. law students
meet in small groups with a tutor 1o review course material and w rite sample

exam answers: small groups of psyehology students prepare for oral class
presentations with a tutor: basic writers and their tutor collaborate as gram-
mar-chechers. In - these groups-—formed by the w riting center director, a
teacher, or a tutor. either as a voluntary. recommended aclivity or is a course
requirement-—students usuatly work together for at least a few days or weeks,
often for an entire term. n this environment, they learn 1o respect their own
skilis and judgments as well as the expertise of others.

As the creative writing workshop reminds us. tutors do not have to be tone
authorities, imitating teachers in an awhward and inappropriate way. They can
be peers who establish a group of two or three students and participate in the
discussion, bringing 10 it their knowledge of writing and their interest in
learning. As we diseuss the theory of collaboration and arrange our centers
physically for intormal exchanges, we must. most importantly, shape tutoriat
sessions o that our tors can work effectively and so that the writing of all
students will improve.
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4 The Writing Center and Social
Constructionist Theory

Christina Murphy
Teaas Christian University

In the research surrounding rhetoric and composition. social constructionist
theory has begun to challenge the writing-as-process model as the doniinant
paradigm detining writing instruction. The emergence of social construction-
ist theary and its rise to prominence within the Tast decade have significant
implications for writing centers and for the theories of discourse. social
interaction, and assessment that define our work.

Certainly the most significant influence of social constructionist theory
upon writing centers has been its endorsement of collaborative learning and
colaborative writing., With the writing-as-process model, in which writing is
fargely viewed as a highly personal process and experience to be shaped and
guided by a broader understanding of cognitive theory. the influence of the
writing center twtor often has been pereeived as an unnecessary. perhaps even
harmful. intrusion. Lisa Ede has skillfully discussed the influence of the
Romantic idea of the writer as solitary individual. concluding that this per-
spective tends “to view both writing and thinking—the creation of hnowi-
edge--as inherently individnal activines,” thus minimizing the influence of
»qocial and cubtural contexts of teaching and learning™ (1989, 6). As Ede
states. Think for @ moment. for instance. of Flower and Hayes's cognitive-
based rescarch- -research that has heen particularly influential during the past
decade. Where in the flow charts depicting task representation, audicnce
anabysis, and short-term and long-term memory is the boy representing col-
laboration and conversation?” (71

Ede argues that “the assumption that writing is inherently a solitary cogni-
tive activ ity is so deeply ingrained in western culture that ithas, until recently.
largehy gone unexamined™ (71 and suggests that this view helps to explain
what. for her, has been “a puzzling and Trustrating mystery: the fact that those
who most resist or misunderstand the Kind o coltaborative learning that
pectrs i wrting centers are often our own colleagues i departments of
Fnglish™ (9, .\ corrective to this po-nt ol view, Ede suggests. is to broaden

[
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through research and scholarship—our profession’s understanding of the writ-
ing center’s role within collaborative tearning (9-11).

Central to this task of broadening an understanding of the writing center’s
role within the paradigm of collaboration is an assessment of the philosophy
ol social constructionist theory and its practical implications for writing in-
struction. Andrea Lunstord addresses the issue i this fashion:

We might begin by asking where the collaboration bandwagon got roll-
ing. Why has it gathered such steam? Because. 1 believe. collaboration
both in theory and prictice reflects a broad-based epistemological shift,
ashift in the way we view knowledge. The shift involves a move from
viewing hnowledge and reality as things exierior 1o or outside of us. as
immediately accessible. individually knowable. measurable, and share-
able. 10 viewing knowledge and reality as mediated by or constructed
through language in social use. as socially constructed. contextuatized.
as. in short. the product of colluboration. (1991, 4)

Joseph Petraghia claims that, for the ficld of rhetoric and composition,
social constructionism has come to mean that “knowledge is ereated. main-
tained. and altered through an individual™s interaction with and within his or
her “discourse community ™ ™ and that “knowledge resides in consensus rather
than in any transcendent or objective retationship between a knower and that
which is to be known™ (1991, 38). He suggests that the following premises—
derived Jargely from the work of the two best-known advocates ol social
constructionism in rhetoric and composition. Kenneth Bruftfee and James
Berlin——form the basis of social constructionism in composition: (1) real
entities (readityy include hnowtedge. betiefs, truths. and selves: (2) atl reality
is arrived at by consensus: (3) consensus, and thus knowtedge. is “discov-
cred” solely through discourse (rhetoric): and (4) reality changes as consen-
sus/hnow tedge changes (39).

James AL Reither (1986) has suggested that, for writing teachers, a social
constructionist point ol view has meant an emphasis upon discourse commu-
nitics—-communities that share “values. objects of inguiry. rescarch method-
ologices, evidential contexts, persuasion strategies and conventions. forms and
formats. and conversational forms™ (18). As i result of their emphasis upon
discourse communities. Petragtia contends that

{Slocial constructionists in corposition of all political persuasions have
sought 10 promote access 1o knowledge-creating communities as a criti-
el first step toward student empowerment. Compared to current tradi-
tional and cognitive rhetories which focus on the individual writer and
how he or shie can and/or shoutd shape discourse to gain the audicence’s
assent. one avight say that constructionists focus on the wass in which
the audience (that s, the community ) shapes the discourse ol its mem-
bers. t1991, 40)
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W Hile many socal constructionists meorhetoric and  composition- - like
Brattee. Berbn, Patiicia Bizzell Lester Fagley, and David Burtholomace -
1ead 1o see this process as equitable and empowering, Howard Ryvan (1991
| argues that the soctat constructionist paradigm encourages social elitisny and
accanmodation to the existing world order:

In the growmge composition treteds toward collaboratne lewmimy and
collaborative witing. colliboration normally refers o more than simply
hav ing students meet i groups o respond to indiv idual papers: rither, it
crtuls gronp deasion nakimg and group projects. As with other trends.
the collaborarve Inernure emiphasizes utihtaran ends - that working in
groups feads 1o Beter wdeass that i eaches the cooperative shills needed
tor academic and career stieeess. Yet we iy also read the literature as
miphvie o particular social vistong and occasionally we find explicit
reterenices to arger asprrations The collaborative better world is one in
wlneh people Tave fearned 1o get along, where we either aceept our
ditterences o strve oo work thens out throngh cooperative and peaceful
nieans - Oppressinve eemders tace. or class structures need not lead 1o
divisive pohitcal battles mthe collzborative better world: cooperatine
contharresalntions the hey s vision, which Dwall call social kammon
istoas et hinted o advocates of collabonrtive leamnmg: i fact, we may
3 see it nnphied moany pedazogy that encourages i strategy of adjustment
= ot aceotimedation rather than challenge or controntatiorn with the
axisting world order. o1 4

Ryan v abso concenied that a pedagogical emphasis upon cotlaboration or
sockt armony stitles dissent and encourages illusory views of peership. As
he eaplans

Socul ot wdeoiogres are tradiional means of ehite social con-
ol and wie used o stitle dissent or e direct dissent into safe chinaets
ran feave ehite power mnact. Menibers of exploited groups are mvited 1o
Hst on o seeepta filse sense of peership with their exploiters, ’

Compostion teachers whose work s insprred by visions of i coop-
crative sworld st coneenve s clearly as possible the terms of that
coapenation Students encoutaged 1o see academe and the workplace
bevord as “commuintios ol know fedgeable peers.”™ where “status equals”
cirdge moagrecd npoitdiscourses (Bruifee 6420 may be Hl prepared Tor
then prosent and futare strugeles swothim tnerarchical institutions. Per
haps. vathier than teach o value of blanket cooperativeness, our class-
tociis conld ash cnmcal questions about collinboration. o4 15

W lule Ryan Hinds sociad constuctionism problematic on a global or social
[evel other antics objedt to the phitosophy for s fimited understanding of the
learnmg stuategres of mdivdual students, Donald CoStewart argues that the
prvilesme ol the group or the communtty over the individual in social
constinctomsime s Cansound pavchologreatly™ since 1t is not sensitive 1o
ditterent personabits tpes and theretore ditferent learnmg and writing sty fes

-, 11
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(1988, 75 -701. He bases his eritigue in the Myers-Briggs theory of personality
types. which i largely Jungian in emphasis. and argues that colfaborative
learning privileges extroverts. those who work well in groups. who are intel-
lectuaily stimutated by talking their ideas out with others before beginning a
writing projeet. and who enjoy making writing sound like talking. Introverts.
by contrast. tend to prefer to work alone and feel that they are at their most
creative and productive when given time {or inner. private reflection. Stewart
argues that extroverts, who work well in coltaborative learning situations.,
typically describe those who do not adapt well 1o these environments as
“unmotivated . . . in(lexible,” “highlyv-suspicious.” “stubborn.” and “infan-
tile™ ¢78-79). Thus. us Paul Heither contends, “in these judgments we can see
clear manifestations of how coliaborative fearning both privileges the collece-
tive side of the collective/individual binary at the expense of the individual
sde and also imposes constraining forces upon students” thinking and ac-
tons” (1991, 7).

Social constructionism has provided an even more fertile ground for dis-
sent within paychology, especially Tor cognitive and psy choanatytic theorists,
many of whom find social constructionisim’s understanding of the seif as a
sociat construct - simikar to all other cultural artifucts= -0 be oo restrictive.
Josepht H. Smith (1991 contends that o argue that an individual is wholly
constructed by his or her sociat experience and cultural moment is to obviate
the very real presence of individual. subjective experience-—the majority of
which is highly sy mbolic and often not capabte of full transkution into linguis-
tic codes or sets that are predetermined and defined by one’s cutture and
societs. Smith's concern is that much of the carly. imagistic. creative thinking
involved in personal. rettective efforts to interpret and create meaning will be
trunciated by a phitosophy that favors secondary process thought. or thought
that is constructed 1o tahe on the contours of the society it addresses. Wil the
world of cach person’s innersubjectivity-- the source of so niuch creative
thinking and <o many creative insights -be lessened and devalued as a result?
(17 18

Further. Alice Brand and Jan Zita Grover express concerns similar 1o
Smuth's in arguing that social constructionism valorizes collaboration and
cooperation while deemphasizing the emotions, Grover states that “social
constructionism has no theory of desire™ (1990, 21, while Brand (1991)
devotes an entire critique to social constructionism’™s failure o address the
issue of the role the emotions play in an individual’s writing processes and
claitas that “up to now, attempts at social-cognitive theories ot writing mash
the emotional experience ol writing,” She concludes that “despite the fact that
social cognition provides substantial information about writers. it seems at the
same time tooginve us more ammunition to avord studyving their emotional
eyperienee” (39061 Richard Gregg endorses the psychoanalytic distinetion
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between individual and sociai know ledge and asserts that in cach individual
“there is a constant interaction between individual systems of meanings and i
system of socialy shared meanings™ (1981, 136). Gregg holds that it is our
capacity o torm idiosyneratic associations and our concomitant ability o
generate personal knowfedge that define our individuality. Thus. rigid separa-
tions between personal and social knowledge are artificial, arbitrary, and.
finathy. unproductive.

These theorists™ comments address a number of the issues surrounding
creativity, insight, and self expression. Clearly, all ol us who teach writing in
a classroom or ina writing centet are concerned with these issues: therefore.
it i~ important to consider whether social constructionist theory—with its
valorization of collaborative vs. individual lewrning strategies, its limited
understanding of the role the emotions play in the writing process, and its
cmphasis upon only those aspects of knowledge that can be socially con-
strucied- —-gives s 2 broad enough understanding of the meaning-making
activities of individual writers o assist us in providing the most cflective
instruction we can.

Lunslord (1991 believes that social constructionism will have a radical. if
not revolutionary. effect upon writing centers. turning them from “Storchouse
Centers™ and “Gareet Centers™ into “Burkean Parlor Centers™ (4 71 A~ Store-
house Center.” she explains, is a writing center that holds to an carlier view
of knowledge “as exterior to us and as directly accessible.”

The Center as Storchouse operates s information stations or store
houses, presertbing and handing out skills and strategies to individual
learners, Fhes often use “modules™ or other kinds ot individuatized
learning materials. They tend 1o view knowledge as individually densved
and held, and thes are not particularts amenable w collaboration, some-
timesactisels ostile 1ot (4

fn contrast, “Garret Centers™ are “informed by 2 deep-seated belief in
individual “genius in the Romantic sense of the term™ and also by a “deep-
seated attachment o the American brand ol individualism.™ Specifically.
“Garret Centers™

don’t view knowdedge as exterior, as information 1o be sought out or
passed on mechamcally. Rather, they see knowledge as interior, as inside
the student. and the wriimg center job as helping students get in touch
witl tlus knowledge.as away 1o find their unique voices, their indisidual
and vnique powers, This idea has been articulated by many, including
Ken Macrorie, Peter Llhow, and Don Murras, and the idea usually geis
acted outin Murray Tike conterences. those in wlieh the tutor o teacher
listens, voices encourigement, amd essentialls serves as a validation of
the students” =1 search ™ Obviousy. collaboration problematizes Garret
Centers as well for thes also view knowledge as mtenonzed. sohiary.
indiidually derived. individually held. 5y

13
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For Lunsford. the ideal toward which writing centers should strive under
the social constructionist paradigm is the “Burkean Parlor Center.”™ Lunsford
then presents her idea of how the “Burkean Parlor Center”™ would be consti-
tuted:

[T[ts theory of knowledge is hased not on positivistic principles (that's
The Storehouse again). not on Platonic or absolwtist ideals (that™s The
Garret), but-on the notion of know ledge as always contextuatly bound.
as alway s socially constructed. Such i center might well have as its motto
[Hannah] Arendt’s statement: “For excellence. the presence of others is
alway s required.” Such a center would place control. power. and author-
ity not in the tor or saff. not in the individual student. but in the
negotiating group. It would engage students not only in solving problems
set by teachers but in identifying probiems for themselves: not only in
working as a group but in monitoring. evaluating. and building a theon
of how groups work: not only in understanding and valuing collaboration
but in confronting squarcly the issues of control that successful ¢ollabo-
ration inevitably raises not only in reaching consensus but in valuing
dissensus and diversits. (] 9)

Lunslord’s essay is worth quoting at length because it is indicative of many
of the concepts and beliefs——both stated and implied —that surround the
philosophy of social constructionism. For one. despite all of Lunsford’s praise
lor the transfer of control from teacher/tutor/student to the group, Lunsford.
tike other theorists, never makes quite clear exacthy how this transter of power

is to oceur and exactly fiow it will be mediated within the constructs of
American education. To say that this process will be difTicult and that it should
oceur are far difTerent issues from explaining how it can, or witl be. carried
out. These theorists never explain, for example. why hegemony of groups—-
with afl the incquities and marginalization hegemony involves-—is no less
tikely o occur than hegemony of individuals. Lunsford. for example, while
advocating collaboration. is concerned that it may lead to a type ol “homoge-
neity that squelehes diversity, that waters down ideas o the Towest common
denominator, that erases rather than values differences™ (7). “This tendency is
particularly troubling.” she states. ~given our growing awareness of the roles
gender and cthnicity play inall feaming™ (71 Yet. bevond acknowledging this
probleni, she provides no sense of how o deal with these issues should they
oveur. In facte she does states ™. as the latest pedagogical bandwagon,
volaboratton often masquerades as democracy when it in fact practices the
same old authoritarian control. It thus stands open to abuse and can, in fact.
lead to poor teaching and poor learning™ (3-4).

However, while these are vatid precautionary points, they do not explain
how issues of hegemony and counterhegemony within groups will be dealt
witli In some way s, they seemicin fact, to echo a principle of the Jeffersonian
ideal of democracy that truth will win out it all groups are allowed their say
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and will reason together toward a consensus. Whether, in actuality. this prin-

ciple of the Jeffersonian ideal will work in educational settings. social con-
structionism has yet to prove to many theorists” satisfaction. Some, like Hugh
Tomlinson (1989), do not feel that consensus within a group is necessarily the
equivalent of truth. only of agreement. Tomlinson argues that one can agree.
in principle, with what is false. harmful, inettective. and the fike. Consensus
alone is no guarantee of the merit or validity of one’s ideas or beliefs (53-55).

Second. as Stanley Aronowitz and Henry AL Giroux (1985) have argued.
philosophics of education generally reflect political philosophies or assump-
tions. and. with social constructionism, the predominant concept of education
seems (o be preparation of the individual far the workplace. Even Lunstord.
for example. buttresses her argument for the “Burkean Parlor Center™ with
coneepts from the workforee. She mentions, for example. that collaboration is
the norm for most professions and cites an impressive list 1o support her case.
In emphasizing that “collaborative environments and tasks must demand
collaboration.” she notes that “studies of coltaboration in the workplace iden-
tify three Kinds of tasks that seem to call consistently for collaboration:
high-order probiem defining and solving division of fabor tashs. in w hich the
job is simply 100 big for any one person: and division of expertise tashs™ (6).
Are we 0 assume from this example that educational settings based on
collaboration will prepare individuals more adequately for situations they will
encounter in the worktoree. or are we to assume that what works well in the
workioree will also work well in educational settings?

Lunstord is not alone in her emphasis on coneepts taken from the work-
place and applied to theories ol education. Thomas Trzyna and Margaret
Batsclhielet (1990 emphasize how often collaborative writing assignments are
“designed 1o emulate “real workplace” situations™ 23y and note the encroach-
ment of “management technigues™ into the structuring of collaboratis ¢ learn-
mg (28). Harvey  Wiener (1980) describes the successtul teacher as @
classroom manager. while Udai Parcek (19811 discusses the relevance of
management strategies Lo effective teaching (168). And Bruffee. in ads ocating
collaboration, states:

In bustiess and industry <. and meprofessions such as medicine, faw.
engineering. and architecture . collaboration is the norm. Al thai
new it collaborative learing. it seems, is the systematic application of
collaborative principles o that last bastion of licrarchy and individual-
. the American college classroon. (1984, 647)

Aronowitz and Girous call this philusophy “technocratic tationaliny™ (15)
and identify it with the conservative view of education in which educational
svatems are the “mechanism through which the {middle class] reproduces
el culturadly ™ (3). Preparing students 1o take therr place and function well
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within the worktoree has Tong been an ideal of the conservative philosophy.
Perhaps BrutTee is pleased that collaborative learning will remove individual-
ism from the American colfege clissroom, but mansy theorists find this idea
more disturbing than encouraging. Further, Greg Myers (1980) and John
MeKinley (1980y emphasize that the requirements and aims of collaboration
in the classroom are more complen than those ol collaboration in the work-
force. Collaboration in the workforee, MeKinley notes. is “product oriented.”
while collaboration in the classroom is “inguiry oriented™ and “decision
oriented ™ as well.

Kentitication ol social constructionism with methods and  ideologies
drawn from the workloree creates particular problems for writing center
theory, I education is & microcosm of the power relations and oppositional
polities that existin any socicty and any historical era. enibracing the ideas of
social constructionism nicans for writing centers an endorsement of the view
that writing centers are effective when they advanee a student’s mastens of
social shills - in this casedshills drawn from the values of consensus, collabo-
ration, group work, and knowledge that is socially constructed. Even Luns-
ford’s chowee of the name “Burkean Parlor Centers™ suggests an enmphasis
upon consensus and cooperation. for Kenneth Burke., in A Rhetorte of Motives,
defines rhetorme as “the use of fanguage as a symbolic means iuducing coop-
cration in beings that hy nature respond to symbols™ (43),

An Lunstord has tndicated. writing centers that endorse this philosophy and
become “Burkean Patlor Centers™ seck o challenge and supplant “Garret
Centers™ based upon Romantic notions of individualism in which knowledge
v seen as miterior, as inside the student. and the writing center™s job as
frelping students get in touct with this knowledge. as away o find their
unique soices, their individual and unigque powers™ (51 The difficulty with
“Garret Centers.” to Lunsford. is that they “view hnowledge as interiorized.
solitary, individually dernved. individually field™ (510 while the superior ap-
proach. one mustassume, is to behiese that knowledge resides in the power of
croups to negotiate and adjudicate what shatl and shali not be viewed as
Rnowledge. The mplications of this sttt are signilicant: e least elfective
writimg center wiors will be those who operate from a Romantic perspective,
while the most effective will be those best adept at inspiring in stidents a
capacity tor group work: the mastery of social shitls — especially those most
adapted to the workforee  will replace a concern tor developing the individ-
ual’s umque voice and unigue powers: and consersus will become the greates
measure of truth - even though. as Tlugh Tomlinson and Carole Blair point
ot consensus is no guarantee of ethics or morality.

Advocates tend to view social constructionism as a liberatory philosophy
m-oemphasizing the decentralization ol power within education  moving
power away rom the control ol any one individual — teacher/student/tuton
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and giving it to the group. Yet even this particular liberatory view of social
constructionisim is not sufficient to answer Lunsford’s guestion about “where
the collaboration bandwagon got rolling™ and “why has it gathered such
steam?” (4.

Part of the answer must reside in the fact that social constructionism is a
response o the times, The educational community has continued to- grow
more diverse culturally, and multicubtural voices and values have begun to
emerge as chatlenges to monocultural classrooms and writing centers. In
additon, major philosophical challenges to conventional education in the
postmodern era have made us more aware ol a diversity of perspectives,
Feminism, for example, has questioned male hegemony in education and the
valorization of male wavs of knowing that are reflected in our teaching and
seholarship. Marxist erities have made us sensitive to an cconomic interpre-
tation of the function of schools, including their role as repraducers of pre-
vailing social relations™ and have Torced us o take seriousty Mary's belief that
“the ruling ideas of any society are the ideas of the ruling class™ (Aronowit/
and Girous 01, Deconstructionist philosophers like Michet Foucault and Paulo
Freire have critigued the fach of empowerment within education and have
proposed viewing education as both a struggle for meaning and a struggle
over power relations. I Power and Knowledge. for example. Foucault em-
phasizes low power works on the nature of learning itself by determining
what shall be inctuded in mainstream explanations and what shall be ex-
cluded. Obviously, social constructionisin’s belief that knowledge is con-
structed (and deconstructedy by groups tesonates with the challenges 1o
current educational practices expressed by these philosophies.

Within rhetoric and composition, social constructionism reflects an addi-
tional trend. one that Tinds ts origins in nineteenth-century discussions of
hermeneuties and the nature of fanguage within discourse communities. Many
of the issues that define social constructionism reflect the communication-
based soctal theories of Wilhehn Dilthey. Sigmund Freud. Karl Marx, and
Iricdrich Nictzsche in the nineteenth century. and of Jiirgen Habermas, Paul
Ricoeur, Jacques Derrida, and Jacques Lacan in the twentieth century. Philo-
sophically, these writers ground their views inan “architectonic view of
communication”™ and emphasize the “compley relationships among thought.
discourse. and action.”™ All foreground “communication. not philosaphy. in
their theories.”™ Their social theories are. in many respects, themselves “re-
sponses to pereeived flaws in the explanatory scope and heuristic value of
phitosophy s concerns, They ate geared. inother words, toward replacing the
issues of hemg and knowledge with views ol communication™ (Blair 21 22).

Perhaps the most representative of these philosophers is Habermas (1073,
who argnes that institutionalized forms of thought are based on what hie terms
“cogniiive interests.” The three primary cognitive interests or “hnow ledge-
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constitutive™ interests, he writes. are the technical. the practical. and the
cmancipatory. Habermas also envisions a tripartite typology of knowledge

with three disciplinary categories. cach corresponding 1o one of those cogni-
tive intorests, The empirical-analytic disciplines of the natural sciences are
underpinned by a technical interest directed toward controb over natural phe-
pomiena. The historical-hermenceutic disciplines of the social sciences serve (o
clucidate the conditions that undertic communication and social interaction,
Thus. they function o promote intersubjective understanding. those shared
cultural meanings that are the prerequisites for social conscnsus on the prac-
tical dimensions of life, The empirical-critical sciences are guided by an
emancipatory interest and are distinguished by their capacity o reflect criti-
cally upon their own ideological foundations, Empirical-critical sciences rep-
resent. to Habermas, forms of a4 depth hermeneutic since they incorporale “in
their consciousness an interest which direets knowledge. an interest in eman-
cipation going beyond the technical and practical interest of knowledge™
(1973, 9),

Within the choices provided by Habermas, sociat constructionism is best
understood as a historicat-hermeneutic philosophy with a “cognitive mterest™
crounded in cultural critique and an understanding of how fanguage operates
tor social consensus in daily life. In contrast. the opposite of social construe-
tonism -what Ede and Lunstord have termed the Romantic perspective —~is
fess concerned with social consensus and more focused on the development
and enrichment ol the individual, In this philosophy. social and cultural
contests are deemphasized in favor of an exploration of the individual's
conscionsness and innersubjectivity. From: this perspective. the Romantic
phiiosophy is best understood as an empirical-critical philosophy with an
interest in emancipation.” Lunsford comes close o Habermas's under-
standing of “emancipation™ in her statement that “Garret Centers.”™ repre-
sentative of the Romantic position. “see knowledge as interior, as inside the
student, and the writing center’s job as helping students getin wouch with this
know ledge, as a way to find their unigue voices, their individual and unique
powers™ (5). Specifically, “emancipation™ is concerned with exploring “the
inner states™ of communicants (Rapoport 1954, 1993, Given social construe-
tionisi's emphasis upon social consensus, it is clear why “emancipation™
would tend to be undervatued and colfaboration highly vadued as a standard
for inquiry, evaluation. and action.

The history of thetoric and composition nihes it clear that the oppositions
between social constrictionismy and the Romantic perspective are more than
differing view points on how knowledge shall be constructed and evaluated. In
the fullest sense. these oppositions represent the history of our discipline and
its current struggles m the contemporary era. The disciplme ol thetoric and
composition has emierged from the humanities and the humanistic tadition a
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phifosophical perspective that exemplifies Habermas's coneept of an emprri-
cal-critical tradition of inquiry. Yet. the discipline of rhetoric and composition
in the second hatl of the twentieth century has moved increasingly toward
taking on the ethos and methodology of the social sciences. Robert Connors
(19831 has documented the desire for scientific status within rhetoric and
composition. Social constructionism, with its emphasis upon social consensus
and its interpretive frameworks for understanding cultural mediation and
wocietal interaction. thus seems @ natural methodological concomitant for an
era concerned fess with individualism—and all that the term implies——and
more with defining the shaping forces of societal structures and giving them
atype of quasi-seientific validity and significance.

Louise Wetherbee Phelps (1988) would have us believe that our disci-
pline’s progression toward social science status has been tempered by an
alfiliation with humanistic concerns, thus mitking the discipline a “human
wience,” Even if the broadest allowances are made to associate the term
“human scienee” with Wilhelm Dilthey 'S coneept of Geisteswissenschaften.
o1 the study of human conduct with a focus on “understanding™ (Verstehen)
versus the causal explanation (£rkfareny of the social sciences, itis clear that
Dilthey's views emerge from the positivism of the nincteenth century and
have lareely found o more receptive climate and phitosophically congruent
application in the social seiences. especially psychology. than in the humani-
ties. When composttion is looked upon as an aie forme in the sense of o
creation of a set of symbols, composition as a “human scienee™ becomes
enuotis, it not erroncous. for even Phelps admits that “sciences differ {from
the humanities. especially philosophy | in the use of measurements, logic,
techniques of observation. experiment. narration. andother aspects of
method™ (24,

Further. Anthony Giddens (19771 points out via a critigue of Habermas™s
Toward « Rational Seciery that a “knowledge-constitutive interest™ in the
historical-hermeneutie perspective the social sciences embody “has to beseen
as complemented by an interest in prediction and control™-—both of which are
Iasties mitich more characteristic of the social sciences than of the humanities
or of a humanistie tradition (12 13 Perhaps Louis AL Sass (1988) best
articulates the ditlerences in the humanistic versus the social scienee episte-
mologies in stating:

[B10th hunanists and hermeneutivists are heirs to the ntellectual wradi
fion ot Ronanoesnn iisely fargels areaction agamst the Ealightenment
gradivon of objectinism. .. Indeed. both these groups can be called
Tmanistic o broad sense by s we mean committed to develop
me e approdch respecttul of the special daracteristios of hunan eype
nenee and acnon, and free of e positivisi, mechanisn,  and

19
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weductionism of 19th-century piny sical sciences and the social sciences
madeied on them. (222)

I W, Ross Winterowd iy correct in asserting that “defining literacy is not
idle semantic debate ar academic hair-splitting but is almost alwiys @ conse-
quential political act™ (1989, 41, the ongoing debate between the social con-
structionist and Romantic or humanistic points of view has significant
implications for writing center theory and practice. Lunsford has stated that
“Burkean Partor Centers™ hiss e revolutionary implications for writing centers
and thewr interactions with the broader academic community. Ax Lunstord
indicates, “Tins wlternative. this third idea of o writing center. poses 4 tireat
as wellas achallenge to the status quo in higher education™ (1991, 9y, Part of
the status quo in higher edacation. of course, involves the Romantic or
humanistic tradition and its respeet for the individual learner. Sociat consiruc-
tionism would have us believe that. in the classroom or the writing center.
studenis Tearn more throteh collaboration and group work than they do as
individual fearners. For many theorists, this is a dubtous proposition aid one
that requires further investigation before wholesule aceeptance and applica-
ton within curricula emphasizing erttical thinking skills (Mishler 1979,
Roderick 19861,

Certaindy, the greatest chatlenge Facing rhetoric and composition involves
the construction of a maxinmally inclusive and relevant theory to help those ot
us teaching in writing classrooms and writing centers be the most effective
and beneficial instructors we can be, Social constructionism provides us with
a paradigm that explains @ number ot aspects of writing instruction: however.
to argue that it provides atl the answers, or even answers sutficient 1o warrant
the devaluing of other theories and philosophies ol education-—especially the
Romantic or humanistic —scems unwise. For one, it is Largely stith an untested
philosophy in educational settings. Even Lunsford describes collaboration as
“the latest pedagogical bandwagon™ and concedes that the term “collabora-
tion™ did not appear in titles for CCCC presentations until 1985 (3). Second.
the history of education—and our own experience with students—makes it
clear that different students require ditierent pedagogical approaches. While
group work and collaboration might be highly beneficial for some. it can also
be stifling. intimidating. or silencing for others. and the best teachers and
tutors will be aware of this dynamic.

Blair states that social constructionism is the Latest in our discipline’s

scarches for a “meta-ideology ™ (1989, 211 I so. perhaps the greatesi value of

ameta-ideology ™ should reside inits capacity to respeet philosophical differ-
ences and to find merit in both “Garret Centers™ and “Burkean Partor Cen-

ters.” As James Phillips points out. “the conseguence of a multiplicity of

models is not chaos and caprictousness™ but “a dialectical process™ in whicl,
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. no matter what theory we espouse, we must be sure not to use it “to foreclose
rather than to continue inguity™ (1991, 377). For tntors in “Garret Centers.”
“Burkean Parlor Centers.”™ or ceiters representing a range of philosophical
perspectives, Phillips's admanition offers wise and beneficial advice,
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5 Collaborative Learning Theory and
Peer Tutoring Practice

Alice M. Gillam
University of Wisconsin- Milwauhkee

Theory galvanizes and disrupts the system. changing its very questions.

undermining long-held beliefs. introducing ambiguities, revealing com-

plenities. setting new tasks., torcing rishs (1991, 883,

Louise Wetherbee Phelps

Sunultancous with the emiergence ol contemporary peer (oring programs in
the Tate 1960~ and carly 19708 was the emergence of the coliaborative fearning
movement. a movement with which peer wtoring has long been associated
through the work of Kenneth BrufTee. Over the years. it has been Brutlee's
project Lo transform collaborative fearning from a collection of Toosely related
pedagogical principles and practives which aim 1o decentralize classroom
authority and actively involve students in their own fearnmg into a coherent
conceptual tramew ork grounded in social constructionist theories of Linguage
and knowledge (1984, 635320 1986, 773 901 In accomplishing the above
goal, Bruffee has used theory in two wass: first 1o “disrupt™ and critigue
raditional teacher-centered practives: and seesid. 1o consolidate and validate
collaborative fearning practices.

Thus. in Bruffee's work, the critical or subversive operations ol theory
move inonly one direction - outward toward the pedagogical practices which
Bruftee wishes to displace. By contrast, Brutfee's use ol theory in relation to
collaborative learning practices is uneritically justificatory: theory, specili-
cally social constructionist theory, acts as a warrant or rationale for practices
1o which hie is alrcads committed. In other words, Bruttee's theoretical work
IS G0 ey post facto attempt o rationalize theoretically the methods he earlier
developed™ (Myers 1986, 1681 As aresult. Bruffee's theoretical formulations
of practice tend 1o he ideabized, unproblematie. and acontextual. This is not to
dismiss Brulfee's valuable contributions 1o both theory and practice. In a
wise. he has accomplished hoth aspects of his reformist agenda thatis, his
critique of “traditional.” teacher-centered pedagogies is widely aceepted in
theory. it not alway s in practice. and his advocacy of collaborative learning
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pedagogies has contributed in no small part to their widespread popularity.
Testifying to Bruffee's contributions, John Trimbur writes:

Bruffee’s work has been important because it eaches us 10 read the

classroom and the culture of waching and learning as a socid teat .. .

What before bad seerved conunonsensical becie in Bruffee's ieading

of the cassroom as a social ext a set of historically derised practices.

t1URY, 605)
Neverthetess, the time has come o turn the critical operations of theory
inward and to interrogate collaborative learning theories and practices, Many
hanve already tahen up this sk, “introducing ambiguities™ and “revealing
complexitien™ within collaborative tearning theory and noting disjunctures
between theory and practice.

The Critical Debate Over Collaborative Learning

In recent yearse those who oppose collaborative learning suggest that its
emphisis on group process and consensus-building entorees conformity., low-
ers standards. and denies the importance of the individual mind (Johnson
FOR6. 700 Foster 1987, 711 Stewart 1983, 66-80). Further, Stewart darkly
warns of colluboration’s cquivocal nature: “Those of us who lived during that
periad [ World War [T] and were old enough to be interested in what was going
on remember what ug/y connotations attended the word eollaborator™ (66).
Yet other objections are rarsed by David Smit (198910 who challenges what he
considers 1o be the three cenwral arguments for collaborative icarning (1) its
claim to teach students “a critical stance toward authority and the ability to
cooperate and to solve problems of social concern™ €2 its claim 1o enact the
“social nature of fanguage and writing™: and (3) its claim to empiricallv-dems-
onstrated success (463, According o Smit. the fir i two claims are faulty in
that other pedagogies accomplish the same goals and the third is taulty in that
the evidence is still not in on whether or not collaborative learning pedagogies
are cffective in improving student writing (46-551.

\ternatively. collaborative learming advocates critique Bruliee for his
fadure to acknowledge the role of ideology in knowledge construction and for
his theoretical inconsistencies. Greg Myers (19860) forexample. takes Brulfee
to task tor his failure to achnow ledge the unequal power relationships which
atfect the social construction of knowledge and the process of coming to
consenstis among collaborative learners (166 07). Similarly, Trimbur faults
Bruftee for his faiture to “develop acritical version of collaborative learning™
which distinguishes between collaborations which reproduce the status gquo
and collaborations which challenge “the prevading conditions of [hnow ledge |
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producton”™ 1080 61 20 Fmatly, Zavarzadeh and Morton (1991, drawing on
postiiodenn cntical theory, launelan even stronger attack on Bruflee’s work
ol 1on s apalinead natare and lor ts refication of the subject™

Hiere s Brattee o setise of the poliies of cognition thar organizes
this ~ocndly consnueted kowledge. .. [Hn Brudtee, the subject s pie
senrud st unconiested categony - and s dhariererized by coherence,
abanmess, e tanomaliny . Brottee's “eollabarative learing/teaching™
v sather words, the Latest reproduciion of the “manageinent™ ot the
subyed Uand e Larest etiost to save 1 trough ~collaborative learming and
the aversarnaof Mankod =7 (160 1T

My prepese m s papet, however, s not to address the general debates about
Collabornative learnmg. bui rather 1o address those thas focus on the relation-
“hupr between collaborative learnmg theory and peer tutoring practice. For
withim witine center disconrse, as within the farger field of composition
<tchies there has Deen o paratict eritical warn, F-ormer assumptions about the
nature of peet tutoring and other writing center collaborations are being called
rate gquestion. and contiadictrons and ambiguaities are being achknowledged. In
Calluberation s Not Colliaboration Is Not Collaboration,” for example.
Muniel Fhans discusses the misunderstindimgs which hase arisen from the
contlion ol vinons collaboratne practices. speetfically peer tatoring and
pect ctodp work i the assroon, Others, tike Thomas Hemmeter (1990) and
¢ Tt Murphy o this volume s, note the disjunctures betseen cotlabora -
B dearng theors with s emplhisis onsoctally constructed knowkedge. and
Wity center practice. with its lustorical commitment 1o individuoally con-
Anneted hnosdedge Wlnle Henneter noncommittally points out the contri
Aot usine socab cotstiuctionist theors tasapporta highty individualisg
peharesy s wlineh stadents oz [y emphasis their own writing™ ¢,
Murpls duedthy guestions tie sutlicieney and desitabihity of usimg social
cotstue tenist theoty s the dommant paradigm for writmg center practice.
v sttony adyocates of collaborative learning like Andrea Lunsford warn
it o~ the Tatest pediizomical bandwagon. coflaboration often masguerades
¢ ddim ey s hen it m fact practices the same old authoritarian: control”
N AL R I
Seldont, however, aie theors and practice considered together, that s, in
terms of e another Seldom do we ask what does theory offer practice and
what oL practice otter theory P What's missmg from these discussions are
particubar  contestualized™ llustiations of the reltionship between theory
and practice T the temamdet o ths essay. L review several versions of peer
tatorne practice based on collaborative Tearning theory s then Feonsider a
particnlar Gase ol peet tutoring m terms of these theoretical constructions.
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Collaborative Learning Theory and Peer Tutoring Practice

I as John “Trimbur says. collaborative learning is “a method of conducting
the business at hand™ (1989, 87), then we might begin our discussion of peer
tutoring by reviewing cotluborative learning’s theoretical constructions of the
three primary aspeets of this “method™: the refationship between the partici-
pants: the process itself and the desired goals or outcomes. Since the general
goal of collaborative learning is to replace the alienating, teacher-dominated
methods of traditionat instruction. it is not surprising to find that tie relation-
ship. process. and goals of peer tutoring are often figured in oppositional
terms.

Unlike the traditional tearning context in which the primary transaction
oceurs between status unequals. the student and the teacher. the peer tutorial
ivolves a transaction: between status equals. two students. According to
Bruflee. the participants in the peer tutorial not only share student status but
also bring separate but equa® know ledge: =The tutee brings to the conversation
Anowledge of the subject to be written about and knowledge of the assign-
ment. The tutor brings to the conversation knowledge of the conventions of
discourse and hnow ledge of standard written English™ (1984, 10). Although
Thom Hawkine (19321 like Brutlee. uses shared institational status as the
starting point for his notion of cquaiity, his cniphasis differs from Bruffee's.
Rather than focusing on participants” “separate but equal™ knowledge.
Hawkins emphasizes the emotional bond or “intimacy™ which results {rom
shared status, what social psychologists call identification: ™A peer ttor,
unlike a teacher. is still living the undergraduate experience. ... [BJoth know
that the tutor is not so far along as to have forgotten what learning liow 1o cope
with the system is like. .. When working together they comprise a social
structure that enables both to rehearse being insiders™ (30).

John Trimbur. however, reminds us that the notion of equality based on
shared institutionat status is problematic in that institutional hicrarchies make
“the words “peer” and “tutor” appear to be a contradiction in terms™ (1987, 23).
Though participants may technically share institutional status. the institution
itself creates an inequality or asymmetry between tutor and writer which in
trn causes a conttict of toyalties for peer tutors who “feel pulled. on the one
land. by their loyalty to their fellow students and. on the other hand. by their
Toyalty to the academic sy stem that has rewarded them and whose values they
have internalized™ (233 For Trimbur, then. the notion of cquality between
tutor and writer st be constituted on grounds other than shared institational
statuss it must be constituted on participants” perception of themselves as
“eo-learners.” However, such a pereeption requires a “resocialization™ of
tutors and ttees in which both come to “redefinle] learning as an event
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produced by the social interaction of the learners -+ and not @ body of informa-
tion passcd down from an expert o a novice™ (23),

However determined. the reconstituted refationship between the principal
participants in the fearning transaction enables. according (o collaborative
theorists, a reconstituted process of learning, one which is based on social
constructionist epistemology rather than on traditional. positivistic epistemol-
ogy. In the past. many writing centers reflected traditional ideas of teaching
and learning in which a knowledgeable tutor, or teacher suirogate. “hand|ed|
out skills and strategies 1o individual learners™ (Lunsford 4). By contrast. the
cotlaborative center or “Burkean Parlor™ views fearning as a process of con-
structing meaning through the social interaction of peers who are equally
“hnowledge-able™ tlunsford 4. As Bruffee puts it. " What peer tutor and tutee
do together is not write or editc or least of all proofread. What they do together
is converse™ (1984, 10). Bevause peer tutors do not have grade-giving power
over the writers they tutor and because they presumably have many experi-
ences in common and “speak the same language.”™ they offer moie suitable
com ersational partners than do clissroom teachers. In other words, the peer
witorial refationship changes the social content for tearning. enabling tutor and
writer to “eaperience and practice the kinds of conversation academics most
value™ (7).

The key term in this reconstituted notion of fearning is conversation. “a
social constructionist code word 1o talk about knowledge and teaching and
learning™ as interactive, as created through social activity rather than as
cognitively pereeived by anindividual mind CTrimbur, 1989, 605)." According
o Brutfee. the peer twtorial conversation mirrors the provess of know ledge
construction which occurs among knowledgeable peers in the real world.
where peonle

soctally justity belief ... by cancelling cach other’s biases and presuppo
sinons: by negotiatmg cellectively toward new paradigms ol pereeption.,
thought, feeting, and expression: and by joining larger. more experienced
cominunities of know ledgeable peers through assenting to those commu
nites” interests, vatues, Linguage. and paradigms of” pereeption and
thought. (1984, 12y

Ideally, this sort of conversation and consensus building not only simutlates
the general process of knowledge construction, but also reproduces the very
dialogic process of writing. which is “temporally and functionally related o
comversation™ (7). In short, the peer worial process involves bath the short-
term goal of offering practice in the kind of talk that the writer can then
wanshate into academic writing and the long-term goal of offering practice in
the Kind of ik that will enable both students 1o join the farger discourse
community of cotfege educated men and women
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Not all agree with Bruftee's idealized version ot the peer tutorial conver-
sation which seems o caatlate peer tutoring collaborations with other forms
of collaborative learning and to ignore the particular expectations and goals
involved in peer twtorials. Muriel Harris (1992), for example. argues for a
view of writing center coltaboration which recognizes that the two partici-
pants have different investments and roles in the conversation: “The focus of
the effort and attention of both people is solely on the writer™ (6). According
1o Harris's version ol the process. the dialogue ought to be constrained by the
tutor's mandate to help the writer “find her own answers.” to guide the writer
“by questioning rather than by telling or explaining™ (10).

Yet another. more politicized version of the peer tutorial process is offered
by Harvey Kail and John Trimbur ¢1987) who foreground the idea of co-leamn-
ing rather than the idea of conversation. According to Kail and Trimbur, the
“semi-autonomous space” of the writing center. in which traditional authori-
ties are absent and tutors refuse to act in their stead, precipitates a “erisis of
authority ™ (10~ 11, This crisis of authority in which students “unlearn™ their
habituated reliance on teacher authority, argue Kail and Trimbur. is prelimi-
nary to co-learning, Borrowing their terms from Richard Sennett. Kait and
Trimbur describe this crisis as oceurring in three stages: detachment. reflec-
tion. and reentrance (10- 11, 11 the writing center environment is sufticiently
separitte from the student’s required curriculum, it “detaches™ students from
the traditional. familiar situation of learning. Further. the shared student status
sets the stage for tutor and writer to reflect on their common subordination
within the educational system and their struggles to compete and survive in

this system, Finally, this reflection can lead to a questioning and demy stifying
of traditional authority and ultimately to a reengagement with authority. atbeit
on reformulated terms,

Understandably, these different versions of the peer tutorial process—the
Bruffee model. the Haeris model, and the Kail/Trimbur model---cntail differ-
ing goals, In the Bruftee model. the long-range sociat goal seems to supersede
the immediate educational goal -that is. the goal of the tutorial conversation
is 1o enable students 1o join both specilic and general discourse communities
in which they will converse with others to create knowledge, justity and
chatlenge beliel. However, Bruffee's theoretical model also gives anod to the
short-term educational goal which is to enable student writers (o write suc-
cessfully in the academic discourse communits. Muriel Harris™s discussions,
howeser. focus on the fatter, more immediate goal: “to help the writer improve
fier own abilities and produce her own text though. of course, her final
praduct is inlTuenced by the collaboration with others™ (1992, 2y,

In the Kait/Trimbur model, the goal of the witorial is twofold: ¢h 1o pro-
duce anew critical consciotsness in swhich both ttor and writer readize that
“power aseribed to the faculty depends on the students” own sense ol power-
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fessness and their need for omnipotent authority ™ and (2 to encourage stu-
dents to be active agents [in constructing know ledge] rather than as passive
objects of transmission™ (12). Although the goal of Kail and Trimbur’s model
is cast in terms which refer specifically o education, this model implicitly
suggests the farger social goal of a critically conscious and politically active
citizenry. Notably, neither Bruffee's nor Kail and Trimbur’s model focuses
primarily on eaplicit writing goals. But rather both models view writing as an
epistemological and ideological activity and therefore regard its teaching as
inextricable from wider institutional and social/political contexts and pur-
p()\k‘\.

To illustrate both the explanatory power as well as the limitattons of these
theoretical conceptualizations, T offer an example. While this peer tutorial
session is not typical inany of its particfars- -in my experience. there is no
such thing as a “typical ™ session—-it is typical in its complexity and resistance
LO CUASY assessmient.

Collaboration in Context: 'The Case of Kart and Suzanne

What follows is a reconstruction of i tutorial session between Kari. a fresh-
man pre-med student inan introductory composition course. and Suzanne, her
peer tutor, a junior English major. who was enrolled in my 400-[fevel wtor
preparation class at the time. The session deseribed here, their second of the
semester. was dudio-taped. as were all their sessions that seiester: inaddition.
both Kari and Suzanne were interviewed at the beginning and end of the
semester. and both submitted their journals and course papers to our rescarch
team.”

Although this was only therr second session ol the semester. Kari and
Suzanne had already established a congenial relationship. in farge part on their
personal and academic bachgrounds, Both are from white middle-cliass back-
grounds: both are “good™ students. Their conversation during the first session
seemis almost like @ wentbook illustration of Bruffee and Hawkins's claims
about the “intimacy ™ and parity possible in peer witorial relationships. As Kari
deseribes it in her journal: It was a break from the usaal teacher-student
relationship. Towasn't all just her talking or just me talking.”™ Although Kari
clearty regards Suzanne as the senior partner in the relationship-- after all,
Suzanne is already a suceessful student writer Kurn is actively imvolved in
the tutorial from the beginning, asking questions of” Suzanne. stating her
opmion, and directing the focus of the conference toward her concerns,

Fo this second ~ession. Kari has brought a dralt ol a paper based on Anna
Quindlen’™s essav, “Death Penadiy s False Promise: Exe for an Eyve™ (198K,

The task is 10 write a eritical response o Quindlen’s argument against the
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death penalty. Suzanne begins by asking Kari about the assignment and her
work so far, Kari responds, “What 1 did was T analy zed her opinion and then
what Feel, .. 've never had any experience thinking about it. so 1 just wrote
how 1 feet about capital punishment.” Feelings. Kari implies. are distinet [rom
thoughts and insufficient for academic discourse, no substitute for knowledge
and experience. A student herself, Suzanne identifies and  sympathizes.,
“That's kinda hard 10 do. T mean | haven’t seen i lot of shows or anything on
capital punishment. IUs not really fair”™ Despite the warnings issued in her
tutor preparation class against directly eriticizing the teacher’s assignment,
Suzanne exhibits what Trimbur (1987) deseribes as students” automatic im-
pulse to unionize”™ (23). Like Kari. Suzanne has undoubtedly had o write
about subjects about which she has little prior knowledge or interest. and
capital punishment is a subject about which even she. the expericnced partner
in the collaboration. has little information. Whatever the cause. Suzanne
clearhy atties hersell with Kari and against the teacher authority, whose assign-
ment she calls “unfair.”

What we also begin to see in this passage is that Suzanne and Kari's
collaboration is not atomistic, but rather part of a larger network of collabora-
tions. In Tact, what we expect to be the primary collaboration. the tutorial
comersation between Kari and Suzanne. is subordinated by two other “eol-
laborations™ set in motion before Kari arrives for her tutoring appointment:
first. her titeral collaboration with her teacher. and second. her figurative
collaboration with the Anna Quindlen text. Not surprisingly. Kari's collabora-
tions with these authorities - her teacher and the published text --shape the
tutorial collaboration between Suzanne and Kari.

Kari's refationship with her teacher is simultancously friendly and adver-
sarial. On the one hand. Kari wishes to please her teacher and to comply with
the demands of the task he has set. partly 1o prove to herself that she can write
acceptable college-level essays. but mostly to carn a good grade on her paper
and thereby move toward her overriding goal, the A she beticves she needs to
get into medical school. On the other hand. she resents this assigned topic
which imvolves asubject she knows nothing about and discourse conventions
which are aomystery to her.

Kart's comments to Suzanne regarding her meeting with her teacher the
previous evening ofler further insight into this relationship:

I ashed o last night fabout how to go about the assignment]. 1 go.
“When should yvou do it fadd your omn opinion}? Should sou go her
argument, sour argument. hier argument. sour argument”? Or should you
el hers and then sours?” Tie sad. =11 vou re against hers, you could
do her argwnent and then base . s of L1 T don™t know shat i is
olticiably, but he sard Tike i vou agree with cvery ane ol her arguments
then you should do her/sou hier/you, her/sou.

61
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Besides illustrating Kari's willingness 1o ask for help and her teacher’s acees-
sibility, this exchange. or at least Kari's report of it is notew orthy for its focus
on form versus content and for its illustration of Kari's translation ol her
teacher™s advice. In recounting the conversation to Suzanne. she briefly quotes
her teacher. then shifts quickly 1o paraphrase. translating his comments into
formulaic werms- “her/sou, hier/sou, her/you™ -the same terms used in her
initial question, In effect she appropriates the teacher’s advice and interprets
it as approval for the strategy she already has in mind. Although her weacher
frames his advice on form in terms of content-=-"H you're against her {posi-
ton]oyoucould L, - Kari's comments refer only to form. Significant]y. Kari
chooses not o discuss content. or more specitically her lack of knowledge
about the subject. with her teacher. Perhaps she feels that such an admission
would be embarrassing, or fears that it would affect his opinion of her
abilities. Or maybe she believes ihatitis aceeptable to seek procedural advice
from a teacher but not aceeptable 1o reveal ignorance about a topic or frustra-
tion with the assignment.

With Suzanne. however. Kari feels no such reluctance. and she candidly
admits her frustration, disinterest. and resignation: “None of this {Quindlen’s
argunient concerning capital punishment] struck me. I just do the assigniient.
.. Dwas doing it because he told as o do it Although Kari likes her teacher
as an individual, she resents the teacherly authority he represents and the
helplessuess such authority ey okes in her, Suzanne, by contrast. has no author-
iy over Kari and has identitied herself as an ally in her willingness to judge
the assignment “unlair”™ As a result Kari feeis free to voice her resentment
and sense of adequiey in mecting the assignment’s densands. This intersee-
tion of collaborations hetween Kari and her teacher and Kari and her tutor
shape the agenda for their session. Since Karr has already come up withe a
procedural plan based on her discussion with her teacher. she Tooks (o
Suzanne for practical help with the content of her essay.

Here. however. Kari and Suzanne enconnter the probiens entailed in Kari's
privr “cotlaboration™ with Quindien’s 1eat. Both agree that the content of
Kari™s dratt is weak, As Suzanne rather bluntly puts it “What vou're doing is
jnst sort of regurgitating her ideas.” For hier part. Kari realizes that the task
requires that she distinguish her position from that of Quindlen even though
she would prefer simply to defer to the authority of Quindlen’s text. Early in
this segment of their conversation, Kari makes a tetling comment: “Howas just
the exact way T Iel. So she just. . hna way she just repeated what 1 was
thinking.” Although she has grven tidle prior thought to the subject. itis as
though Quindlen “repeats™ what was in her head. In other words, Quindlen
articulates for her what was already there ininchoate form. And sincee Quind-
Jen savs so well what Kari would have sard had she thought to say it there iy
really nothing feft o say. Quindlen’s test has taken her vorce away by speak-
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ing for her, Perhaps, she reasons in this same passage. she can solve her
problem by substituting another voice for her own: “So I can just find an
article and read it and write about that as my experience.”

This sense of having her thoughts inseribed by the power and authority of
the Quindien tent is evident evervwhere in Kari's draft. She begins by an-
nouncing hersell as “an Anna Quindlen follower.”™ who agrees with “evers ane
of her contentions,” then proceeds to paraphrase Quindten’s argument:

In the beginning Anna provides us with bach ground to her relationship
to the subject of capital punishment. with where actually her position
started on the matier

who has murdered dozens of girls. She realizes that she is fike any other
girl who [might] succamb to the handsome fooks of 4 young gentleman.
I Ted would have showed up at the right time. she coutd have been his
aeat victim.,

Even more interesting is the setl or persona that Kari constructs in her test.
Thi- el openly identifies with Quindlen: Kari refers to Quindlen familiarly
as AN asserts their solidarity - Both of us believe that the death penalty
doesntlve up to most people’s expectations of severest revenge™ and speaks

knowingly about her collaborator’s eapericnces and writing motive - - “With-
out these strong lessons she obviously would have never written the essay.”™

Plamly . helping Kari revise the content of her exsay is adaunting task. Ttis
one thing simply o hear out and emotionally support a fellow students it is
another to help that writer generate ideas and establish a sense of authority in
relation to a subjeet about which she has little knowledge or interest. Ever the
resourcelul one. however. Kari announces a plan for feigning interest and
establishing writerly authority: “So what 1 was thinking about doing was
rercading cach paragraph fol” Quindlen’s essay | then thinking about cach
paragraph and how [ feel about it Since Quindlen begins by explaining how
she came o be interested in the opic of capital punishment. Kari also plans
to begin with an explanation ol her interest in the topic: = could say that -1
wasn 't alfected by i {the issue of capital punishiment] untit .. Then T was
gonna mahe up a lie there. T wasn'tafTected undl 1 started reading articles in
school and doing assignments and that’s how 1 got affected.”™ Laughing.
Suzanne noncommitally replies, “That’s one way to do it,”

Although sheis neither shocked or judgmental about Kari's plan, Suzanne
is net entirely comfortable in simply encouraging this tie: therefore. she tries
to steer Kari away from simply counterfeiting ideas. First she tries to probe
Kari’s memory Tor possible connections with the subject- -“Have you ever
seen any shows? Read any newspaper articles? Seen TV newscasts?” When
this doesn’t work, Suzanne tries to elicit i enmotional reaction by creating an
maginary seenario: "OKL Like there's a big murder, but you don’t know what
the gus 's sentenee is gonna be. Don’t vou ever think about *Is this guy gonna
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get of seot Tree? ™ Although Kart is able to dredge up some recottected
“knowlodge™ about various murder cases-—the TV movie about the murder of’
Adam Walsh, ocal tore about Wisconsin mass-murderer FEd Geine—the revi-
ston which foltows this tutorial session exposes the “lie™ that Kari has some-
thing to sayv and an interest in saving it in every awhward phrase:

1 did not have a standing position on capitai punishment umit 1 became
aware of such insane eriminals as Charfes Manson and Ed Geine. After
reading books o these Kitlers. T realized that not even death ax i punish-
ment could equate to their grotesgue crimes. Like Anna. [ saw the TV
program about the littde boy. Adam Walsh. who was abducied ftom his
mother and then brutally murdered .. LIt was through such horrifying
stories as the ones of Manson. Geine. and Adam that sparked my opin-
tonated view against capital punishment.

Although Kari and Suzanne’s conversation may scem a far ery from Brui-
fee™s notion of the peer twtorial as the “conversation of mankind™ writ small.
Suzanne’s persistent questions about Kari's views ol the subject vield one
important departure from Quindlen’s position. In this same revision, which
was her final dralt of this paper. Kavi distinguishes her position from Quind-
len’s by refashioning Quindlen’s central argument into her own argument
against the death penalty. For Quindlen. the death penalty falsely pramises
cathartic revenge to an outraged public. For Kari. the death penalty falsely
promises 1o be the severest punishment possible: =1 am not in favor of the
death penalty. 1 feel that it is the casy way out for the criminal. In prisen the
criminal has to Hive a long boring lite excluded from the rest of the world.™ In
other words, she goes Quindlen one better, arguing that life without parole.
untike the death penalts, detivers the retribution that it promises and that the

public scehs. Thuse Suzanne’s probe-and-prompt conversational  strategy
cventually ead Kari to a “standing position™ which is distinet from Quind-
len's,

Theorizing Practice/Practicing Theory

So what does theory offer us i eelation to this particukar case ol practice?
Daes theory helyr us o understand and interpret the case? Does it gabyvanize”™
o1 “disrupt” our notions of practice? Alternatively. what does this instance of
practice offer theors? Dees this case “distupt™ our notions of theory? Does it
contirm or disconfirm various collaborative learning conceptualizations of
peer tutonmg practice?

Judged in ters of the quality of Kari's final written product, the “success™
of Kart and Snzinne™s collaberation is questionable. The writing styvle in
Kar's reviston s sl the diction awhward and anidiomatic: and the “reaki-
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zation™ unconvincing, Morcover, we might interpret the session as 2 collabo-
ration in the sense suggested by collaborative fearning critic Donald Stewart.
a conspiracy in which Suzanne aids and abets Kari's “lie™ and colludes with
her in responding perfunctority to an “unfair'” assignment.

Yet judged in light of the collaborative fearning theories mentioned carlier,
this session appears differently. The “intimate™ social context ol their peer
relationship offers Kari an opportunity to express a side ol herself that resists
the passivity that she felt was required of her as a student. Without the
opportumity 1o admit her resentment about the dssignment and to confess her
“euilty™ strategy. perhaps she would have been even more silenced by the
authority of Quindlen’s published text. In other words. 1 would argue that it
was Suzanne’s role as confidante and confederate which cnabled Kari to
construct a “standing position.” wobbly though that stand may have been.

At the same time. this case raises questions about the various idealizations
of peer tutoring forwarded by collaborative learing theorists, For example, is
Suzanne and Kari's “intimacy™ and rapport a result of their “status equality ™
or a product of chanee factors  their shared gender. cthimeity. class back-
ground, and investment in academic success? 11 the Tatter s the case. and |
suspect 1is, then is it not paive o assume that student status atone will enable
students (o establish a trusting. reciprocal refationship? Further. the collabo-
ration between Suzanne and Kari reveals that the peer tutorial relationship
aught not be considered in terms which ignore the multiple other collabora-
tions which intersect in the peer tutorial encounter. A« Harvey Kail suggests.
peer tutorials entadl “a maze of influences and a tangle of conversations about
writing” (1983, 597).

Simitarly, theoretival constructions of the tutorial process both illuminate
practice and. in turn, are challenged by it. Although Suzanne attempts to
engage Kart in conversation about the suhject. thetr conversation does not
resembie the ideal intetlectoal conversation that Bruffee seems 1o have in
mind in which the participants contribute equally to the construction ol mean-
ing. Rather, Suzanne and Kari's conversation resembles the sort of exchange
deseribed by theorists Tike Muriet Harris, who urge the tutor o play a imited
role m the conversation, specifically the role of interlocutor. To some extent,
Suzanne’s probe-and-prompt strategy is successtul, After atl, Kari eventuadiy
does “find her own answer.”™ But Ieannot help but wonder whether Kari would
not have been better served by a comnversational partner who actively engaged
her in debating the 1ssues involved in the capital punishment question. For
does not the prohibition on tutor participation in the conversation reenact w hat
Cunstord calls the “Garret Tdea™ ot the writing center. where ideas are some-
how private property?

Certaindy, we see m this utorial progess acerisis of aathority ™ which is not
untihe the process outlined by Kail and Trimbur. Suzanne and Kari do “de-
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fach™ themselves trom traditional teacher authority, tacitly agree on its arbi-
prariness, and thereby indirectly reflect™ on it in demystifying terms. Orie
might even say. that their funtly seditious comments and Kari's claborated
“lie™ are acts of resistance. But whether this shared resentmient over various
“oppressions” they have suffered as students leads them to a critical under-
standing of “the structures of authority they have internalized™ and 1o a
subsequent sense of empowerment is unclear (Kail and Trimbur 198711,

Finally. whai of the outcome? As with the issues of the tutorial relationship
and process. theory does not so much offer explanations or criteria for assess-
ment as new perspeetives. In this case. one might interpret Kari's “lie.” which
Suzimne tacithy encouraged. and Suzanne and Kari's scarch for “content”
variously, One could interpret Kari's “le™ as a ey nical accommodation to an
“unfair™ assignment, and Kari and Suzanne’s conversation as a mockery ol
Bruttee's “conversation of mankind.”™ in which participants have real invest-
ment in the subject and a genuine interest in a deeper understanding of the
issues and of one another's ideas. On the other hand. it is possible o argue
that Kari's “le™ served o uselul desclopmiental function and that her struggles
(o construct an argumentative position for herself required her to simalate an
authority she did not feel. Playing the role of someone who has hnowledge of
and opinions abotit public policy issues may have been legitimate practice for
constructmg authority and knowledge in future academic writing tashs. As
David Bartholomae suggests in “Inventing the University™ (1986). and the
Summierticlds conclude in Tears and Contenes (19801, role playing or imper-
somation “is a4 way ol entering/taking on the conventions, the determining
emvironmental constraints. of a particutar task/function or discipline/tradi-
tion™ (202).

Flowever we interpret the meaning of this case. it is clear that the eritical
operations of theory can chatlenge and enlarge oar understanding of practice.
Similarly. as Phelps suggests, practice eariches theory by “humanizing™ it and
“undercwt|tig} its totahzing tendencies™ (1991, 884, Indeed. what Phelps
sivs of theory could atso be said of reflective practice which “eahvanizes and
diseupts the system, changing its very questions, widermining long held be-
licts. introducing ambiguities, revealing complesities, setting new tasks. fore-
g rishs” (K835

Along with others m this volume. Fwould argue that the w rting center
offers a tertile site for engaging in reflective practice and for generating
paradonical. contingent Anowledge. Given the fact that w riting center cotlabo
rations come “in a dizzving variety of niodes about which we hnow almost
nothmg™ (Lunsford 1991, 7100t is tme we utitize theory 1o understand and
interrogate the rich complesity ol writing center practice and the profean
forms of W rtmg center practice o mterrogate and reinterpret theory.
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Ahee M. Grilain
Notes

1. Sce Gregory Clark 01990y for a tuller explanation ot how the conversational
madel has been deployed m composition studies as a metaphor for writing and writing
mstruction.

20 This case i abstracted from a larger study in which my colleagues, Susan

Caltaway and Katherine Hennesses Wikol (L and 1 gathered data on four semester-long
peer tatorial relationships, Conducted in FOS70 this study was supported in part by
grant trom the Graduate School at the University of Wisconsin- Milw aukee.
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6 Writing Others, Writing Ourselves:
Ethnography and the Writing Center

Janice Witherspoon Neuleib and Maurice AL Scharton
Hlinois State University

In Reading to Write. Exploring a Cognitive and Social Process, Linda Flower
gives an amusing picture of positivistic research as it might be imagined but
as i never happens in writing rescarch:

In the mythos of experimental research one begins i the moming with a
clear cut hypothesis i potential answer to a well-defined guestion. By
noon that hypothesis is expressed inan experimental manipulation and
set ol pre /post-tests. .\ Targe pool of sabjects knownonty by number are
run.” and onee the resalts come ine the meanmg ol the studs swiltly
emerges. expressed as an Anovi o, better yet. a more powerluf stepwise
regression. an which @ set of elear main etfects can speak for themselses
with litle need for interpretation. ... I contrast to that procedure. the
process of much research in composition shows an aliernative picture of
how knowledge can be developed. (7 8y

FFlower goes on (o argue for “controlled empirical observation™ as she intro-
duces the fengthy study that is the subject of her book.

Positivistic research presents anvariety of difficulties for our tickd. Theorists
question the appropriateness of applying lincar analytical nrethods to the
complen interactions of Tactors in research that concerns human learning,
composing. and decoding (Lauer and Asher 1988y, Perhaps the most intracta-
ble dilficulty with positivistic research is that in educational contets. we find
it nearly impossible to selecta truly random sample. unlike rescarchers in the
less complex populations of the physical sciences or in some animal research
based on generations of selective breeding. Writing center personnel have
long known that differing trafTic patterns, varied clientele. and assorted in-
structional practices mahe even less rigid rescarch methodotogies, like sur-
vess and protocolse dilficult o implement in writing centers. No survey
catches all the types who use the center or ashs the kinds of questions that can
explain the nature ol the interactions between tutors and their students, A
reading or writing protocol must be tahen inan artificial contest outside the
usual tutoring patterns and therefore may not reflect true behavior,
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Fo deor vontrofled rescarch in group settings such as classroomis, we must
aceept the assumption tid the group is an organism which functions in a
coherent. purposelit way. For anyone who hias spent much time tutoring. this
asstnption s stronghy counter-intwitise. Student writers are noi faboratory
pats. with genenie and behavioral constants we can mampulale expeiimentatly,
Scientiticalts speakmg. ther ortgins are chiaotic. As workers ina writing
center, we know that we must proceed by guesses. luck, and intuition. since
poteven our chients are aware of all the factors atfecting their learning. Instead
of attempting to mamtan the dispassionate distanee of scientists, we habitu-
v seek o mmnierse ourselves i the studem’™s experience. trusting that our
perceptions wiil lead ns swhere a caretully organized lesson plan carmnot hope
1o wo Ow knowledge v hearistie. hy pothesis-generating, even anecdotal,
Posttivistic esearch may i tme begin where our observations leave offl bul
posttivistic tesearch cannot proceed at all without the intuitions of those who
abserve behavior m Unatural™ settimgs.

[ domy research, we can dricw on the observation and record-keeping
echingues we have developed i this clmical setting. but in order to discipline
aur percepions and communicate our understanding. we must adopt. as
[ower sugeests, contiolled methads of observation. Given our insider’s view
of students, ethinograplie methodology suggests tselt™as a technique which,
appropiately modified. may offer potential as a method ol obsersation to help
wiime centers hecome a primary hy pothesis-generating mechanism for com-
posttion tesearch. The mest suitable methodology for us is some variation on
an cthaogtaphie madel, so we need to understand both how that rescarch can
nuprove ot centers aid how the theoretical basis for the research may affect
ot cvervday tunctioning as futors and teachers of those who seek our help.

Fthnographic Methodology

\ prnany asstmption of modern etinomethodology 1s that the rescarcher and
the native population attect cach other. Clitford Geertz (1988) analyzes sev-
cral 1amous anthropologists as seientists and writers, The conclusions he
draws center awound fhid defimitions of author and authority. He posits the
orv that ethnographers write not only about the cultures they study but
about thenielves s welll Usine the witings of Leve Strauss, Evans
Pratchard, Mabimow sk and Benedict, he shows that cach writer reveated his
o her own personalits and culture while at the same time the native culture
absarhed and changed the writer.
he antluopolagist afwas s fooks through the eyes of his or her own evpe
Henee. but abso st mesitably be changed by the culture bemg studied. Thus
Fyvans Prtchind both entiqued and became fike the Atrican natis es he studied.
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and Benediet eriticized her own cabture while praising the Japanese way of
lite. Neither necessarily intended that the cultures would blend and comment
on one another in the written work. but through the process of writing about
the others, the authors lost the boundaries between themiselves and those they
studied. Ina way reminiscent of physical seienee’s Heisenberg principle (that
we change what we observe by the act of observation). they changed the
objects ot scientific study by observing them. but alvo changed themselves
while observing.

James Chifford (1988). in his analy sis of modern ethnography. explains that
the western view of culture became one of “cultures™ only at the twrn of the
century. when scientists and scholars began to define the word as “plural.
suggesiing a world of separate. distinetive, and equally meaningful wass of
Hie™ (93), Geerty and Clifford speak ot a world in which the admission of
differences allows for anew approach 1o both authorship and authority. They
rest their work on modern theorists who question the foundations of culture.,
especially Foucault's archeology of culttural assumptions. They ask gquestions
about what swe hnow in our own cultures and about how we can be changed
by exvposures to other cultures,

Anthropological fictd rescarch has changed its hasic assumptions sinee this
new theoretical underpinnmg has emerged. Ethnographers become true par-
ticipant ebservers, aware that theiv participation in the process of daing their
rescarch will make them a part of the culture, They will also share the
authorship with those being observed: authority for any text or study no longer
ties in the hands that play over the keys of the computer bat also in the minds
and actions of those who are observed. Clifford and Marcus summarize the
perspective: “"Onee “informants” begin o be considered as co-authors, and the
cthnographer as seribe and archivist as well as interpreting ehserver, we can
ash new. eritical questions of all ethnographies™ (1986, 17).

Karen Letevre (1987) has extrapolated these ideas of group teat 1o
deseribe what she calls colleetive writing, that done by a group working
together. Such collective work of authorship certaindy describes any ¢thno-
graphic study of @ writing center. sinee all the wtors, students, and stalT
participate m the construction, collection. and interpretation of data. Writing
center rescarchers should understand and be able to apply ethnographic ap-
proaches white understanding this new perspective on the authorial stance
they are taking: thus. when thes theorize the results both for the center being
studied and for the profession at farge, they will realize the problemadic and
vet pleasingly compley voice with which they speak.

When we abandon er seriously modify the researcher’s stance as unmoved
mover, credibility becomes a central problem m research, How can we trust
the percepions of somcone who has gone native”? People in writing centers
are all too famtliae with the attitudes ot those who patrol the boundaries we
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help people cross, From our vantage point, we can see how unequal distribu-
tions of power afflict every interaction between the students and teachers of
writing. We are privy to knowfedge which, imparted to others, might cause
anything from politicat conflict to Titigation. An authentic cthnographic study
may have to risk some of those consequences.

A kev 1o surviving such peril is meticulous and comprehensive record
keeping. The record-keeping system ol a writing center constitutes the control
ol absery ation for which Flower called in her eritigue of positivistic rescareh,
In keeping records, writing centers have written a critical history ot the
contact between students and the projessoriate. We have been taking notes on
our center for years, not so much to understand it as to answer the feared
attacks of budget cutters who someday might strike. These data provide one
version of fieldnotes: notes that cover everything from tutor activities to the
content of grammar hotline calls. student papers both in twtoring files and in
writing assessment folders, recorded interviews with tetors, evaluation forms
filled out by tutors and the students with whom they worked. and our own
massive vear-end reports based on a data-keeping system comparable only 1o
the federal government™s spy system back i the cold war day s These records
are the hey 1o beginning an ethnographic study. but before looking at the study
itself. an ethnographer can profit by an effort to understand the assumptions
underlying the culture being investigated.

Excavating Our Assumptions

Linda Brodhey (1987) warns that it is difficult to separate pereeptions from
asstuptions in telling a story. We need to consider Foucault's archacological
approach when we hegin to study- our centers, Foucault (19731 asks what
assumptiens lie behind any theory, system, or institution. Where was the fiekd
born: what were the assumptions at the time of that beginning? We might well
ask the same questions both about writing centers and about the masses of
data s materials we have gaitiered and decide how they can best be used to
study what we do. What happens when we ook at ourselves through the eyves
of the anthropologist and the archacologisg?

What pohticat and social situations informed the design of onr center at its
heginning? Hoew did that original political situation affect design choices?
How does it continue to aftect the operation of the center? What do our
coltections of data tell us about the center. and how do our own agendas affect
whiat we see as we observe our eenter inoperation (Brodhey ) How have we
heen chianged by the experiences ol working with and observing center opera-
pons” These questions can help a center divector see the center through new
eves and detime the natuie of researclr outcomes. For example, o understand

1




Janice Witherspoon Neuleib and Maurice A. Scharton

our present center at Hlinois State we must return to the 1976 center. We must
ask what political and social situations informed the design of our center at its
beginning. To answer that question. we must be willing (o ask oursetves what
was not said explicitty at the time.

The politicat situation was volatile in the English department and in the
College of Arts and Sciences. The first negative tenure decisions ever to be
made in the department had been handed down the vear before, and the
college had supported the decisions. The English department chair was a
wonin. and ~o was the dean of the college. Both were feared and hated by
those who had suffered or whose friends had suffered from the negative tenare
decisions, The dean wanted a writing center because she had read about
centers in current administrative newsletters. She suggested to the chair that
the department establish such a center. Meantime. Neuleib had suggested o
the chanr that a materials and tutoring center would be a good addition to the
department. The department chair suggested that Neuleib propose a writing
center inher presentation for a tenure-line contract. the fiest such presentation
attached 1o a national search in the department’s history,

Notenly were the department politics sensitive, the job situation nationally
was at one of its bleakest points, The number of majors in English was down
by the hundreds at our university. and more negative tenure decisions seemed
likely. 1t was in this politically volatile situation that our center began. Given
the ceonomy today. new center directors may find themselves in equally
tentative and vubnerable situations, With these unspoken political necessities
abway s in mind. the center began with much self-protective behavior, Every
record was kept meticutously s evers hour of tutoring, every type of assistance,
cevery planning period Tor tutors, every presentation to campus facilities like
dorms and fraternity houses. every speech given at a convention or workshop.
crery computer program run. every moment of every day for evervone who
worked in the center was recorded. Each student using the center was asked
to evaluate the experience and to {ill out a form documenting that experience.
At the end of the first year. an elaborate report went out to every corner ol the
campus showing how busy the center had been and how effective the tatoring
had beenin the eyves of users. For years the reporting mechanism remained the
same, producing a campus-wide pereeption of industry and cffectiveness for
the center.

In 19RO the administration decided to combine, under Neuleib's direction,
the writing center with the Tess heavily used study/skitts center, None of the
initial conditions existed that had informed the beginning of the Writing
Center. The directors (Neuleib and Scharton) had long since been tenured and
were not i the vulnerable position of those carly days of the center. Depart-
ment and college potities had Tost most of their volatility : a different ¢hair and
dean had been successful in their jobs Tor some yeuars ---hoth were relaved and
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conlident in their decision-making. Yet, as we noted above. cautious self-
reporting and detailed data collection had become such a habit of operation
and such a rule for administration that no one questioned whether it should
continue. The “someday -they-will-chech-up-on-us™ attitude was still operat-
ing somewhere at the barely conscious level and was conveyed more by
example than by precept to the two assistant directors. The original political
context of the Writing Center’s birth clearly has had more influence on
practice in the much targer and politically more stable Center for Learning
Assistance than any current example or model.

Another important Tactor in 1976 was the movement away from drills and
programmed instruction in writing center design. Already theoretically op-
posed (o the use of workbooks wad grammar programs. Neuleib visited several
writing centers in the Midwest. noting the difference between personal. inter-
active centers like those at Purdue and towa City and some of the programmed
instruction-based centers in community colleges in the state of Hlinois. Alter
observing the difference in the centers” atmospheres, she was quite determined
that no one would be wired to a tape recorder in the name of teaching writing.

This policy. tike that of keeping carelnl records. carried over into Writing
Center rules and regulations to create in the stad a distaste for the impersonal
and dogged atmosphere of those centers where the human clement did not
come first. Coffee is available 1o every person who comes into the Center.
despite our current president’s distaste for food in the workplace. We initially
wereen tutors for academic and intellectual ability:s then we rain them in
witorial and interpersonal skills, We use personality type as a frame within
which to teach tators what personal tactios and nonverbal signals to use to
mahe students comfortable in the Center (Jensen and DiTiberio 1989: Schar-
ton and Neuleib 1990). Much of this stress on atmosphere was grounded in
the arguments that Mina Shaughnessy. Muriel Harris, and many others made
against impersonal, generalized algorithmic methods of deating with writing
instruction. All those powerful voices of the seventies have o influcnced
Hiinois State University™s Center that it would be hard to rethink the current
activities with a nineties perspectise.

Perhaps an cthnographer who was not a part of the writing center culture
would be the best evaluator of the wavs in which these assumptions have
worked themselves out in the day-to-day operation of the Center. Since
assistant directors. office manager, and tutors are all chosen with the center’s
tone and methods in mind. the inevitable effect is to reinforee the original
assumptions and to avoid ideas and practices that would produce a contrary
pattern. For instance. the need for a programmed chemistry tutorial has been
noted by several center tors, and everyone on the staff agrees that the
program would be awonderfub idea. No one. however., has found the time and
interest 1o look at the many chemistry tutorials that are available. Thas, the
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theory about not teaching writing through grammar workbook exereises, no
doubt the best idea in its timie and possibly stitl the best idea. has influenced
other practices that might better be served by programimed instruction.

One sort of technology. however, enhances the interpersonal strengths of
the center tutors, Since 1986, all writing tutors in the Center have had access
o computers in order to work with students on their papers on-sereen when
necessary. The assemptions upon which we introduced the computers, of
course. tie back to exactly the same theory that prohibited programmied gram-

miar instruction. These assumptions are the same that undertie our insistence
onextensive variety in the generation of papers. the need to revise after having
appropriate readers look at the papers. and the need to continue looking at a
| text as a work in process through multiple revisions.

Thus. the personal computer became the tutoring ool of the well-trained
Lator, thoagh the ttor was never, of course. to use the computer for any
programmed workbooks. We are being just a bit ronic about our own theo-
retical assumptions, but we give Foucault his due in admitting that we have
been o thoroughly controtled by those assumiptions that we find it ditficult
crven tosee that anyvone ehse could work from any other perspective. What we
have done i our Center seems o theoretically sound and <o without question
the best way 1o tutor writing that we find it difticult 1o imagine that other
assumiptions could have led to another sort of center.

That is exacthy the point. though: another set of assumptions coseld have led
toafar different type of center. as those original visits to other leaming centers
demonstrated. The centers that had silent rooms with programmed instrue-
tional booklets and tape recorders were informed by a different set ol assump-
ttons. Mostof us today. still would not call those Tearning laboratories writing
centers or reading centers, but that retusal to even share our names with theirs
only emphasizes the difference in controtling visions.,

Triangulating Data

Having done some darcheology onour early assumptions, we can begin to look
atour centers as an ethnographer might. The central anals tical approach ol an
cthnographer is a method called riangulation (FLauer and  Asher [98S;
Spradley TOSO) through which an observer can ook at the same world from
several different perspectives, Ethnographers do not test hiypotheses, but
rather generate hy potheses from trangulated data and then micasure those
Iy pothieses against more data (Spradley). We have neentioned the masses off
data we have collected. Combined with our observations, these data can be
inlormative about the nature of ttoring and outcontes in our center and can
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provide a rich rescarch base for generating hypotheses about tutoring in
writing centers.

Studying a center’s operation will illustrate this triangulation. Qur readers
are well aware of how 1o use records to document student progress, so we will
turn our attention 1o the reflexive effects that center operations exert on those
who are nominaily the agents and insiruments of change in students. We will
use our records 1o assume the perspectives of the tutor. the administrator. and
the teacher. From the triangutated view point which emerges. we ill generate
hiypotheses about the center.

Tutor's Perspective

An example of this rich cross-sectional stady can begin in a Wriling-across-
the-curriculum (WAC) tutor™s file. The tators in writing-across-the-curricu-
Tum are hired specifically to work for one faculty member in a department that
is a part of the English department’s WAC program. These tators then spend
Siv hours per week working for the teacher to whom they are assigned,
marking papers and responding to journal entries and the fike. They spend one
hour per week in stalt meetings on tatorial issues. The other three or more
assigned hours per week are spent tutoring either students from the assigned
WAC class or trem other writing classes. Tutors write records of all lutoring
wessions in their own personal files, recording their tutoring activities and
future plans for working with studenis. Tutors also write records of their
tutoring experiences in student files, recording witorial information for their
future sesston plans and to inform a succeeding tutor or an inquiring professor
of the tutoring events.

One WAC tutor, Mark. works for a sociology professor who is one of the

most energetic and devoted of the university faculty who emphasize writing
in their content-area classes. From Mark’s personal files, we can develop a
piciure of the writing center enterprise as Mark experiences it He takes
meticutous notes when he tutors, and he pay s careful attention (o advice hoth
in the tutor handbook and in the weekly stafl meetings.

Mark pay s close attention to the needs of his students, worrving when they
miss appointments and checking en their progress in the class for which he is
4 tutor. We note that Mark fits many of the ideal tutor patterns that we have
urged on all our tutors and have weleeted for when interviewing cach year. He
Jistens more than he tatks, cheeks on students when they miss sessions. keeps
the pen or keyhoard in the hands of the student he is helping, and tries to keep
in nund the class expectations which the student must meet with the paper
being wrilten. Fhs itoring notes display thoroughness and sympathy for
cach student with whom he works. He often comments when a student misses
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@ session or does not give a paper the same enthusiasm that he would for one
he himsell was writing. Al in all, he is the “ideal wtor.” Generally, Mark
represents the hind of tutor the center staff try to hire and train.

We also have staff notes. taken on Mark s tutoring methods and style, We
assume that male and female tutors wili react in certain culturally determined
ways. males tending 1o be slightly more directive and dominant in tutoring
sessions, We also assume. however. that ttors of various personality types
will react to others in the patterns predisposed by those patterns. Mark is a
Iype given o introspection. imagination. helping others. and keeping options
open (Introverted. Intuitive. Feeling. Perceiving) in Myers-Briggs's terms, so
we assume that he will not foltow culturat stereotypes for men. Our observa-
tions seem o contirm those assumptions. OF course. our note-taking may he
informed by our assumptions about what we expect of @ male English major
who has the extreme introverted personality indicated by his responses to the
personality indicator.

Jenna is as nearly opposite Mark as possible. vet she oo fits the pattern for
adesirable tutor. She is lively. enthusiastic, cager to help everyone around her,
Of course. she does share Mark s interest in others and shows that concern in
her work with those whom she witors, Her tutoring records indicate her more
outgoing and vivacious personality: she sees more people per week. though
she tators the same number of hours, and writes fess about each encounter.

Her notes reveal a breathlessness. a need to move on o the next project or
person. Evervone knows when she arrives in the Center with her cheerful and
bright persenality and her willingness to el alt about her most recent activity,

whether thatis writing & paper or making taffy apples for her whole apartment
complex.Jenna, by the way. is the extraverted (Extray erted. Intuitive, Feeling.
Judging) type in Myers-Briggs's terminology,

Administrator’s Perspective

Our assumptions color our observations, since we come 1o both tutors with
expectations and attitudes about what we expect them (o do in any particular
tutoring situation. But from watching Mark aind Jenna and otliers like them.
we are able to forny some hy potheses about the nature of the tutoring expected.
and performed. in our center, First. the candidate™s personal concern and
micrestin the well being of the students who witl come for help are important
considerations in our tutor choice and training. Qur witor handbook reinforces
that hy pothesis sinee it stresses interpersonal skills in nearly every one of its
gudefines. Second. while tutors must be bright. they must also know how to
communicate with those whom they tutor. Jenna and Mark. both Undergradu
ate “Feaching Assistant twtors, are. by definition. excellent students since the
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university requires @ B average or above for UTAS in all arcas. Our tuior
sereening. which includes extensive group interview s, stresses picking those

tutors who have skill in working with others in the group and in cooperating
rather than competing.

Those who are acquainted with the personality-type assumptions that un-
dertic our comments above may be amused to know that we setdom choose
our own personality types as ttors since the particular caring qualities we
stress in our ttors are not the first-line gualities of our own competitive
natures. That observation leads to our major hypothesis: Wriring Centers ninst
resist the dominant academic ethos of competition, replacing individual suc-
cess witl cooperation achievement for all.

This hypothesis emerges after long consideration. From years of working
with stalT. tutors. and students, we have come o think of oursetves as more
patient teachers, improved problem solvers, somewhat more humane admin-
istrators. and Far better negotiators Tor academic improvement. We have
fearned 1o use our intellectual and social skills to improve the learning envi-
ronment for others. and in learning that fesson. have become better scholars
and teachers ourselves. We have tearned to understand. even to value, ideas
and practices which run counter 1o our own inclinations.

We han e abso observed that a writing center provides an opportunity for the
field testing of teaching methods that can improve teaching across the curricu-
lum. The tworial methods in our onn center find applications in the classes
of our Tormer tutors as well as in the classes of faculty who send students 1o
the center. Collaboration and peer response come easily to our former tutors’
classtooms. as does the casy relingquishing of authority 1o the writers and
readers of student teats, Our center has been a prime teding ground for
studeni-centered writtg instruction and continues to be a place where inno-
vation and creativity are encouraged and rewarded.

A familiar example of this change is Ken Bruffee's (1984) work with
collaboration. work that is firmiy based in observational research in writing
centers. From the tutorial experience which he observed. he was able 1o
extrapolate a theory that has informed the profession generally. That rescarch
senved to formulate concepts that had broader application than 1o writing
centers alone. We find that the center is often a place for greater understanding
of ourselves s college professors and Tor our colleagues” increased under-
standing ol therr students. And that understanding inevitably leads to change
of various kinds. change that extends beyond the walls of the center and the
departments who use the center regularly. We Tind our administrators bringing
dignitaries such as visiting college board mentbers or administrators from
other sehools through the center. showing them that the university does care
about students. When admmstrators stress the need to understand and aid
stidents, they theniselves become more coneerned for student well-being.
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Teacher's Perspective

Now that we have begun to formulate our hy pothesis - that centers catalyze
change in @l those who become involved in their activities—we will use
another perspective to attempt o deepen., qualify, or perhaps rebut and aban-
don our hy pothesis, The teacher perspective will help us in that eifort. We are
able to assume that perspective legitimately because. notin spite of. our status
as teachers moour department. Like many center administrators, we assume
both roles, and thus we partahe in the subjective eapertence of both the center
and the department culture.

We are accustomed to the notion of the professor is unmoved mover. Some
professors refer students to the center from a distance by way of o form or a
phone call. A few others escort students. introduce them personatly, and
continue to monitor their progress. Whether the professors assume the role of
a transcendent or an immanent deits. they are seldom asked to change. Stu-
dents, tutors, and center administrators view their task as meeting the expee-
tations of the professor,

But as teacher-administrators we find that our intuitions and our records
suggest it professors do change when exposed to writing centers. We can
generalize that observation to include many of the teachers who refer students
to the center or who conduct composition research. The phrase “persenalin
contlict.” often used o dismiss disagreements between faculty and students.
in fact desceribes two fundamental problens in composition research and
instruction, The first problem is that professors and graduate students may be
inclined to emphasize their research over student needs. Qur carly records
show. tor example, an instructor who used the Flower and Hayes problem-
sofving model mechanically. insistung that students follow a set pattern for all
writing in order to factlitate a rescarch study, Many students found this
cybernetic model unintelligible or constraining. complaining (o tutors that
they just could not communicate with the instructor. The tutors were able (o
spot the difTiculty and communicate to the professor the need o help them to
help the students understand the research model informing the instruction.
The professor altered the presentation of the model to suit the students” needs
so that both the students in the class and the instructor profited trom the
change induced through the observations of the tutors,

Fhe second problem is that graduate students can bring a senior professor’s
theories to the classroom with a zeal that blinds them to the limitations of their
own befiefs. In writing centers, we see students struggling o find some
personal meaning inoa teacher’s exhortation o empower themsehes in
the academic world, or to Tearn techniques for eritical evaluation ol the cul-
ture. or to aceept the cosmunal nature of knowledge. Tutors are often well
posttioned 1o assist composition students to sift the instruction from the
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ideology. and classroom instructors often fearn trom itors where the students
have lost track of the connections between theory and practice. The center can
provide a groand of communication between students and teachers that teads
to changed perspectives on both their parts.

The View from Inside the Triangle

Thus, writing centers inevitably change those who interact in and with them.

As obsersers of our own center. we have noted changes in ourselves as well,
We have discussed at fength our various tactics caleulated to establish and
maintain a center that could constanthy prove its worth and at the same time
provide sensitive and adaptable tutoring for all. Observing that center in
action as it is now with wtors like Mark and Jenna has helped us to see how
the center has changed us as well. Like the administraters and dignitaries we
show through the center, we find that we have almostinadvertently committed
oursehres 1o the well-being of students. I a frightening observation that
college professors do not make often enough: we really are changed by
espousing goals that demand the improvement of the young.

Finally. we have observed that centers change the college or university
community in which they eniste for the schools, by making a social and
financial commitment to student assistance. become more than a gateheeper
and source of academic eredentiating. Knoblauch argues that “the concepi of
literacy is embedded in the ideological disposition of those who use the
concept, those who profit from 1t and those who have standing and motivation
to enloree it as a social requirement™ (1990, 74y When a school provides a
place where students can help one another and establish a network of concern
and assistanee. it redefines literacy as a shill 1o be shared and ealianced. not
only as a talent o be measured and rewarded. A school that vatues the means
of achicvement as well as the ends gives back 1o its culture the support it has
been given and Tinds in itself the potential for adjusting to an ever more
diverse culture,

We have offered this triangulated ethnographic construction ol a small
Jocale. the Hlinois State University Center for Learning Assistance. 1o show
how varied picces of datacan give apicture of acenter at work. We have ashed
questions about what is important to that center. whether we mide the right
chotees in designing the center. and whether we should continue or alter
current practices. We might propose the hypothesis that this design s a
cuccessful way to construct a center. either a writing center ora larger fearing
center. Our experience certainly confirms that hy pothesis for us. but an out-
cider might argue that we have merely aftiomed our own original intentions,
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formulated many years ago when observing centers before setting up the
original writing center,

We would suggest that a rescarch design to test this hy pothesis might be to
have other center directors write such archacological ethnographies of their
own centers, beginning first with the assumptions underlying the births of the
centers and moving out to a triangulated description of the centers as they now
present themseives through the notes of tutors, the evaluations ol students
witored. the papers written by those students. and the center directors” own
observations of the day -to-day working of the staff. These combined studies
would provide a rich testing ground for our assumption that interpersonal
warmth is second in importance only to tutorial wbility and knowledge of the
ficwd. It would also test what cach director discovers in becoming an ethnog-
rapher “other™ in his or her own center.

We Tound that watching the University Center for Learning Assistance
work through the eves of observers rather than as persons-in-charge proved
beth instructive and enriching. Daily demands can so stress busy directors tha
they may forget to stop and observe what happens with tutors and staff. Are
the original assumptions. if" they were the best ones, still in operation? Mary
Croft, author of the first article on writing centers in Change magazine in
1976, once observed that a director should not get too far away from the
center. cither in space or thought, It was good advice in 1976, and it is still
goad advice. The ethnographer can be both researcher and necessary partici-
pant. 11 we are changed by being in the culture. as Geerts observes, then we
can be sustained by being in our own center cultures. We can stay in touch
with the social discourse that heeps a center alive and active and continue to
be sensitive to the subtle messages Mowing from the people who tutor to-
gether, reinforeing one another™s values and sustaining the qualities that make
tutorial centers uniquely vatuable for bl who work in them,
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7 Text Linguistics: External Entries
into ““Our” Community

Ray Wallace
Northwestern State University

Introduction

While the main title of this essay suggests a discussion revolving around the
practical application of several textual linguistic theoretical issues 1o the
writing center environment. the more important purpose stems from the sec-
ond half of the title. Therefore. this essay. like many in this collection. is not
simply acdiscussion of a particalar theory and an investigaton into how this
theory can be extensively applied 1o “our™ environment. This essay serves as
a case study of how writing center personnel come to realize the need for.
search Tor, and then apply appropriate theors to “their”™ world. As such. then,
this is notan essay about text linguistic theory, although those unfamiliar with
this exciting arca o) linguistic study will he given sufficient sources with
which to further consider possible applications: this essay desceribes one
center’s exploration of theretofore unexplored theoretical concerns. The dis-
cussion revolves around the perception of a dilference between current com-
position theory and practice in the writing center, and what steps one w riting
center ook to overcome this dilference by searching for a more promising
theoreticaul construct. This essay. then, offers a case study into how one Writing
center Tooked to theory emerging outside the traditional composition world
for possible sofutions to problems occurring inside the composition world.
Obviously. the time and space permitted in such a collection does not allow a
full-blown rationale for the introduction of text linguistic theory into the
composition world: the use of a case-study approach is meant (o show others
in our community the possibilities such a journey outside our community can
offer and promote. and to raise implications for further study.

Discussion

Although most would admit that 1t s ~owr™ conference and the most presti
gious/important one “we™ own. cach year the my rad of interest groups attend-
ON
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my the Conterence on College Composttion and Communication usually
come away with the teelmg that they hinve not been well-served by this
cathenne and that the detintons of “we™ and “our™ are unclear. o say the
feast NMany feel that therr saspicions of othier groups of attendees have been
proved once agam. others teet that their so-called “colleagues™ neither speak
the sane Lingaage nor hane the same coneerns as they do,and yet others feel
that they aie bemg Telt belnnd 10 wave adieu to former cotleagues who have
wmped on the latest and Listest-mos ing train pulling out of Bare Gbscurity to
tamne. Tartune . and polical clout within our organization.

With so many diverse and contradictory views of “our™ field being touted
as ot o “hnasdedge. many i the field are unclear as to where the com-
muamis of those mterested m the teaching of writing begins and ends, One
sronp these defimng themselves as composition teachers, feel that they aie
now menthers of somcthing thes had tricd to escape: name tag reading. theory
moneerne. “hie name” sesston atiendees agroup more interested in flair
that dealogue. more content with Ty pe thiny help, The wordy, the unelear. and
the polincdly conreat, they feel. are rewarded at the expense of the practical.
the wppheableand the real. Tlis group feels cheated when presented treatises
on Sophists, Anstotehan Logie. Gorgias and the Neo-Platonists, Neo-Mary-
wEOApproaches 1o Discourse Stwdies, and a plethora of thinly disguised papers
an the teadhimg ol hiterature. at “their™ composition conference. O course.
Nondes (198 book has been ol gicat belp in classifying all these groups into
mie thiodelogical communtties: the micro communities of Practitioners, Histo-
tans, Philosophers, Criines, Baperimentalists. Clinicians, Formatdists, and Eth-
nocraphets form the macro community: of Compasition. Yet, he gets 1o the
dray of the problem when he points out two important political ramifications

ol o divistons

The tistas that the new mvestigators e tended to rample roughshod
aver the cLnns al previous mquirers, espectally the “indigenous™ popu

Lenon thiat Dl call the Practtieners, Inother words, much ol what
epecndy teachiers hase damed 10 know about writing has been
cenoted discounted, of ridiculed so that, despite ther overw helming
vrarenty. ey have beenretteenvely disenfranchised as knowledge mik-
cis mthien own field Second. the growth of methadological awareness
Tas uot hept pace with the struggle for the power and prestige that go
with heng able o say what constitntes knowledge. Investigators olten
o noretlective about ther own mode ot anguirs, Tet alone anyone
s e predictable esubl waithin methodological commanities has
bects disorder mvestieators e wont (o claim more of their work than
they can o should, Between conmumities. 1t has produced @ hind ol
mthnon i he absence of acntical conscmusness capable of diserimn

matt more caietadh the vanous Kids of knowledge produced by these
medes ol mguiny e been prled ap anentically, helter-sheiter. with hittle
reeand to mcompatibihnes The vesalt has been an accumulated know!
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edge of arelatnely ampressive size. but one that lacks any clear coher-
cnee or methodological integrity. Composition's collective tund  of
knowledge s avery tragile entity. (3)

Perbaps we cannot hope Tor a macro-community consisting ol content, power
sharing. respectful, micro-communities just yet; we must wait until we cach
have more carelully analy zed our own stances, philosophical comnerstones.,
and the roles and places of theory in these communities.

Such a fecling of division is certainly alive and well in the writing center
movement. Indeed. it would not be too great an exaggeration (o suggest that
there is an “us™ against “theni™ feeling when those called Practitioners are
confronted by the theorists. In the writing center arca. unti! recently, we were
seen by the other communities as primarily Practitioners-—an appellation we
did not disagree with. Jeanette Harris points out that even our most recent
publications tend 1o show ourselves as “primarily pragmatists rather than
theorists - in Stephen North's terminology, practiioners rather than re-
scarchers or scholars™ (19920 200y, Indeed. most ol us got into this field
hecause we belicved in the power of one-to-one tatoring as a result of our
having been tutors “in the trenches.”

My academic career focused on teaching writing precisely because T was
influenced by a no-nonsense. down-to-carth. writing center director who
stressed that my main ttoring objective was to help writers meet their readers”
expectations, As a new tutor, there seemed 1o be nothing very “theoretical™
about this task -we achieved it without great deliberations as o the “power™
ol the ttor, the student's Myers-Briggs (ype. classical or modern theories of
rhietoric. or ol the marginalized voice we were Torcing into a prestige dialect.
Our utor-training sessions seemed very practical what-to-do-on-Monday -
morning alTairs, We discussed problem cases, developed tutoring strategies to
deal with them. tried the strategies at the next witoring session, modified them
on the spot il they were not waorking. and came back 1o report successes and
Larlures at the neat wtor-training session. What Fremember ol this experience
was areal sense ol experimentation and freedom, of not being shackted to one
guiding theoretical camp or community of scholars, What I did not realize af

the time. but do now, was that my writing center director was exposing me to

various theoreticat/scholarly approaches without ever naming them as such.
Indeed. the single mostinstructive point in my graduate career was having a
writing center director who could tand would) quickly dispatch stand-alone
theory and name-dropping scholarship to the nether regions of hell! Instead.
without in-depth discussions of their theoretical underpinnings, she simply
helped tutors see which approaches worked well in the center and which did
not. and how such effectiveness might tansler to our classroom. We didn't
hnow Derrida trom Donald Duck, we would seoll at anvone attempting to
sway us with “Foucault and the Freshiman Wrnter™ and. quite frankly. the idea
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of sitting down with a student to explain the composing process in detail by
draving triangles and eylindrical models seemed a little off-topic to say the
feast. What Tdidn"t readize at the time was that my first writing center director
(herself writing one of the first, and finest. rhetorical defenses of writing
centers) was instilling in me something much more than practitioner aware-
ness. What [ got instead was one person’s view on how a writing center
practitioner could reapply theoretical ideas from other communities into our
own,

Left alone. and many writing center personnel have been surely Teft at this
stage. the writing center tutor, as simple practitioner. stagnates. We all know
the writing center practitioner. This is the person afraid of theory. this is the
person unw illing to cross sell-imposed boundaries o atiempt application from
historical. philosophical. eritical. experimental, clinical. formalist. and cthno-
graphic arcas of scholarship in the composition community. and this is the
person who feets out of place in what is now our truly cross-disciplinary field.
The writing center profession cultivated by such practitioners will surely reap
a bitter harvest. Many of our own sessions at the ficid’s (note. not "our™)
nattona! conferences have become closed-door. incestuous, complaint ses-
sions. We complain about our budgets. about our low status in our depart-
ments. and about how cven our own composition colleagues outside our
centers don’t understand us! We are becoming our own worst enemies in the
profession - it all we can do is complain about how badly we are treated. how
no one sees our worth in the composing process. and how we never are given
enough resourees o do our job. then we clearly are not doing enough o seli
ourseives to the esternal Torees who control much of our desting. I all we can
do 18 publish ourselves in our own closed journals. then we are preaching to
the converted. We must reach out to other communities in our profession. and
such outreach is done by reflection about our own cliims and those of other
communitics. H at first our messages are not reagily acceepted m other com-
munitics. then we must write fouder and stronger messages until they are
heard and taken to heart.

It is time Tor the writing centers 10 move beyond the practitioner’s goal of
guiding students” writing instruction in a one-to-one tutorial situation. We
must begin to show others in the field of composition that what the writing
center has to ofter is a great deal more than soft chairs. caring people. and [ree
coffee. We must show these people. our colleagues. that we have strong
theoretical underpinnings. we have a solid awareness of the theories we can
and can’t use m our ttoring situations. and that we can and do formulate our
own theories alter exposure to others™. and as aresult of the valuable practi
toner-knowledge we gam on a darly basis mothe writing center. We must
promote our environment as i center for composition rescarch. as well as the
center {or writing o our campuses.
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Many in the writing center world are beginning to travel outside the
confines of the Practitioner community and are beginning o see links with
ther communities™ theories and practices. evideneed by this collection and
others in the past Tew years (Olson 1984 Farrell 1990; Wallace and Simpson
F991). Many of the new generation ol writing center directors are emerging
from composition and rhetorie programs with broad educaticnal experienees
which cnable them to show tinks between the various communities North has
described. and are bringing the needed cross-disciplinary perspective with
them. Writing center personnel are now heing trained by those much more
influenced by other camps and not alraid to discuss these areas. Henee. the
difference between me as tator and my tators in this generation is that the
current wtors are now much more open o seeing composition instruction as
an amalgamation of theories and practices. The witor-trainer now does not
need to cover theory up: theory can be discussed in writing center tutor-train-
mg meetings much more openly,

It is safe to assume that we are looking for more varied theoretical and
practicat approaches to hetp define our place in the ficld of writing instruction.
We have grown rapidly in the past en years, and with this growth has come
the need for theoretical/scholarly sophistication. We are now willing and able
to guestion the tenets that formed our field only o decade ago. In order for a
more varied theoretically based writing center to oceur, the writing eenter
director and writing center personnel must question what they have abways
taken for granted and grow outward from the experience. Such an event
oceurred in my center @ few terms ago. Because the conclusion to this event
has allowed me 1o look at the composing process in the writing center a little
differenty. has allow ed me to examine a new theory more closely, has allowed
me (o share this theory with my wiors and other compositionists. and has, in
twrn, demonstrated this theory s interdisciplinariness, 1 feel writing center
philosophy has advanced within the composition community in a way North
calls for,

Theory-Building in the Writing Center: A Case Study

As cach academic year draws 1o i close, writing center directors prepare their
Final reports, count the number of student visits, and plan their budget requests
for the nest vear. Across the country, we busily prepare these statements to
show what great johs we did, how our students progressed as writers, and how,
in general, our witors helped students suceeed in academic writing, For mans
vears Thad included statentents on how miy tutors helped students “understand
their own composing processes™ and successfully approach writing from a
“less product oriented approach.™ 1 talked about our “outreach to other dis-
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course communities.”™ our attempts at “computer-assisted composition.” our
movement tow ard “satetlite writing centers.” and our centers as “places where
collaborative approaches 1o writing instruction and learning are stressed.”

I include such statements because (A) 1 believe them (B) T hknow my VPAA
and Dean have heard of at least some of them, will not guestion their truthful-
ness. and like to see mention of them. (C) 1 have heard other writing center
peonle talk about them at conferences and have read about them in the
literature. and (1) these statements represent the lingua franca of my profes-
sion and its survival in the face of other communities” successes. Yetoas Twas
writing about how my writing center was changing the face of writing instruc-
tion as we know itat my institution, how the center has improved both writing
and writer. how we have developed cooperative/collaborative skifls in both
writer and tutor. and how we have advanced effective writing skills across the
campus, | thought of North's statement that we want to claim more for our
work than we can or should. Each year T make the claim that our tutors help
students learn how 1o compose in a more effective manner-- we teach effec-
tive composing skills and we are there o help students at any stage of their
COMPOSING PrOCEess,

However. when T looked around my center (asually closed by the time
finals were upon us). Tnoted my own tutors composing in ways Thad tried all
vear 1o teach them 1o teach students not to do. Tutors were writing ap to the
very last minute betore their own papers were due. Indeed. cach tevm T saw
them “pultling all-nighters™ 1o finish their Dickens papers. cramming poorly
selected (hut Tong) guotes to pad their eritical theory papers, struggling with
length  what else can T say to make this twenty pages long?™ Do they revise
as 1 have tught them good writers do and as 1expected them to show tutees
o do? No! | have seen ¢aperienced wriling center tutors fail 1o proofread a
hard copy of their graduate-level paper on the composing process! On count-
less occitstons, T have witnessed my best tutors get the approxinite length,
throw in a few transttions, haphazardly proofread (on sereen), print. stick a
paper clip on one corner. and run to take the in-class final.

Fhese tutors don't practice what we tand they) preach. They don't follow
the guidehnes we give to writers who ceme to us for help. They understand
[ront tutor-training sessions how the composing process and the writing center
ttorial combine m theory, having read the pertment otfprints we give theme
Bruttee (19841, North (1984), Harris (19861 Meyer and Smith (1987), Kail
and Trimbur (19871 and ‘Trimbur (198 They read and seem to understand
the standard books and articles Beach and Bridwell (1984, Faigley (1986).
Flower (1U8%1 ete. we gne them on composing: they understand how
researchers tell them people compose: Fox (19905 and Selzer (198450 and
they read and discuss, in Odell and Goswami (19851 and Brannan, Knight,
and Neverow Turk (1983), how important composing is i the lives of the

ray
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professional and business writers. in careers many of them aspire to. More
important than this tacit understanding is that. in the wtoring sessions, the
tutors use the language presented in those books and essays and in my
tutor-training workshops to explain the composing process to the first-year
students who walk in our doors to reeeive the very help we advertise. They
tath about the composing process in the terms we have given them. but they
don’tseem to practice what they preach as gospel, Why? After the conclusion
of a recent term in which this phenomenon had again raised its mystifying
head. after the tutors” papers had been written and graded. and after the writing
center had closed for the term. | asked my tutors for one more tutor-training
meeting (a collective groan was quelled with promise of free pizza after-
wards),

I pointed out my observations 1o my tutors and they readily agreed—yes.
in fact. they did not Tollow the advice they had given out 1o the students they
ttored. Most seemed a little embarrassed that | should question their writing
styles. but most seemed more embarriassed at my thinking that advanced
writers such as they would ever practice theory obviously developed to ex-
phain the attempts at discourse freshmen produced. Indeed. the consensus wis
that the composing process as explained to them was all well and good for an
introductory lesson on the beast. but they desired a much more theoretically
advanced model 1o explain their own composing processes. Indignantly. they
threw back at me the cliché that “the composing process is a highly individu-
alized process™ as evidence of the oversimplicity of the previous theories. If

it ix so highly individualized. why force-feed us essays by people trving o

quantify and generalize about all first-vear writers, they asked. Instead. these
tutors demanded a more complex and individualized set of descriptions of
their own composing processes and of those of advanced writers. And,
trankly. since | had opened this can of worms. they looked o me to find the
solution.

Scarching Outside Composition

Having tfound the rescarch on the composing process Trom inside the field
wanting. [ hnew that I would have to look further afield. Twrned to the work
of Beaugrande and Dresster (198 1) in text finguistios. | had first heard about
this work from Maurice Scharton at HHinois State University, one of the first
writing center practtioners spending time in the alien world of theory. and had
run across it in a few papers by applied linguists at CCCCL linguists who,
mcidentally. seemed as marginalized as the writing center population at the
conterencee.
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After working through much of the fiterature being produced in the arca. |
aftered a seminar in Text Linguistios and the Composing Process, and it was
there that my tutors tmany enrolled in the class) found the langaage which
they could use to more effectively explain the composing process. It was
through these theoretical discussions from an area outside the usual realm
visited by writing center personnet that such a group of compositionists were
able 1o apply theory to practice and. T betieve. forward our understanding of
composition, Since the course focused on the definition of boundaries of what
atentis and wien a text becomes a non-text. my students studied the various
features of textuality asdefined by several textual theorists and then how these
theories might help eaplain the very individualized nature of advanced writ-
CIS COMPOSING Processes.

A Brief Description of Text Linguistics

Briefls, text Iinguistios says @ test is g communicative oceurrence only when
seven siandards ol textuality are miet. The seven standards are thus seen as
constitutive principles (definmg testual communication) and can be broken
down into the text-eentered standards Cohesion and Colierence: and the
user-centered standards of Trientionality, Acceprability. Lnformativiey, Sitn-
attonaliy.and Tnrertexrnaliny. The degree to which these standards come into
play is regulated by the principles of efficiency. effectivencess, and appropri-
ateness, Beaugrande and Dressler (1980) claim that in their view of the
tentuality of a given document (we only dealt with written texts) all the
standards of textuality mast be present.

Cohesion deals with the wavs in which grammatical dependencies form so
that the words in g text (the surface text depend are mutually connected
within a sequenced upon cach other, Ceherence, on the other hand. concerns
the mutual accessibility and relevance of coneepts and refations in the deep
et Intentionadity refers 1o the tent producer’s attitude that the text fulfill
his/her mtentions for it Acceptability concerns the test’s relevance for a
receiver. Informativity deals with the level of new knowledge as opposed 1o
alreads knewn mformation presented in the text. Situationality concerns the
factors which make a et relevant and casily accessible to the situation at
hand. Fally. mtertextuahity concerns the genre under which like texts can be
placed (3 11,

For the compositionists this was fairhy new territory, and 1 worried that we
would do the very thing that had atienated the practitioners from the rest of
the composttion community. T worned that we would get hogred down m

theory with no practical applicaton ever to result. Howeser, while this new
generation of writing center personnel found the theory to be exeiting (and
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confusing). they never lost sight of their goal of developing a new method of
deseribing how they compose. These compositionists were able 1o explore
cach one of these standards of textuality in isolation and then use their
new found knowledge to return o their own community 1o make it grow in a
new direction.

In their work on cohesion, these pragmatic compositionists looked at the
work of Keele (19735 and Lolts and Loftus ¢1976): a the fickd of Functional
Sentence Perspective. especialls Rummelhart's (1977 grammatical expecta-
tions and procedures: amlt at Winston™s (19771 work in transition networhks and
the modeling of cognitive processes. In their work in Coherence. they fooked
at procedural semantics (Levesque and Mylopoulos 1979y and Tulving’s
(1972 episodic versus semantic memorny studies. and they spent much of their
nme looking at Beaugrande's (1980} book deating with primary and sccon-
dary control concept centers. While studying the textual standard of intention-
ahy, they fooked at the relatively carls work in this area by philosophers
Austin (1962, who Tocused much of his work on speech acts, aind Scarle
(1969, In addition. the work of Grice (1978), especially his maxims, was
important in this arca of study, Moving into the area of acceptability. these
students looked at levels of tolerance in texts, especially the differences
hetween grammaticality and acceeptability as discussed by Lako!T (19731, Dijh
(1 79y, and Snow and Metjer (1977). When the students delved into informa-
tivity, Shannon and Weaver's (1949 information theory based on statistical
probability was a good place to begin, However, they soon moved into other
arcas: Clark and Clark's (197701 levels of informativity, Colby s (1966) ethno-
graphic semantics. and Givon's (1978) work on informativity and negation
phicement. In sitationality. they quickly moved to explore the relevant re-
search on situation maoenitoring and management as discussed by Osgood
(197 . and GofTmian (1974, and further elaborated on by Hatliday and Hasan
(19701, Fmallv. as the students concluded their research with intentionality,
they focused on the characteristic text ty pes. schemata. and textual genres, For
this investigation they looked at the work by Laboy and WaletzZky (1967) and
Stem and Glenn (19793, as well as work on testual recall studies (Kintsch and
Dijk 1978).

While my students were very well-read in composition studies. and in
writimg center studies in particular, they, quite frankly. had never heard of any
ol these researchers from other fields  yvet here they were conducting re
search on subyects notvery far removed from their own, | deliberately laced
their reading with rescarch that had been conducted on the composing process
m oour ow i field's so-catled hevday cthe seventies and carly cighties) to show
them that by keeping a vers isolated perspective they would be missmg a
phaustble alternative tanguagze with which to explore ther own field.
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The results of this seminar were helpful to my wtors, They gained a new

perspective on their own composing strategies. They developed new language

with which to describe what was happening as they. and many of their tutees.

worked on composing communicatice texts, They were able to explain many

of these new ideas to others inafess linguistically based language. and they

felt comtortable with this nessfound way of looking at their tield. The intro-

duction of the multidisciplinary world of text linguistics has been an impor-

tant learning experience for all my writing center personnel. mysel! included.

Its kev success has been forus all to reatize that the teaching of writing cannol

simphy be explained in the terms and through the ideas we adopted from

carlier rescarch. We can no longer rely on faded definitions and the recollec-

tions of practitioners. I we no longer use the definitions in good faith, if we

no longer believe evervthing we have read and learned about composition in

the seventies and carly cighties. then we must both Took inward and outward

for some new, better, answer to aur field’s questions. Just with this one

example. the exploration of et linguistics. my writing center personnelt were

able to see the relationships between text (hroadiy defined) and a host of new
disciplines.

Conclusion

This expioration of theory outside the usual arca studied by writing center
personnel is just one small example of how writing center personnel can play
a more active role in the composition community. We must belicve we are
vital to the community and. as such. that our voices need and must be heard
i we are 1o help mprove writing and writers at all levels, While we hine
helped define ourselves. o ourselves, by our stories of the trials and tributa-
tions of our daily existence within the academic community. we must do more
than b stories to cach other.

The field of composition is rapidhy expanding. and with the expansion ol
this macro-community must come the expansion of the micro-communitics
which make up the whole, Therefore, the writing center must expand its tocus
and scope as the rest of the fickd does likewise. To expand. 1o reach oul to
other communities” wdeas and theories. and o present our own important ideas
and theortes, requires more wotk on our part.

We mustreview what itis we have learned from our practitioner’s role for
the fastten vears, and then move forward with asense of pride. Harris™s (1992)
call 1o the nest generaton of writing center personnel is apt. She wishes for
more work in our expandimg tield:

[Miore pubbications that wie rescarched based, that give a ddearer. moe
comples sense of the theortes that inform writing center pedagogs. that
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evplore the potential of new technologies, that unite theories of practice.
hois time, 1 believe, for writing center scholarship to move beyond the
practical. This does not mean that we should abandon our practical
orientation or stop tetting our stories. for these features are at the core of
who we are. But it does mean that we should streteh toward an under-
standing of the principles that inform writing center pedagogy. asking not
Just what works. but why it works, (2Hh

This essay has been a story in that it has outlined in a case study how a
writing center has had to move forward to come to terms with the need for a
new theors and how the exploration of this new theory has improved the
center’s personnel as teachers. witors, and theorists. Harris 15 correet—our
traditionad stories have been important to us. yet. perivaps. they have provided
us too much insulation against the harsh world ouat there. We have developed
a community of writing center people who have struggled to develop what
thes feel™ is an effective way to improve writers and writing in our academy.

However. we must not stop Liere. We miist now demonstrate that our
feelings are theoretically valid. that these are not simply “ideas from the
trenches™ without validity or applicability to other arcas of the community.
and that we can understand and critique others™ guiding principles. theories,
and philosophices. We must look for other vehieles to explain what it is we do
m the writing center and we must show others in the composition community
that our practices have strong. well-devetoped. theoretical groundings. We
must understand that we have important voices in the composition commu-
nity. and that because we have to be heard to inform the field we should not
hide on small streets off the main road. We must exclaim our newtound
theoretical knowledge and rationale. not publicly wallow in the histories of
our hudgetary or personal despair, We must wear our writing center kabels
with more pride and we must become more active inside and outside the
community - we must publish our stories. our theories. our pedagogical ap-
plications across the community. This essay attempts to show one center’™s
journey inside and outside its community. reaching afien theoretical grounds
to discover arcas of mutual importance. This journey has resulted in tutors
returning with applicable spoils, and. in attempting to apply these new theo-
ries. these tutors have begun 1o profess expanded definitions of “writing
center.” “composition community.” and “writing theory.”

This sneat generation of writing center personnel has already tearned a
vatuable Tesson which perhaps the previous generation did not fearn. i we
wish to be treated as professors of composition. then we niust do more to
profess our mportance and place in i muttidisciplinary. theory -rich, philoso-
phy deep. community. Hhis lesson. though, could only have been earned
through the carlier struggle of “mere practitioners.”
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8 Learning Disabilities and the
Writing Center

Julie Neft .
University of Puget Sound

Since September F9840 when Stephen North's now famous article, “The Idea
ol a Writing Center™ appeared in College Enelish, a picture of the writing
canference has developed: the writer and the writing advisor sit side by side,
the writer holding the pencil, the writing advisor asking probing questions
about the development of the topict or the student ty pes text into a computer
as the writing advisor fires questions designed to help the student think
through the writing problem: or. in a revising session. the advisor points (o a
word or phrase that seems to be “wrong™ for this particular paragraph as the
student jots notes so she can later correct the teat. In these conferences, the
writing advisor tells the student to cheek punctuation and spelling and gives
the student a handout to help with the process, After all the writing center s
not a fin-it" shop for student papers: it is a place for writer to meet reader in
order to receive a thoughtful response.

Behind these pictures of writing center conferences lie some basic assump-
tions: students can improve their ability to invent. organize. draft, revise, and
cdit bused on the responses of i thoughtful reader. Even though the conference
is i many wass collaborative, most of the responsibility for composing and
transerihing is placed on the student writer. Recent theory and pedagogy in
rhetorie and composition sapport these pictures of the collaborative writing
conference. e.g.. Bruftee. Harris, Ede. and Lunsford.

But one group of students does not and cannot [it into this pedagogical
prctwres students with learning disabilities. Though their particular disabilities
vars. these students need a different. more specilie kind of collaboration than
the average student who walks through the doors of the writing center.

What Is a Learning Disability?

Adthough there is sull some disagrecment about the precise detininon. ledii
mg disahilities are generalls o varied group ol disorders that are intrsie o
the mdividual,

|
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The Learning Disabilities Act of 1968, which has only changed in small
wavs sinee it was drafted. defines a leaming disability as “a disorder in one
or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in
using spoken or written languages.” Individuals with leaming disabilities are
tikely to experience trouble with “listenmg. thinking. talking. reading. writ-
ing. spelling. or arithmetie.”™ Learning problems that are primarily due 1o a
physical condition. like visual or hearing impairment. retardation. emotional
dystunction. or a disadvantaged situation. are not considered to result from

fearning disabilities. While these other problems sometimes accompany a

learning disability, they are not the cause or the result of the disability. Nor are
fearning disabilities the result of social or economic conditions. People who
have learning disabilities are born with them, or they have acquired them
throagh a severe illness or accident. and the disability will continue 1o atfect
them over their lifetimes. Although many people overcome their learming
disabilities. they do so by learning coping strategies and alternate routes for
olving problems. People with learning disabilities cannot be “cured.”™ How-
ever. with help. those with learning disabilities can learn to use their strengths
to compiensate for their weahnesses.

A learning disability is the result of a malfunction in the system in one of
more arcas. We cannot look into the brain and see the maltunction, but we can
e the results in a student's performance on a diserete task. The Woodceock-
Johnson Test of Cognitive Ability, one of the most widely used tests for
measuring learning disabilities, uncovers diserepancies between capacity and
performance. Although the requirements differ from state 10 state. two stand-
ard deviations hetween potential and performance on the Woodeock-Tohnson
test (or simikar tests such as the WAIS-R, TOWLL or WRAT) suggest that a
student is learning disabled. as does an extreme scatier of subtest scores.

Some learning disabilities are truly debilitating in that the individual i~
unable to cope with or overconie the problems. Howevero many people with
learntg disabidities are able to function st the highestlevels inone area w hite
having difficulty in another. In fact. many people who are leaming disabled in
one arca are gifted m another. Dyslenic and stow to read. Albert Finstein was
fearning disabled. as was Thomas Edison (Lovitt 1989, 5). Although these are
two of the most well-known cases, they are not exeeptional ones. According
to specialists at a learning disabilities clinic. Another Hoor to Leamning, one
suceessful businessman claimed his learning disability has contributed to his
aceess because it atlowed him o view problems from adifferent perspective.
Otten fearmmg-disabled students who come to college score i the above-av-
erage range of standard 1Q tests and han e finely honed shitls for compensating
tor and adapting to their particular disability.
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What Do We Know about the Brain?

While no one yet knows the precise causes of a learning disability, the
materials dralted by the National Joint Commitiee on Learning Disabilities
presume that the disability. which manifests itself in problems with the acqui-
sition and use of listening. speaking., reading. writing, reasoning. mathemati-
cal or spatial skills, grows out of some sort of brain dysfunction,

Although researchers know much more now than they did a decade ago.
the debate over just how the brain works continues, Some scientists believe
lhul the brain is bicameral. with the left side responsible for language and

sason. and the right side responsible for nonverbal. intitive activities—the
mvslwzll it you will (Berglund 1985, 1). Others believe that the bicameral
model oversimplifies the workings of the brain and is more misleading than
it is useful.!

Richard Berglund (1985) explains that in the last several years a new “twet
madel™ of the brain has emerged, one that is based on the theory that the brain
runs on hormones. The idea that the brain is a gland run by hormones has
resulted in & new. burgeoning ficld of medicine known as neuroendocrinology
which gives credence to the idea that the learning disability has a physiologi-
cul basis.

Meantime. over the past decade. cognitive psychotogy has moved away
from the Platonic idea that human rationality grows out of pure intelligence.
Instead. rescarchers are seeing the brain as “a knowledge medium.”™ a store-
house for great quantities of knowledge about the world. This view of the
brain represents a paradigm shift from the Platonic view, which asserts tlml
only by reasoning with formal rules we can come o general understanding: i
worldly knowledge is more important than pure reason, we have a model ol
human rationality that relies on information in the brain and vast associative
connections that altow the human mind to turn a fragment of information into
a4 considerable amount of knowledge. Human cognition consists not of pure
reason but is instead composed of the information stored in the brain and the
brain's ability to connect those picees of information. Worldly knowledge.
accordig to Jeremy Campbell (1989). has hecome far more important than
pure logic.

How Does ‘This Theory Help Us Understand a Learning Disability?

The idea of the brain as a knowledge machine. and as an organ run by
hormones. can help us understand a learing disability. ‘The brain processes
enormous amounts of information. The brains of learning-disabled persons
have these same properties: but often fearning-disabled persons have trouble

(a2

{




84 Julie Neff

accessing and retrieving the information. and occasionally gathering and
storing it. This is not because they are unintelligent but because of a physi-
ological problem. Judy Schwartz, author of the book Anather Door to Learn-
ing. says that individuals not only have to have basic information. they have
to hnow they have it. The substance and assumptions are inside the Iearning-
disabled person’s brain. but he or she may not know the information is there.
To access what is known, he or she must consciously learn how to tap the
information through sclf-cuing or other methods. In these circumstances. the
wriling center can be helplul,

Misconceptions about Leacning Disabilities

Although brain theory and research support the idea that a learning disability
has a physiological basis. many people, including educators. continue to have
anumber of misconceptions about people with learning disabilities. Some see
the fearning-disabled students as “special education™ students who are new
being mainstreamed. Some see them as manipulative individuals looking for
an excuse for bad spelling and punctuation. Some see “learning disability™ as
a cuphemism for “retarded.™ Others claim that learning disabitities do not
actually exist.”

Since a learning disability has a physiological basis and is not due 1o low
intelligence. social situations. or economic conditions. a learning disability is
not unlike other kinds of disabilitics that have a physiological basis. Rence
must use & wheelchair because she was born with an imperfect spine. This
defect. not caused by fow ielligence. social situation. or cconomic lactors.
is i physiological problem that Renee overcomes by taking a slightly different
route to accomplish her poals. Renee can reach the second floor, but she won't
use the stairs: she'lb use the elevator. Simitarly. the learning-disabled student
can master the material: but she may need to write the exam on a computer,
and she may also need extra time (o access the information she has.

A Case Study

Although Tearning disabilities vary widely, it may be casier t¢ understand how
a learning disability affects an individual by looking at a specific student with
a specifie disability. When Barb was in middle school, her mother asked her
to take a roast from the refrigerator and put it in the oven at 350 degrees so it
would be ready when she got heme from work, The roast was in the baking
dish. seasoned. and covered with plastic wrap. At the appropriate time. Barb
did exactly as usked. The roast was done perfeetly when her mother came
home, but it was coated with melted plastic,
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% hy hadn’t Barb removed the plastic? She had taken cooking in school
and often haked cakes and ceokies at home. Even though she has 20720 vision,
Barh couldn’t comprehend the plastic. Because the plastic exists in space.
Basiv's spatial problems kept her from seeing it until her mother tied it to
s uage by saying, “This roast is covered with melted plastic.™ Barb replied.
"y etsorry. didn't notice i.”

Barb has a disability that affects her ability to access and create reliable
wreges and thus to understand things spatially. She understands and gains
access 1o her world and spatial retationships by building and shaping images
wih tanguage, which in turn gives her access to the images.

Barb needed written or oral directions to remove the plastic. As soon as she
had words. Barb could grasp the situation and accomplish the task. According
to Carol Stockdale of Another Door to Learning. the image was recorded. but
Barb only had access to it through language. Barb often said. “Well. 1 know
“ial” but. in fact. she did not know it consciously until she had the language
w1 refine the image.

In middle school, Barb was placed in an English class that taught grammar
as a discrete subject: two weeks for literature, two weeks for grammar. Barb’s
spoken English was excellent: her speech included sophisticated syntax and
vocabulary. and she was most successful with the reading and discussion of
the literature. But the spatial gquality of the grammar drills confounded Barb.
Because she failed to grasp the spatial task of retrieving the mechanics of
written English, spatial fabels like “adverb™ meant nothing to her. While she
could use an adverb correctly in spoken and written English. she could not
“see” the term “adverb™ any more than she could see the plastic wrap.

When Barb started high school. her classes were content rich: they stressed
worldly knowledge. Although she continued to have difficulty with math and
chemistry. she found that her writing and especially the mechanics improved
as she took courses in history. literature, and art and music history. In these
courses. she was learning the fanguage that would allow her to store and
retrieve the information. The more information she had the better she became
at making connections, and these connections were as apparent in the class-
room as in the kitchen.

Because Barb was coping well with her reading and writing in her high
school classes. she did not anticipate that “driving class™ would be a problem.
But as Barb sat behind the wheel of the family sedan to have a practice session
with her mother. her mother realized that fearning to drive, a spatial task.
would be much more difticult than fearning art history.

Barb cdged the car toward the pavement from the gravel shoulder of the
road. “Turn the car a little to the left, Barb, and as you pick up speed. case
onto the pavement,” her mother said patiently. Barb cased the car onto the
grey cement at about 20 mph. But soon she was back on the gravel. and then
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a minute later she had drifted to the left side of the road. Many novice drivers
drift. but Barb remained unaware of both the drift and resulting position.
“Barb, you're driving on the wrong side of the road! Do you realize what
could have happened?!™ Barb's mother exclaimed.

“I'm sorry.” Barb replied calmly: “I didn't notice.”™ And indeed she did not
notice. even though she saw. Barb had not yet used tanguage which “uncov-
cred” the images before her eyes to build and access the images that would
atlow her to drive safely.

Though she had never thought much about it before. Barb's mother real-
ized that driving is in many ways a spatial task. According to Jeremy Camp-
bell’s theories. Barb's brain was capable of storing and connecting great
amounts of information: her learning disability kept her from accessing it.

Carol Stockdale. a learning-disabilities specialist who had worked with
Barb. suggested several strategies for conquering the problem. Barb walked
around the car. touching it and measuring it against herself o see how big it
was, all the time having a conversation with herself that translated the spatial
into verbal dimensions. She went back to the country road near her home to
look at the lines that marked the road and 1o touch the road and the gravel on
the shoulder of the road and to say. “These are the lines that mark the fane,
and these are the rocks that mark the side where 1 do not want to drive.” As
she found her way to alt of her usuat spots—the store. the school. the hardware
store—she developed an internat conversation: “Turn right at the Exxon sign;
turn feft at the blue house on the corner.”

Navigating through Space

And so Barb learned to use verbal clues to navigate through space. Under-
standing how to learn to drive gave Barb insight into conquering all kinds of
spatial problems. Although she continued to have difficulty with mathematics
and foreign language in high school. her ability to write academic papers
about topics in her language-based academic courses—history, literature, and
art history —continued to improve,

When Barb went 1o college. she needed help with kinds of structures that
were new 1o her. and she needed specific modets to understand the shapes of
analytical papers particular to certain courses. She also needed these models
transtated into language. For Barb, looking at something was not seeing it, at
Ieast not until she had shaped and refined the image with tanguage.

More and more confident of her ability to know the world through lan-
guage, Barb was increasingly comfortable with difficutt ideas. for instance. in
her college philosophy class: *Plato uses serval [sic] arguments to prove the
existence of the forms: the first argument occurs in the Meno when Socrates
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shows that learning is merely a recollection of previous knowledge of forms
by questioning a slave boy about the Pythagorcan theorem.”™ Despite the
misplaced letter in the word “several.”™ and the misplaced final phrase. the
sentence involves sophisticated content communicated in an equally sophisti-
cated sentence structure. This sentence is not the work of a basic writer or a
person unable to deal with the inteliectual challenges of higher education.
Still. because of her difficulty accessing spatial information. Barb needed help
with organization. mechanics, and new kinds of writing tasks.*

The Role of the Writing Center

Although learning -disabled students come to the writing center with a varicty
of special necds. they have one thing in common: they need more specific help
than other students.

Often writing center directors do not know what kind of a Jearning disabil-
ity the student has, but because the spatial systems and language systems
overlap and act reciprocally. students who are dyslexic and students who are
spatially impaired may demonstrate many of the same problems with speHing.
grammar. development. and organization.* Therefore. they will need similar
kinds of assistance.

By changing the picture of the writing conference. the writing center
director can ensure that learning-disabled students, no matter what the disahil-
ity. are being appropriately accommodated. The writing advisors stili need to
be collaborators. but they also may nced to help the students retrieve informa-
tion and shape an image of the product. They may be called upon to demon-
strate organization or to model a thesis sentence when the students cannot
imagine what one might look like The advisors may have to help the students
call up detail in ways that would b inappropriate for the average learner. They
may need to help with the physicet production of texts. And they may need to
help with correcting mechanics when the papers arc in their final stages.

Paradoxically. and at the same time, the writing advisor must help the
students be independent through self-cuing: creating a dependent atmosphere
does not foster the students” ability to cope. does not develop the students’
self-esteem. and does not help the students become better writers. The writing
advisor must treat fearning disabled persons as the intelligent resourceful
persons they are. Conferences withotit respect and understanding are scldom
suceessful.

Prewriting

Many of the discovery technigues commonly used in the composition class
and in the writing center may not be productive for students with learning
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disabilities because. though these students may have the information. they
may have no way to access it. The picture of the eager student freewriting to
discover ideas needs to be amended when one works with learning-disabled
students. Freewriting is almost impossible for most because they do not know.
and can’t imagine. what to write. Students with language retrieval problems
may not be able to call up any words at all to put on the paper. This holds true
for students with either spatial impairments or fanguage difficulties.

For learning-disabled students. freewriting leads from one genceralization
o another or from one specific to another. Because they do not sce the
relationship between the specific and the general, without intervention they
are focked in a non-productive cycle. unable to succeed unless it is by acci-
dent. And if they do succeed by aceident. they do not understand their success.
According to Carol Stockdale at Another Door to Learning. many learning
disabled students have no way of intentionally creating order.

Freewriting is also frustrating for persons who are tearning disabled be-
cause it requires them to write without knowing where they are going. Just as
Barb had trouble understanding the road. other learning-disabled students
need to know where they are going so they will know when they get there.
Unable to recognize what is relevant and what is not. they find the freewriting
an exercise in futitity. while other students may find it a wiy 1o create
know ledge.

In the writing center. direcied conversation can take the place of freewrit-
ing. Because these students have trouble accessing what they know, they are
unlikely to realize they know great amounts of information. Here. the writing
advisor plays an important role, Nowhere clse on most campuses can writers
find an individual who will ask the leading questions that can unlock trapped
information,

In some cases. the writing advisor may need to ask students like Barb
specific. seemingly obvious questions to help them unlock the ideas in their
minds and then take notes for them as they generate ideas for their papers. In
essence the writing advisor is hielping them see the plastic wrap.

Here is an example of a writing conference that respects the student’s
mtelligence and at the same time helps him gain access to what he knows, and
helps him find an organizational pattern for it.

Writing Advisor: Hi David. how are vou? Have a seat.

Duvid: Not good, | have another paper to wriie for my Intro to Fiction
class,

Writing Advisor: Hmmm, vou did well on your last paper. didn’t you?

David: Yes. but this time T don’thave anvthing to write about.

Writing Advisor: Now jusi think hack to that first piaper. As 1 recall, vou
ddn’t have a topic for that one cither the first time we talked.
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David: 1 guess you're right. but this time 1 really don’t know what to
write about.

The writing advisor knows that David has a learning disability. Understanding
the brain as Jeremy Campbell explains it. as the great storchouse of knowl-
edge. she suspeets that David knows a great deal about the potential topic: she
knows she will need to help David gain access to the tremendous information

he does have.

Widting Advisor: What is the assignment?

David: To write a 3-4 page paper about The Great Gatsby.

Writing Advisor: David. T know you're worried about this paper. but |
also know from the tast paper we talked about how smart you are and
how much you actually know. So let’s just chat for a few minutes
about the book without worrying about the paper.

The writing advisor turns her chair toward David and takes off her glasses.
She realizes that despite David's high scores on standard 1. Q. tests and good
study habits many of his teachers have considered him “slow.” careless. or
lazy. She wants to be sure she treats him as the intelligent person he is. She
begins with the obvious questions that will help him focus on the book and

what he knows.,

Wraing Advisor: Who wrote The Great Gaoby?
David: . Scott Fitzgerald, He was married to Zelda. And he also wiole
Tender Is the Night. Some people think he stole his stories from
7Zelda's journals. Don’t you think that's right?
Writine Advisor: 1do think its “right.” Tdid know she had a big influence
on him. . ..
David: 1 mean he was drunk alot and Zelda was the one who was writing
all this stuff about their life. It's not fair.
Writing Advisor: 1 agree. This whole idea of fairness .. was there any-
thing in Gansby that wasn't fair?
David: Yes. 1 don't think Tom was fair in the way he treated Daisy., He
had an atTair and he lied to her, Gatsby wasn 't all that good cither. He
made his money illegally,
Writing Advisor: Do you think that was fair?
David: | guess not. at least not for the people he took advantage of,
Weiting Advisor- 1 wonder it a word like “"honesty ™ or “integrity” migit
help ger at what we're talking about.
David: “Integrity.” that's it
When the writing advisor saw David fean - orward. his eves bright, she knew
it was time to write sonething down. She took out a picee ol paper and a
pencil, wrote Tintegrity” in the middle of the page and showed it to David. She
continues 1o take notes so that David can work at connecting the inforn tion
without worryving about the physical production of text.
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Writing Advisor: Tell me who has it and who doesn‘t.

David: Tom doesn’t and Gatsby doesn’t.

{The writing advisor wrote “Tom™ on the left side of the page and
“Gatsby ™ under itand connected each ward to “integrity™ with a line. |

Writing Advisor: Tell me why you don’t think they have integrity.

David recounted example after example and the tutor noted cach one under
the appropriate name. As he talked. David included other characters and
decided whether cach had integrity or not and gave appropriate examples. In
cach case the tutor noted the information David produced and drew lines
around similar information.

Writing Advisor: This is going to be a wonderful paper. Can you see the

devetopment taking shape? Look at the connections vou've made.
David: Yes. but I'm not sure how to start the introduction,

Writing Advisor: Well. what kinds of things will your reader need to
know in order to follow you through the paper?

By the time David had listed the kinds of things that he would include in the
introduction. almost an hour had passed. The writing advisor wanted to
conclude the session on a reassuring note, and she wanted David to know that
he could teach himself o self-cue.
Writing Adviser: David. you know so much abowt your topic. and you
have really good ideas, Al 1 did was ask you questions. Eventually
vou'll be able to ask yourself those same questions. But now. why
don’t you do some writing, and then we'll have another appointment.

il vou like. to look at transitions. mechanies, and those sorts of things.
IUs fun seeing the connections in your mind unfold.

David: 1 think T can write a draft now. Will you be able to help me with
spelting tater in the week?

Writing Advisor: Sure. ['ll see you when the draft is done. and we'll look
at all Kinds of things,

Because the act of calling up the words and getting them onto paper is so
difficult for some learning-disabled students, the student may be unable to
coneentrate on the ideas and instead only focuses an the production of text.
The writing advisor may need to do the typing or the drafting sa the student
is free ta concentrate on answering the fairly specific, sometimes leading,
questians proposed by the writing advisor. The writing advisor will know
when to do the typing by asking the student, “Wauld you like me to record so
vau can work on generating the words?™

Organization

Even after generating a page or twa of material, students may still not be able
to distinguish the important information from the supporting detail. Again
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writing advisors should understand that they must help the student over or
around_the problem. The advisors will probably say what they think is the
T most important clement: once they say it, the students may be able to agree or
’ disagree even though they cannot invent or articulate the idea on their own,
The writing advisors might draw a map of the ideas and support {or the
student. or color-code the information to help with organization. The writing
advisors should always be doing and saying at the same time. With learning-
disabled students, just pointing seldom helps.
The writing advisor might need to model a thesis sentence for the student,
asking simple questions like "What is your paper about?” “Rice.” the student
. replies. “What about rice?™ Students are often delighted and surprised when
. they come up with the single statement that will set the paper spinning.

The advisor may need to be just as explicit about the paper’s development:
R “What is your first point going to be?™™ As the student responds. the advisor
S takes down the information. and then asks. “And what is your second point?”
= “And your third?” Showing students how to create an overview of the infor-
mation and then teaching them how to categorize information will help the
students manage the spatial qualities of organization.

Simply using a model like the five-paragraph essay to teach organization
is unlikely to produce successful writing. Since structure grows oul of content,
‘ the students may be successful one time with a five-paragraph essay. but when
- they try to apply the formula the next time, the formula may not work. They

N may be further hindered by being unable to let go of the formula or image.

A student like Barb may not be able to see paragraph breaks until the
writing wdvisor says. "Notice how long this pavagraph is.” while at the same
time pointing to the too-long paragraph. She may even need to say. “This is a
8 paragraph.” But the instant the advisor points it out, Barb will say. *“Well. ]

know that.” And after saying so. she does indeed know it

Proofreading and Editing

Frank Smith (1982) makes the distinetion betw een composition and transerip-
‘ N tion. between the composing of thought and the mechanics of getting the

A language down on paper according (o certain conventions. Spelling and punc-
tuation need to be done with the students so that they feel part of the process:
most importantly, the editing must be specific and hands-on and must involve
detailed explanations of what the advisor is doing. The writing advisor cannot
expect the students to make the changes based on a rule or principle. The
explanation must be specitic, and it may need to be written as well as said:
“Look at the beginning of this sentence. You have five words before your
subject. How about & comma?” Students may agree that somcthing is so, but
they may be unable to hold the thought in their minds or recall it later.
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Encouraging students to be independent through the use of a spell checker
and grammar checker is essential. but the writing advisor may need to sit at
the computer with students explaining how it works and its limitations. Telling
students to put text through a spell check is seldom enough. The advisor may
need to read the paper aloud to the students so they can catch errors: a final
proofreading by the writing advisor is also appropriate for the learning-dis-
abled students because these students may not be able 1o see the mistakes until
they are pointed out to them.

Wheelchair-bound students can get to the third {loor. but they may not be
able to take the stairs. Their only routes are the elevator or the ramp. 1t's not
that students with  learning disability can’t getit. it's that they can’t get it the
sanie way the normal learner can.

Other Kinds of Organization That Affect Writing

Learning-disabled students sometimes have as much trouble coping with the
organization of the writing and rescarch time as they do with the organization
of ihe text. Writing advisors can help by showing the students how to use a
study planning sheet that contains small but regular accomplishments. and
which will lead to the accomplishments of a larger wask. 1t is not cnough to tell
students to do it: the writing advisors need to demonstrate the strategy.
especially the first time. They should also ask the students 1o refer to the list
on a regular basis: the markers of accomplishment need 1o be tangible.

Social Interaction

Many. but not all. fearning-disabied students has ¢ trouble in social situations.
A visit to the writing center may be one of these social situations. The
student’s behavior may be inappropriate: he interrupts another conversation,
she stands 100 close er talks too much. Many people with learning disabilities
are unable to “read™ the nonverbal behavior of others. So even if the writing
advisor frowns or looks away. the inappropriate behavior continues. Being
explicit but positive will help the individuai change this behavior: “Marty.
please stop talking: thave something important to tell you.™ “Glad 1o see you.
Sara. Ul sithere: you sit across from me: that will be a comfortable distance.
Pl be ready to talk to vou in a minute.”

Despite the need for specific instructions and clear questions. the writing
advisor must remain positive and encouraging. Often teackers and others
misunderstand fearning disabilities and accuse students of being tazy or dumb.
As i results college students with learning disabilities often have fow self-
esteem and may be defensive or uncertain of their own academic abitity.
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Writing advisors can make a major contribution 10 a learning-disabled stu-
dent’s success if they are positive. encouraging, and specific about the writing.
the revision. and the writing process.

Working with these students in the writing center is sometimes difticult
because it means modifying or changing the usual guidelines, and it may mean
more and longer appointments. for instance. appointments that fast an hour
instead of a half hour. and a writing advisor may necd to proofread. Writing
centers may need to change the rules and policies that govern these sessions
and change the training that staft receive. But the students have a right to
services. and writing centers have a responsibility 1o help learning-disabled
students succeed.® Writing centers have always been places that help students
reach their full potential. and this philosophy should extend to students with
lewrning disabilitics.

Maost learning-disabled students need more support and help rather than
fess. And writing centers can provide that assistance. For these students.
writing center professionals need a new picture of the writing conference that
incluc ~ the writing advisor's becoming more directly involved in the process
and the product. With adequate help and support. students with a learning
disability can produce better papers. and they can also become better writers.

Notes

1. Al the October 1991 meeting of the International Conference on Learning
Disabilitics. the debate over the left brain-right brain model continued in the confer-
ence sessions. The debate is interesting in that writing center professionals often use
the model to explain parts of the composing provess.

2. The same faw that defines a fearning disability guarantees the rights of the
fearning-disabled person. 1tis just as illegal to diserininate against a learning-disabled
person as it is to discriminate against a person of an ethnic minority or a person with
a physical disability. Recently a professor at the University of California Berkeley
retused (o accommodate @ student’s request for untimed tests, The student filed suit.
and the taculty member was required to pay monctary damages to the student. Faculty
members and institutions can be held accountable for blatant discimination (Hey-
ward ).

3. Barb's is not an unusual case. As the diagnosis of learning disabilities has
improved. students can be hetped sooner and can be taught compensatory strategics
that lead 1o success in high school as well as in cotlege. [n 1978 when statistics on
jearning disabilities were first hept. 2.6 percent of all freshmen reported having a
dirability. In TO8K. it was 6 pereent. In ten years of record keeping. the number had

* more than doubled. Stil many eaperts in the ficld believe that 6 percent is much o
fow and the number of learning disabled students is actually between 10 and 20
percent. Many cases have gone undetected.

4. Because problems with spelling and mechanics are the casiest to recognize and
fix. many cducators have helieved that these are the only problenis that learning-dis-
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abled students have with writing. But a University of Connecticut study showed that
51 percent of the students had trouble with organization compared to 24 percent who
had lroublc with proofreading (McGuire, Hall. Litt).

5. In 1993, the American Disabilities Act (ADA). which makes discrimination
against a learning-disabled person illegal. became law.,
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9 Individualized Instruction in
Writing Centers: Attending to
Cross-Cultural Differences

Muriel Harris
Purdue University

Among the defining characteristics of writing centers is the commitment to
cach student as an individual, to helping that particular writer develop his or
her composing skitls. Working on the generally accepted premise that there is
no monolithicatly similar set of composing skills among writers, those of us
in writing centers focus attention on the student’s particular skills and particu-
far needs. While we agree that group instruction in the classroom setting
provides uscful help. we also insist that attention be given 10 needs arising
from differences among writers. When we talk about our method of working
one-to-one and focusing on the individual, we assume that classroom teachers
understand how different our individualized approach is from theirs, But that
appears 1o be an inaccurate assuraption. As we explain that we help cach
student with what he or she needs. in a way that is appropriate for him or her,
this is too often interpreted by those outside the writing center merely as
having the fuxury of a class size of one to work with. As a corollary. they
assume our responsibitity to be one of informing students of the rules and
guidelines they should already have known.

For those not involved in the individualized instructional mode ol writing
centers, it is indeed hard to conceptualize what the differences between the
writing center and the classroom are and why those of us in writing centers
heep insisting that writers benefit ftom personalized interaction with tutors.
One way to help outsiders understand this function is to note some of the types
ol help we offer students when they come into the center. to suggest the range
of different needs writers nave. Thus, tutors begin to individualize by finding
out what cach particular student needs and how he or she will most elfectively
hegin to acquire or improve some aspect of writing, We find. for exampie, that
some wrilers---or writers at some times—profit from collaborative conversa-
tion as they plan or develop papers: that other writers need a listening car or
some assurance that a reader is able 1o follow their discourse: that some need
answers (o a few questions: that others benefit from help in understanding
their assighments: that visual learners gain a better understanding from dia-

96




Individualized Instruction: Attending to Cross-Cultural Differences 97

grams, flow charts, and other visual presentations than from oral or wrilten
explanations: and that still others are unaware that they have writing processes
that are not entirely functional.

Among still other kinds of help that tutors offer is assistance in helping
some students see why their papers are judged as unsatisfactory. 1t is on this
type of tutorial interaction—working with students until they can fully com-
prehend why teachers telt them something is “deficient™ or “wrong™ in what
they have written—that I want to focus here. Even this aspect of the multifuc-
cted tutorial approach has subsections that need to be put aside—1 am focus-
ing here only on a particular group of difficulties that students have in
understanding why their papers are inadequate—ditficulties caused by social
and cultural differences that students bring to their writing. Thus, one aspect
or one subsection of the many ways of individualizing is helping students
whose social and cultural values. predilections, and habits lead them to create
discourse that does not look like accepted academie prose in American uni-
versities. Unfortunately, too often such students are not told that their writing
follows different organizational strategies than American academic discourse
or that it relies on patterns of development such discourse does not usc.
tnstead. because underlying causes of the differences are not adequatety
recognized or understood by teachers, these students often receive low grades
because of “writing deficiencies.™ As an example of how teachers can respond
in this inappropriate way. the discomforting results of a study by Anna Soter
indicate that the teachers she ohserved gave lower ratings to papers by stu-
dents from other cubtures and subcultures in instances when the writing did
not conform to the teachers” expected norms for narrative writing. When Soter
examined the student papers rated as deficient. she found that they conformed
1o norms for acceptable narratives in the students” cultures (mainty Arabic and
Vietnamese) but not to the teachers’ cultura. expectations for this kind of
discourse. The teachers” rationales for the lower ratings ("poor organization.”
cte) indicated no awareness of cross-cultural differences.

When we fook at the papers of students from other cultures, it is casy to
understand why such judgments are made. The organization seems strange. or
the thesis is not well delined. or it appears that the writer has not worked hard
enough to make the meaning clear or that the writing is 0o general and needs
more specifics. But there is a wealth of theory and research from the ficlds of
sociolinguistics and contrastive rhetoric to help tutors recognize and work
with the multicultural diversity which preduces such writing. Fortunately.
because of the tutorial setting, the tutor has the luxury of one-to-one colabo-
rative conversation in an informal. nonevaluative atmesphere, and the neces-
sary probing can progress appropriately. The following discussion, which dips
mto the growing hody of scholarship on cross-cultural differences. will help
us see more clearly this aspeet of what it means to individuatize. 1o wilor the
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tutorial to the particular student sitting next to us. to work with multicultural
differences. It will also help us expliin to those outside the writing center why
tutorials look so different from classroom pedagogy. Our theoretical commit-
ment to attending to individual differences turns into pedagogical reality
whenever we use this background knowledge to help the particular writer with
whom we are talking.

The Need for Tutorial Flexibility

For teachers who do not work in writing centers, working with individual
" differences may look like a random, aimless conversation—zigging and zag-
ging from onc direction to another. Even the advice we give tutors appears (o
reinforce the seeming lack of direetion in a well-run session. “Be flexible.”
we say, or “Be ready to switeh gears when things are headed in the wrong
dircetion,”™ From their vantage point, students are also likely to see ttorials as
mere conversation and are apt to say. "Oh, we just talked.” when asked what
they accomplished in their sessions. The tutorial, because it cannot and should
not have a syllabus, may cven contribute to the marginalizing of writing
centers. There appears to be a lack of rigor connected to this lack of predict-
able direction that leads some classroom teachers and administrators to think
ol tutoring as a form of teaching which requires less effort or thought and is
therefore fess likely to be effeetive. Coupled with the reductive view of
tutorials as merety telling students onee again what they didn "t understand the
first time in class or from their textbooks, such notions indeed trivialize the
work of the writing center. But a basic principle in wriling center pedagogy.
the commitment to working with cach particular writer, means that tutors
cannot just acknowledge but must work with every student’s individuality,
finding out where that student is and uncovering those differences and needs
indeed cuts a path that zigs, zags, and curls back on itself as we scarch with
the student for what will help hiny or her become a better writer. Sometimes,
as tutors plunge into a tutorial, they may have a sense of some likely possi-
hilities to consider: at other times, though, tutors step out into uncharted
walters with little insight as to where they and their student are headed. We
don’t abways land on safe ground. and some tutorials are exercises in frustra-
tion because we drift aimlessly, but there are those other times when real
progress is made and the writers leave the writing center far more in control
of their writing than they had been. Thase are indeed marvelous voyages (o
have been part of.
I've expended a lot of ink on some of the possible differences which cause
students that 1've seen in tutorials difficulties  -problems such as those asso-
ciated with being one- or multi-drafters (1989), having composing process
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problems (1985, 1983a. 1983b). being hobbled by confused or mistaken
pereeptions about writing (1979), and even suffering from problems that arise
as writers mature (198 1), While these sources of writing ditficulties were not
immediately obvious when T first tried to identify them. uncovering some of
the effects of multicutturat ditferences on writing has been a particularly slow,
confusing. and often baffling process. But it has become especiatly urgent as
more and more students with diverse cthnic and social backgrounds enter our
universities and are asked to write the kinds ol academic prose that we
pereeive as appropriate. One of my carliest recognitions of the chasms that
can divide one culture from another was a tutorial with a student who had
recently arrived in the United States from China. Enrolled in a composition
course for ESL students. she was asked carly in the semester to write a brief
essay about her first day in this country. She was in our writing lab because,
her instructor explained. she had misunderstood the assignment. The draft she
brought in-—two bricf, labored paragraphs about her parents™ educational
hackground in China—did indeed scem far off the mack. We tatked about the
assignment. about the events of her arrival. and about what narrative writing
is. but she still scemed unable o fathom what her essay should contain or what
was inappropriate about the paragraphs she had brought with her. What
seemed so obvious to me bewildered her., even my very pointed suggestions
that she start with the events of her arrival in San Francisco or a meeting with
relatives soon afterward in Seattle,

What that Chinese student could not tell me (hecause it was not at the
conscious level of her awareness)—and what 1 knew nothing about and could
not. therefore. discuss—was (as [ later fearned from other sources) her refuc-
tance to scem rude and uneducated by leaping into her subject without pro-
viding the context of famity background that is traditionally appropriate in her
culture. Our tutorial had all the requisite twists and turns as [ tried different
approaches and sought different reasons for why we weren’t making any
headway, but T was not at that time sufficiently aware of cultural differences
and their elfects on rhetorical values of American academic writing, [ have
since learned to identify the difference between the cuttural preference for
providing extensive context before arriving at the subject (especially in terms
of family matiers) and the American preference for leaping directly into the
topic in the first paragraph. 1 also know that because we cannot pigeonhole
writers, 1 cannot inmcediately guess that this culturil difference is the cause
of some other inappropriate essay written by a Chinese student. [ still have to
ask and listen and tatk some more before T can assume anything about the
student with whom 1 am sitting. But a review of some of the cross-cuttural
differences that contribute to variations in student writing witl substantiate the
need for the theoretical commitment to individualization that goes on in
writing center tutorials,
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Cross-Cultural Differences

When we work with ESL students, it is fairly casy for us to see that a large
number of so-caHed “errors™ in their English sentences are due not to careless-
ness but to the use of patterns from their first language. We recognize that
Chinese students are likely to omit articles because their tanguage does not
use them or that students who speak Farsi as their first fanguage are likely to
omit pronouns or use adjectival forms for adverbs (Houghton 1980). In the
same way, although it is not as casy to recognize. different rhetorical conven-
tions arise from patterns, values, and preferences that prevail in cultures of
other countries. This is not to say that Americans have a single set of rhetorical
values, for as James Berlin's (1984) history of composition studics in America
shows us, even here there are competing rhetorics vying for our altegiance.
But composition textbooks and proficiency exam standards do privilege a set
of similar culture-bound values and principles which we find oursclves en-
couraging students to follow. Unfortunately, students acculturated to other
standards of appropriate, effective discourse mistakenly assume they are in
some way deficient writers. The distinction they do not draw for themscelves
is that of the difference between an inadequate writer in any language and a
writer acculturated to one set of standards who is trying to become proficient
within another set of assumptions. standards. values, and preferences. Recog-
nizing an instance of this and helping the student also to see what is happening
can be a long and arduous twtorial (or set of tutorials), but it is particularly
rewarding for botit tutor and writer to travel this road together.

One place to begin seeing the effects of multicultural diversity on rhetorical
values is to examine that all-time favorite of composition texts about essay
writing. statements of main points. both in the introduction which announces
the point or focus or topic of the paper as well as in topic sentences in
paragraphs. Although Richard Braddock’s (1974) award-winning rescarch
demonstrated that professional writers often don’t have topic sentences in
paragraphs. teachers still expect students to be able to tell them what cach
paragraph is about and what the point of the paper is. Morcover, it is expected
that main points are usually announced at the beginning of an essay and will
be fairly obvious to the reader, even when thesis statements or topic sentences
are not specilicatly asked for. Though the economic dominance of the Japa-
nese in American markets has led to greater public awareness of the Japanese
preference lor proceeding by indirection, how often is it acknowledged that
the overt announcement ol topics is merely a cultural preference, a convention
of the discourse community American academics see themselves as part of?
Even when this difference is recognized. it is not automatically the case that
when teachers eaplain the importance of the topic sentence in class and
cemphasize that this is the way it’s done here. students will acquicescee, no
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matter what their cultural inelinations are. Statements by Chinese students, as
well as research on Chinese business practices. help us see just how difficutt
it is to leap into the conventions of another discourse community and why
some writers cannot or do not casily announce the topic.

In astudy done by Linda Wai Ling Young (1982). we see how the American
preference for initial top” * announcement can cause confusion and misconeep-
tions when it clashes with the Chinese preference for delayed and more subtle
topic announcement, For her study. Young observed a group of Chinese
businessmen condueting business in English with some native English speak-
¢rs. Young's interest was in identifying the discourse strategics being used,
and her conelusion was that there is a strong Chinese preference for the steady
unraveling and buildup of information before arriving at the important mes-
sage or point. In the situation Young studied. the Chinese businessmen speak-
ing in English followed their cultural preferences for how the conversation
should progress. As a result. they understood the points being made. while
the native-English speakers missed relevant information because—{rom their
perspective—the points were buried in the flow of conversation. The native-
English speakers’ difficulties were compounded by another problem. says
Young: the opening lines of the Chinese businessmen’s discourse did not
provide a preview statement which would have oriented the listener to the
overall direction of the discourse. The native-English speakers, when inter-
viewed later. saw this failure 1o address the main point as “beating around the
bush.”™ Yet another group of Chinese businessmen. when asked about putting
the request (or main point) first, with the rationale following. gave a number
of negative responses. That, they agreed. would be rude. pushy. They would
lose face for acting too aggressively.

Such studies help us recognize the degree to which topic announcement is
a cultural preference, but we also need to recognize how reluctant some
Chinese students are to adopt the technique in class. One student captures
much of this Chinese distaste for the rhetorical values stressed in American
composition classes when he writes:

1 don't find the American style. where the 1opic sentence appears [inst to
be effective. TOs not necessarily more persuasive nor convineing than the
Chinese style, where the speaher. at the same time as he is speaking, is
reasotting with the listener te affow the listener to see whether what he
says mdhes sense or not. This Chinese style is more open-minded. less
biased. not constrictive as the American style. where it immediately sets
vou up to a particular frame of mind. You see, with the American style.
vou can react immiediately to what the speaker says without listening to
the rest of his eaplanation. (Young 82 83)

In a comprehensive and fascinating - article (1985). Carolyn Matalene
notes the Chinese preference for indirection and speculates wryly about the
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possibility that when her Chinese students were “back in their crowded eight-
to-a-room dormitories. they must have wondered about the stupidity of their
teacher who had (o have everything spelled out™ (802). It may be cqually
apparent that a tutor cannot just say “write out your topic statement and put it
there™ to such students and expect them to comply.

Thus. given other cultures” preferences for indirection. I have to remember
that when a student appears in our writing lab to get help with a paper that a
teacher or peer-response group has said “needs a thesis statement™ or “needs
a clearer focus.” T have backtracking to do it T suspect a possible cross-
cultural difficulty. Do the students know the concept of the topic sentence? Do
they kinew that this is an American preference? Are they comfortable follow-
ing this convention. or are they perhaps backing off, cringing at the notion of
being so “pushy™? 1t would scem that this is a fairly straightforward task.
but—alas—it is not so. For example. I remember one student. American-born
though of Chinese ancestry. who quictly but firmly resisted this notion of
American asbruptness in topic announcement because she could not accept
such a persona in her writing. even while nodding in agreement as [ explained
that this is an accepted practice in American coltlege writing and is what her
teacher recommended for the revised version of her paper. (The student
smiled. thanked me profusely. packed up her books. and left the writing lab.
never to return.) Even using the I voice in a paper can be ditficult. When
Fan Shen (1989) writes about her identity problems in an American composi-
tion classroom, she deseribes her difficulties in being asked to give up a strong
cultural preference for subordinating the self to “we™ and to present herself as
“1." a posture she saw as disrespectful, boastful, and pompous. The reluctance
1o usc the first person pronoun is something that writing center tutors must
keep in mind as a possible cause of problems when students appear to be
having difficultics with assigrments in narrative. with expressive writing, and
with any other writing where we would assume that the I voice is most
elfective.

As Edward Hall (1977) has pointed out so well, cultural conflicts are rarely
obvious—they involve the clash of principles or patterns of thinking we
normally do not articulate or raisc to the level of consciousness. Of necessity.
then, tutorial conversation is often lengthy and convoluted because each
student has to work through and make overt his or her previously unarticu-
fated assumptions, and both student and tutor may have to ask all kinds of
questions before the need for the desired rhetorical values becomes apparent,
As an example of this problem. 1 have in a log | keep of my tutoring an entry
about yet another Asian student who was told he needed to work on the
organization of his paper. As we talked. the structure, focus. and devetopment
of his argument eventuatly became clear to me, though it was abundantly
obvious to me why the teacher had the swme difficulties I experienced in

P

11

~
o/




ER]

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Individualized Instruction: Atending to Cross-Cultural Differences

103

trying to sce what the paper was about and how it was organized. Eventually.
the student acknowledged that he could state his argument in the opening
paragraph and could forecast the major supporting points he was going to
make. He acknowtledged that this is one possible format for writing in his own
language, but he just couldn't see why choosing one way over another made
much difference. He had been dismissing my comments and persisted in
seeing himself as a poor writer with some other problem, not the one his
teacher and 1 wanted to deal with. Only when we got to that point. when |
could finally see that he placed little value in the notion of how strong the
American preference is for topic announcement, could we begin to go for-
ward. 1 couldn’t have predicted the path our tutorial would take, nor can 1 now
recall all the different directions our conversation took before we reached a
productive line of discussion. The point is, though, that this particular student
needed a particular kind of help. and my job as a tutor was to {ind out what
was needed and to help the student recognize it

The matter of topic announcement. though. is only onc of many cultural
assumptions embedded in what is taught in American composition classes. 1t
is alsa one of the more obvious cultural preferences that teachers are begin-
ning o recognize and deal with. But other cross-cultural difterences are less
apparent and are even more likely to be viewed as deficiencies in students’
writing. The use of digression is one such difference. Mainstream American
culture's inability to accept digression is obvious whenever we hear someone
say. usually in impatient tones, “So. get to the point.” Yet Michacl Clyne's
(1987) study indicates that digression in German academic discourse is
recognized functional feature, providing the opportunity to ofter theory. ide-
ology. or additional information or to enter into polemics with other authors.
In an carlier (1981) study. Clyne found that a scholarly book in German,
which was reviewed positively by German speakers, was described as “cha-
otic™ and criticized for “lack of focus and cohesiveness™ when read by English
speakers in the English transtation. A similar tolerance for digression in Hindi
writing has been noted by Yamuna Kachru (1988). Alter studying the dis-
course features of Hindi. Kachru concludes that paragraphing in Hindi can
include a great deal of digression, does not require unity of topic, has ne need
for an explicit topic statement, and can present a claim and its justification in
separate paragraphs while material refated to the background may be included
in the same paragraph with the claim. This suggests a number of possible
“writing problems™ in English which may be (or may not be) the result of
relying on cultural values different from those emphasized in American aca-
demic discourse.

The American rhetorical preditection for linearity in developing ideas is a
cubtural preference which appears to creep into the prose ol speakers of other
Janguages as they learn English. This can be seen in the patterns of some
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Korean academic discourse. William Eggington's (1987) study of Korean
discourse looks at rhetorical styles of Korean academics not proficient in
English and Koreans who were educated in English-speaking universities and
publishing in Korean. Those who had been educated in English-speaking
universities had linear, general-to-specific rhetorical patterns in their writing
while the non-English speakers typically had no thesis development, prefer-
ring instead to list points revolving around an unstated central theme. In
addition, Eggington supports his findings by citing a study which showed that
Korcean students with a beginning ability to read English found discourse in
Korean structure casier to read than prose in English structure and that the
students had less recatl of material read in the English structure. Another
characteristic of Korcan prose noted by Egginglon, one that we might see a
trace of in some writing in English, is the use of the “some people say™
formuta. It tends to appear when the writer is taking a somewhat controversial
stand. and is used cither to protect one’s own position by enlisting anonymous
support or to deflect any appearance of being too direet when criticizing
another’s position. The possibility exists, then, that in an argumentation paper
or any paper in which a student is asked to take a stance. the student with such
a cuhrally bound preference might not use sources in a way that would be
seen as appropriate or adequate proof. As 1 think of how often students are
asked in a variety of disciplines to argue for a particutar side in an issue, [
reatize how much the “some people say™ formula may look inadequate when
the instructor is looking for an appropriately documented defense of an I
think that™ stance.

The preference for subsuming one’s own point within a group context can
crop up in unexpected ways as well. as it became apparent o me when
working with Li. a graduate student from Taiwan. In my tutoring log is an
account of Li's difficultics with an ESL class assignment to write a letter to
the editor of the campus newspaper. Li appeared in the writing tab to work on
difficulties in finding a topic, and his teacher had noted that some brainstorm-
ing practice might help Li find appropriate material. Nothing worked because.
as Li kept explaining so patiently. he didn't know cnough about what is
important to students at our university and wasn’t sure what people thought
about various potential topics we discussed. When [ finally began to really
listen to what Li was repeatedly saying. I realized that. given his cultural
preference for voicing only those opinions commonly shared. he had no
interest in a display of individualism, especially in a letter to the editor, a lerm
which so often focuses on criticism. Li felt unprepared to be part of the
common voice in this new culture and preferred not to speak up. “This is not
the Chinese way.™ be eventually explained and even offered a Chinese apho-
rism on the point: *The peg that sticks up must be hammered down.™ Brain-
storming was, of course, not what was needed.
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Yet another cultural preference which can lead to so-called “writing prob-
lems™ is that of the degree to which the reader/listener or writer/speaker is
responsible for the clarity of the picce of communication. John Hinds (1987).
who has suggested a typology of language based on this distinction. cxplains
that “English spcakers, by and large. charge the writer, or speaker. with the
responsibility to make clear and well-organized statements. It there is a
breakdown in communication, for instance. it is because the speaker/writer
has not been clear enough. not because the listener/reader has not exerted
cnough effort in an attempt to understand™ (143). Japanese. on the other hand.
is cited by Hinds as an example of a language in which the reader/listener is
responsible for understanding the communication. Thus while English speak-
ers may go through draft after draft to come up with a satisfactory product.
Japanesc authors frequently compose exactly one draft, which becomes the
finished product. In Japancse writing, explains Hinds. transitional statements
may be absent or attenuated since it is the reader’s responsibility to determine
the relationships between any one part of the essay and the essay as a whole.
This does not mean that Japancse writing neglects transitional statements
altogether. but if they are present they may be more subtle and require a more
active role for the reader in making use of them. As tutors. then, we must not
leap to advice about revision—which scems so obvious 1o us-—or expect
Japanese students to see what to do with their papers when a reader has said.
1 don’t understand your point here.”

Robert Kaplan (1988). claborating on Hinds’s typology. explains that the
assumption in Japanese is ol a high degree of knowledge shared by reader and
writer, Kaplan also notes how the propositional structures of text change
according to Hinds's typology. Readers in a reader-responsible language cx-
peet to supply some significant portion of the propositional structure while
readers in a writer-responsible language expect the writer to provide most of
the propositional structure. As an example of a writer-responsible text. Kaplan
olfers an overview of a typical BBC World News program. a scripted oral text.
Here the news is introduced with a clearly identified outline of main points to
be covered. the introduction is followed by a detailed exposition of cach of
the outlined main points in the order presented, and the text ends with a
summary of the main points, again in the same order as presented. (It's hard
1o miss the conclusion here that prescriptive, traditional American freshman
rhetoric texts must be doing a terrific job of preparing future writers of BBC
news programs. Conversely. the five-paragraph essay is apparently alive and
well on the BBC.)

While work in contrastive rhe ric focuses primarily on written discourse.
Hinds's typology is intended to apply both to written and oral communication,
Moving on to the cross-cultural discourse analysis ol John Gumperz and
othiers (1982) also moves us into oral communication, This is particularly
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relevant to tutors because our interaction with students is always in the form
of oral conferencing. Misunderstandings and communication breakdowns can
occur in the tutorial as well as in the piece of discourse the writer brings in.
As Gumperz explains: “People from different cultural backgrounds may speak
a variety of English characterized by certain conventions. It is when attitude
and meaning are conveyed through one set of conventions and interpreted
through another that breakdowns in communication may occur”™ (1). As an
example. Gumperz offers from his work on differences between (Asian)
Indian-English and England-English speakers his conclusion that among Eng-
tand-English speakers many reference words such as “this™ and “those™ pro-
nouns. are used for the most part only when the referent has been previously
specified. However, among Indian-English speakers when such reference
wards are used, they are not likely to refer 1o something alrcady named.
Rather, they would be inferred from the context, a process that can cause some
confusion among England-English listeners. We can readily imagine that a
student using such Indian-English conventions is likely to become frustrated
if an Americun speaker loses track of what is being said. In a witorial or in a
Paper. communication may seem to be breaking down. but it isn’| necessarily
the student’s lack of understanding or lack of attention to clarity (in his tcrms)
which is the cause.

Yet another source of potential confusion. as Gumperz, Aulakh, and
Kaltrnan (1982) note. is the tendency among speakers of Indian English to use
a common rhetorical strategy of repeating the previous speaker’s words (as an
act of politeness) or of using repetition to establish important points of
thematic progression. Since an American or England-English speaker is likely
to become impatient during such repetition. the result may be that the very
information which the Indian speaker is trying to cmphasize is being judged
as irrelevant or redundant. Gumperz® work with discourse strategies of Indian
English also reveals differences in the use of conjunctions as “butting in™
devices o take turns in conversation. In Indian English, writes Gumperz,
“and.” but” tyes. " and “no™ can be used simply to signal *I"ve got something
to say™ without necessarily connoting how one’s comments tie 1o preceding
speech. Tt is casy (o see how someone proceeding on the basis of rhetorical
principles in American- or England-English discourse might find logical dif-
ficulties, or lack of coherence, when someone uses “but™ in the manner of
Indian English. We can see how a tutor might react negatively if unaware of
such differences. similar to the negative responses that occurred in the inter-
view sitwations Gumperz studied. Gumperz also points out that Indian dis-
course has less metatalk. less talk about the topie. In American
communication, we tend to make our communicative action explicit. T have
d request to make.” "What I'm trying to say is..." or “The point is ... are
phrases used to signal our audience as to the direction of our discourse.
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American written discourse is also heavy with such metatalk. often scen as
adding clarity and coherence to the writing. Again, Indian norms are very
different. for. as Gumperz shows, Indian speakers move freely among topics
while the American tendencey is to tell listeners about the shift, “I'll come back
to this Tater™ is a typical American comment. The result is that American
speakers/readers are likely to judge Indian discourse to be loose and illogical,
facking in structural clarity.

The influence of culture on communication is clearly extensive, and we are
not likely to have any exhaust’ve or definitive catalogs in the near or distant
future. In their 1980 work, which is really an extensive course packet for
teaching a course to improve communication across cultural differences,
Gumperz and Roberts conclude that individuals cannot be taught to cominu-
nicate effectively across cultures. they must learn to do it for themselves:

There is no single method which people can acquire and no set of rules
which they can simply put into practice. The reason for this is that the
conventions of language use operate within such a great range of situ-
ations and have to take account of so many variables. There is no neat
cquation between a type of interactiors and the conventions which an
individual might use. (3)

If so. then tutors have a particularly important task—-helping students learn
how to use conventions of American academic discourse by themselves.

Writing center theory specifies that we do not “teach™ students anything, we
help them fearn by themscelves, and bridging cross-cultural differences, then.
is one more thing we help students learn by themselves.

Guidelines in Working with Cultural Differences

What. then, are some guidelines to help wtors help writers? We cannot
anticipate the great variety of cultural differences likely to surface in tutorials,
but there are a few broad considerations to keep in mind when looking for
possible cross-cultural problems in communication:

o Look for patterns of thinking that seem at oddx with accepted patterns
in American disconrse convenions. As tors we read papers for logic,
organizational patterns, means of proving arguments, ways ol persuid-
ing rcaders, methods of adding coherence. and other accepted patterns
of effective discourse. but we need to ask ourselves and our students
whether deviations from these norms are caused by an inability to
achieve them or by preferences for other norms. No one claims that
making this distinction is casy, but we must not automatically assume
that the absence of some characteristic of discourse is due to a student’s
poor writing abilitics,
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o Look for hidden or unarticulated assumptions. Both tutor and student
may be working on assumptions that are at cross-purposcs with the
writing or the conversational task at hand. Once we can articutate the
nature of the problem. we need to look at what assumptions are at work.
Is the paper not casily accessible to the reader? Is the student merely
repeating what the tutor is saying? If so. what assumptions are being
made? For example. if onc problem is that the student scems disinter-
ested or uninvolved in the tutorial because he only looks down or away.
then there is an assumption that cye contact means involvement and
interest. (Eye contact as an indication of active participation and interest
ix, by the way. a very definite cultural preference. A Turkish studentonce
brought to our writing leo a fascinating essay on the prevailing tendency
in her culture tor students not to look a teacher directly in the cye.) Only
when the assumptions have surfuced can we begin (o address the ques-
tion of whether or not there is some cross-cultural difference at work.
Laook for tendencies to create stereotypes in our thinking. Although we
all try not to stereotype. it is an casy crror 1o slip into. despite all the
politically correct sensitizing going on. When one or two students of a
particular nationality appear late for tutorials. do we lapse into assuming
that all nationals in that group are not punctual. or do we try to learn
whether time commitments are different in their worldview? When

students from a particular culture scem to patronize tutors, do we oo
quickly label them as arrogant. or do we try to tind whether cultural
assumptions are at work?

Once we begin to recognize differences at work. we have to address the
question of how and to what degree we ought to acquaint students from
diverse cultural and ethnic backgrounds with the norms expected in the
academic socicty they have entered. Helping them see whether and how they
fit in with or differ from American academic communication patierns is. 1
believe. part of a tutor’s responsibility. This does not mean that our goal is 1o
help our students assimilate into this culture. but we must heip them become
acculturated to the degree that they can function successfully. Such a task is
neither easy nor obvious, and tutors have to expect that they may stumble as
often as they succeed. But honoring the diversity of students and being
committed to working with their individual differences is both challenging
and also basic to the concept of writing center theory and pedagogy.
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10 A Unique Learning Environment

Pamcta Farrcll-Childers
McCallic School. Chattanooga. Tennessee

From the inception of the first writing centers at colleges and universities.
administrators and teachers alike have anticipated failure. After all. students
shouldn’t be helping cach other. writing centers can’t adapt to our inflexible
schedules, we can't afford anything new. and writing centers don’t fit our
current curriculum, In contrast. college and high school writing center direc-
tors have considered a myriad of reasons for their existence. Stephen North
(1984) et us think about the possibilitics for this new kind of facility sproui-
ing on campuses throughout the country. Some. like Olson (1984), have felt
that it should “make room. provide space and time for students to talk about
tdeas. to explore meaning, and to freely engage in the trial and crror of putting
their thoughts into writing™ (xi). As high schools have also devetoped writing
centers, Farrell (1989) describes all levels of writing centers as creating “a
low-risk environment™ (21). Others put the emphasis on a “conunitment to
process. {or laboratories can emphasize the writing process as classrooms. no
matter how organized. seldom can™ (Steward and Croft 1982, 5). Whether
writing centers use computers or not. some centers emphasize a laboratory
approach with the focus on grammar skitls rather than on writing to earn or
to inform. These differences. however, mirror the philosophy of the institution
and the director of the writing center. Writing centers can and do work while
overcoming the voices of gloom heard at the beginning of this chapter. In fact,
writing centers enable students to learn through a variety of methods which
apply writing theories that one often associates with classroom learning. The
environment encourages the application of different theories within one facil-
ity for students of atl levels of ability, and. through the writing center commu-
nity. peer tutoring, and writing center activities, the facility actually enhances
the curricutum,

Curricutum experts and educational theorists have considered this environ-
ment one which reflects @ humanistic design or affective education (Ornstein
and Hunkins TO8R), Maslow’s (1962) concept of self-actuatization supports
this design that focuses on the learners. In his description of the educitor’s
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task in affective education, Rogers (1962) explains that it is (o create an
cducational environment to tap personal resources and encourage genuineness
ol behavior. empathy, and respect of self and others. In a writing center, this
affective educational environment becomes a reality.

More and more writing centers are reflecting the idea of a low-risk envi-
ronment. Whether peer tutors. graduate assistants, or faculty staff these tacili-
ties. a writing center differs from any classroom because it is a low-risk
environment, Reigstad. Matsuhashi. and Luban (1978) describe their center as
a place “to establish the student as a more independent writer and to give him
or her some strategies that can be applied to the next picce of writing™ (33),
However, there are no grades given by the people working in the writing
center: rather, tutors encourage dialogue that does not take place in classroom-
teacher conferences. Though writing workshops in classes certainly help
student writing and should continue, writing center interaction goces beyond
what can oceur in a classroom environment with its time constraints, ever-pre-
sent evaluation, and peer pressure to respond in what students deem to be
appropriate ways. 1t is a place where, as Warnock and Warnock (1984) ex-
plain, “writing is taught with a focus on meaning, not form: on process, not
product; on authorial intention and audience expectation. not teacher authority
or punitive measures: on hotistic and human concerns, not errors and isolated
skills™ (16), Sonnier and Fontecchio contend. "By implementing holistic
cducation, more students gain in that they are not only more attentive, but
more personally involved with the learning process™ (1989, 23),

In contrast to the classroom environment which Murray (1982) so aptly
describes as a place where students should be granted Writing Rights. students
enter the writing center to be heard. to be read. and to get feedback from
another listener who isn’t a classmate influenced by classroom decorum,
standards, or competition. That reader/listener is also a more objective respon-
dent who chooses to work or volunteer in the writing center rather than the
dean’s office, cafeteria. dorm. or sports facility. In fact. many writing center
personnel are there to learn from one another as well as from the very people
they are there to hetp.

This sense of camaraderic and sharing is another important part of the
writing center atmosphere. Laughter is not foreign to writing centers: in fact.
some of the best fearning oceurs once anxieties are lessened in a comfortable
atmosphere conducive to fearning. A classroom may be comfortable and
conducive to learning also. but the presence of the teacher who grades stu-
dents changes that atmosphere. In o writing center, peers encourage risk
taking. play with language. question the validity ot ideas, faugh at their own
mistakes. and empathize with cach other’s frustrations. Tutors learn {rom cach
other's experiences, irom experiences of students and from their own experi-
ences: students learn from tutors. other clients, and themselves. Yes. there are
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students who come to the writing center because they have been “sent™ as part
of the requirement for a course or to “fix up™ a poor paper. What seems to
happen. however. is that many of these students return on their own because
they have found people who will listen to their ideas and actually read their
work. As Hawkins states. a writing center should “stand for an attitude toward
students, toward writing. and toward teaching that puts controt and responsi-
bility for learning back in the hands of students™ (1989, xiv). This expectation
for individual achicvement to the best of cach student’s ability is a “key factor
which favorably influences affective results™ (Ward 1989, 54).

tdeally. Levin (1989) points out. the writing center needs (o be a place for
all students. not just remedial or even gifted students (24). Brannon and
Knoblauch think the writing center “is an alternative resource. with its distine-
tive advantages. available whenever writers at any fevel of competence, desire
the focused attention of a discerning reader™ (1984, 9). Perhaps the reason it
is so cffective as an alternative resource is the mere fact that a variety of
writing theories may be applied in one place at the same time. For instance.
on any given day in a writing center one may observe students working on all
phases of the writing process. modeling the writing of others. and applying
~oltaborative learning. writing-to-learn across the curricutum. and computer-
assisted or interactive learning. These “holistic educational strategies meet the
instructional needs of all students. visual and analyvtical™ (Sonnier and Fonltee-
chio 1989, 22),

Letme describe a typical hour in my writing center. At 8 a.m. three students
wail outside for me to open the door: more appear as the printers and lights
£o on. Ay they are signing in. teachers of history. French, and biology slip by
them and head toward computers. Four students move (o the tables on the far
side of the room. begin reading aloud and discussing their papers. Another
teacher comes in and schedules a writing workshop on double-entry journals
for her ESL cluss that is working on rescarch writing. Two more students pick
up SAT Verbal Skills software and begin working at a computer. aking turns
responding (o the prompts on the monitor. A tutor is conferencing with a
student on revision techniques. and the four students on the far side are now
writing lists of similarities and differences in human values in Mitler's Dearh
of ¢ Salesman and Kafka's “Metamorphosis.™ Another teacher enters with a
draft for publication and asks for feedback from me and two other collcagues.
As the bell rings 1o end the first class of the day. three students stop by my
desh to ask whether the Writers Club will meet this week since we've sched-
uled @ student reading for next Tuesday evening. In just one hour. the writing
center has involved students and taculty across the curriculum in application
of several writing/language arts theories.,

As students work through a picee ol writing, giving feedback whenever

needed during the writing process, they develop their own process. Holistic
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cducation. Sonnier and Buschner maintain, “provides fertite ground for stu-
dents to attain positive resubts™ (1989, 87). It is in the writing center that they
have aceess 1o one-on-one response whenever they need it—not during the
time when class meets or their instructor has office hours. In such “a humane
environment.” Ward (1984) contends. “the student is respected as an individ-
ual. treated with empathy, given encouragement, and expected to achieve™
(5h.

Kirby and Liner indicate. “The only consistently helpful and elfective
evaluation of student writings comes as the two of you sitdown with the picce
of writing. focusing directly on what's on the page™ (1981, 201) and interact.
Teachers don’t have time to do that at every phase of the writing process with
every student on every paper. Individual students determine their own needs.
then use the services of the writing center: that is, they do not have to adapt
to the needs of others. From brainstorming through revision. students and
faculty use the writing center as a human, academic. and/or evaluative re-
source. Britton’s (1975) evaluation of student writing nearly twenty years ago
indicated that the majority (84%) of writing done by high school seniors was
transactional. Although this percentage may be somewhat lower due to the
increase in writing-to-learn activities, most college writing does fall into this
mexde as opposed to poetic and expressive writing. Therefore, our students and
laculty need that critical evaluation of writing (not in the form ot a grade)
intended to communicate or inform. Writing center staffs offer that service as
part of their regular dutics.

Another important method of working in the affective area and improving
writing is through modeling. Although the normal means of doing this is to
foHow the writing style of a good published writer, there are other ways of
modeling in the writing center. For instance, writing decorum may be mod-
cled. When students see professional educators working on picces of writing
in the writing center. they see research and writing in a natural and real
emvironment. They see professionals checking dictionaries and thesauruses,
questioning their own sentence structure and ideas. ashing others” opinions on
ideas expressed or ways of approaching a particular text. Such behavior sets
an example for students and indicates to them that writing and learning arc
important and never end with academic degrees.

Although literature-based learning and whole language theory are associ-
ated with elementary and secondary education classrooms. they also apply to

writing centers at all levels. and these methods encourage growth in the
alfective domain at all tevels, too. Certainly the group using the far side of the
writing center in the above seenario base their discussions and peer editing on
works of literature to help them with thinking. writing. and rcarning. Chris-
tenbury and Kelly (1983 deseribe how “talking - asking and answering gues-
tons  olten reveals our thoughts and feelings to us as well as o others™ (1),
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Whole language approaches incorporate studies within context across the
curriculum and beyond academia to life experiences. rather than in isolation

(Goodman 1986). Much of the work that occurs in the writing center does. in

fact. involve whole language theory.

Collaborative learning. onc of the controversial ideas to influence educa-
tion. continues 1o be one of the most contagious activities in a writing center.
Within affective environments. students “are able to approach problem situ-
ations with flexibility and inteltigence and to work cooperatively with others™
(Ornstein and Hunkins 1988, 181). Students and faculty alike ask cach other
questions. bounce ideas or pieces of writing off each other. coauthor texts. and
share knowledge. One example of collaborative learning is two or more
people using software at the computer. If they are trying to learn how to use
the computer with word processing. the partics involved share a common link:
they all want to get their ideas onto the screen. revised. edited. saved. and
printed. In the process. faculty and students—honors students and remedial
ones—all cheer success and suffer faiture together. In a sense. the computer
takes on the role of Whitman's poct as the great equalizer. The advantages of
coltaborative learning inctude greater achievement (Stavin 1987). greater use
of reasoning strategies (Roftier and Ogan 1991). development of leadership
okills (McKeachie 1986). and generation of better ideas than by individuals
working alone (Slavin 1987).

With interactive learning. students may also be working coltaboratively.
For instance. consider the students woring with the SAT preparation soft-
ware. The software itselt is interactive in that it directs the students. gives
them choices. responds to their correct and incorrect choices. and directs them
to more exercises that reinforce concepts when necessary or to more difficult
problems. Interactive software or computer-assisted instruction enables the
computers to adapt instruction to student needs (McKeachie 1986). When
students work in teams with such software. they leamn from cach other and
from the software. The software provides learners with some form of supple-
mentary and reference material o enable them to review. read further. get a
quick overview. or geta deeper view than is obligatory {Romiszowski 1930).

Writing centers with computers may tend to focus more on the written
product than on interaction among individuals: however. some have found
that the computer sctually enhances the interaction between writer and tutor
in this low-risk atmosphere (Farrell 1989). What seems to make the environ-
ment different from a computer fab is that individuals are not working in
isolation: instead. they are working in a comfortable place where people are
communicating with each other verbally. on screen. and on hard copy. Stu-
dents and faculty exchange ideas at the computers and critique one another’s
work on monitors. 1t is a safe place to take risks with writing and thinking.
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Affective education includes “aspects of science that consider affective
meanings in arcas tike environmental issues™ (Beane 11). For instance. one
physies instructor. Bob Mitchell. participated in a grassroots environ-
mental/economic issue involving chip mills and the deforestation of Southeast
Tennessee. By using the writing center as a resource, he learned computer
skills. organizational skills. and writing skills. In fact. he not only developed
cffective business letters. but he also produced a plethora of documents for
publication and modelled for students the process of carrying on a national
and local grassroots movement on a political issuc. After getting help on
revision from staff’ and guest artists in the writing center. he produced an
articte, "Economics of Chip Mills.” which was sent to Senator Al Gore and
other United States government officials. When asked what he had learned in
the writing center. Mitchell said. “An awareness of the importance of lan-
guage in relation to purpose and audienee.”

Also. the writing center is indeed a center for writing in all subjeet areas.
The three teachers who came into our writing center were writing in languages
forcign to some of us: French, biology, and history. In an environment which
encourages learning, the entire writing center staft and the students have an
opportunity to learn from faculty and students alike. Psycholinguists and
cognitive psychologists deseribe writing as “a highly complex act that de-
mands analysis and synthesis of many levels of thinking™ (Graves 1978, 6).
By working in this low-risk environment. students have an opportunity to
improve their thinking and learning through writing. Hersey (1984) contends
that long-term effectiveness is important and that effectiveness has to do with
students™ attitudes at performing their work (the independence and initiative
students demonstrate at their work). The difference between classroom work
in this arca and work in the writing center is again the environment without
the teacher who evaluates the student. Martin (1976) found “the most dramatic
changes in [students™| writing . . . came when teachers moved out of their role
as examiner and into the role of adult consultant™ (2141,

There are. however. some other ways that this low-risk environment en-
hances writing. thinking, and learning. The writers meet to share works in
progress. get feedback from peers and professionals, and give readings for
others. These students are part of what Frank Smith (1986) calls a Writers
Club. a group dedicated to writing and a love of the written word. Not only
do these students have a built-in support system in writing centers., but they
also have a chance to hear their own words. revise their ideas. and receive
critical response from interested reader/listeners who are also writers. In some
institutions. publications such as the literary magazine or writing center news-
letter also play a part in the interaction of students and writing.

Since cach writing center is unique. cach reflects its own rich environment,
For instance, some have a large pereentage of returning students who have
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more experience in the real world to share with younger students and staff;
others have more ESL students who add rich backgrounds of culture. Many
ESL students find the writing center helps bridge the affective gap. Montalvo
(1989) senses that affective education offers a form of ™*caring” on the part of
the teachers and in the students with the resulting “pleasure and joy' that
simply cannot be measured™ (43).

Finally. onc of the most exciting coneepts associated with writing centers
is the use of guest artists to focus on various aspects of writing. A few writing
centers, for instance. actually build guest artists into their annual budgets.
Some institutions handle this through other departments or schools: but if the
guest artists are working out of the writing center. then the focus is on writing
at the center. For example. artist Maleolm Childers, who ereates etchings and
poems o accompany them, gave presentations and readings in the writing
center to show the relationship between the written word and the visual arts.
Students were invited to examine closety the etehings on display and then the
artist recited poems that went with several of his works. Students saw how the
sounds and images of the words reinforeed coneepts in the art. The next period
he spoke to a group of artists and reversed the emphasis. Art majors began to
see the significance of writing in their work just as writers saw how important
it was to consider all the senses when writing. Another time, KAL, syndicated
political cartoonist for the Baltimore Sun. shared some of his cartoons, then
diseussed the difference between written and visual satire. Together. he and
the students created a political cartoon which he'left for display in the writing
center. Again, the guest artist crossed the line between disciplines. Guest
artists may include people in professions where they use writing: in other
words. they present the role of writing in their careers.

More frequently. guest artists inctude poets. novelists. essayists, editors. or
technical writers. They may lead workshops. give readings or hold individual
conferences. Through these affective experiences, students “develop some
organization of preferences, appreciations, and attitudes on which to aet”
(Beane 8-9). Students begin to feel the importance of writing not only in their
lives but within the fiber of the institution when such value is given to writing
in the center. The bonus of using such guest artists is an increase in writing
for publication and in using the writing center. When such happenings take
place. students want to be there for both the planned and spontancous ones!

Adtitudes are hard 1o assess, but those of us who have become part of a
writing center atmosphere know that this place is full of fertile minds with
“what ifs.” Eisner reminds us, *There can be no affective activity without
cognition™ (1982, 28). but by maintaining « positive affective setting. writing
centers provide rich environments where students and faculty find it casy to
walk in. sit down. and get down to writing. thinking, and learning,
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11 Buberian Currents in the
Collaborative Center

Tom MacLennan
University of North Carolina-Wilmington

Retation is reciprogity © . . our students teach us, our works form us . .
we live in the currents of universal reciprocity.
~Martin Buber, / and Thou

Introduction

Over the past few years. a very healthy paradigm shift has occurred in our
profession toward more colfaboration. David Bleich (1988) wriles, “Any
literate actis a development of one’s implication in the lives of others. and the
cultivation of literacy always entails psychosocial, ethical. and political prac-
tice™ (67). Writing centers have always heen involved in the lives of others.,
Christina Murphy (1991) notes that “students fearn how to develop their
analytical and critical thinking skills through dialogic ¢xchanges with the
tutor™ (238). During the time [ have been director of The Writing Place at
UNC-Wilmington, our center has stressed collaborative efforts and dialogic
exchanges. We want our staff to become familiar with the truly exciting
colluborative learning theory and rescarch. and to incorporate that rescarch
into their practice as consultants. An effective tool for tulking precisely about
dialogic exchanges is to employ some of the language of Martin Buber. In our
work with training consultants to accommodate over 6,400 student appoint-
ments a year, we find that there are five Buberian curents that complement,
paralicl. and help itlustrate collaborative theory and practice in very concrete
terminology.

Culture Clubs and Burkean Parlors

Joseph Trimmer (1988) divided the thirty-vear evolution ol writing centers
into six whimsical “chapters™ in his “Story Time: Al About Writing Centers,”
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Trimmer notes that most centers began in 1960 as writing workshops where
recaleitrant faculty helped recaleitrant students clean up their papers. The
second chapter. which took place about 1965, was the writing lab. where one
moved from frame to frame in some sort of programmed approach to learning
about “writing.” Chapter three introduced the writing clinic (circa 1970y
where underpaid students would help other students clean up their “limiters.”
those major sins such as fused sentences. that would limit a student’s grade in
composition. The fourth chapter. circa 19750 introduced the writing center,
where revolutionaries whispered process secrets about freewriting, drafting,
and revising. and where they became confused about whether they were to
help the student or the teacher. Chapter five focused on the learning center of
the mid-1980s. where. amidst stylish decor and rows upon rows of computer
terminals, graduate students and faculty mused over fundamental rescarch
questions. Finally. Trimmer predicts the writing centers of the 1990s might
head in one of two directions. First. four of the previous five chapters might
be written off as heresy and one canonized as the story aboul writing centers™
(34). Or centers might become comiortable “"Culture Clubs™ where center staft
and clientele are invited to reflect on any of the foci of the previous five
chapters. Implied in Trimmer’s “Culture Club™ is a healthy sense of reciprocal
dialogue that many writing centers see as the heart of their campus mission,
He underlines this by noting that reflection is critical because it ereates both
conversation and culture (34-5).

Lunstord (1991) also endorses the importance of reciprocat reflection in
writing centers in a thought-provoking article entitled “Cotlaboration, Con-
trol. and the Tdea of a Writing Center.™ Writing centers have three alternatives
according 1o Lunsford. They can be ““Storchouse Centers™ (similar to the kinds
ol centers in Trimmer s first three chapters) because they “operate as informa-
tion stations or storchouses, prescribing and handing out skills and strategies
to individual learners . .. often usefing] “modules’ or other kinds of individu-
alized learning materials™ (4). She argues that in Storehouse Centers “control
resides in the tutor or center statf. the possessors of information. the currency
of the Academy ™ (7). Lunsford’s second alternative is the “Center as Garret”™
(4). Garret Centers are similar to the centers described in Trimmer’s fourth
chapter because “they see knowledge as interior, as inside the student. and the
writing center’s job as helping students get in touch with this knowledge. as
a way to find thew unique voices, their individual and unique powers™ (5).
Garret Centers “seem to invest power and control in the individual student
knower, though |Lunsford cautions| such control is often appropriated by the
tutor/teacher™ (7). The Kind of collaboration that Lunsford and Ede (1990)
have advocated for the pastsix veuars is problematized in the first two alterna-
tives because Storchouse Centers treit knowledge as “exterior. as information
to be sought out or passed on mechanically,”™ while Garret Centers view
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knowledge as vinteriorized. solitary, individually derived. individually held™
(5).

Lunstord identifies a third. more optimal. alternative. already brought into
being on various campuses as @ “Burkean Parlor.”™ a center for collaboration
(7). Such a center “place]s] control. power. and authority not in the tutor or
<atf. not in the individual student. but in the negotiating group™ (8). Lunsford
even suggests that the center adopt as @ motto Hannah ArendUs siatement:
“For excellence. the presence of others is abways required™ (8). This kind of
center, simitar to Trimmer’s “Conversational Culture Club.™ would operate
with collaboration as its first principle. “informed by a theory of knowledge
as socially constructed. or power and control as constantly negotiated and
shared™ (9).

The Culture Club and the Burkean Parlor are compelling views of the
writing centers of the 90s: cach center offers the kind of reciprocal collabora-
tion suggested by the epigraph of this picce. As Lunsford (1991) notes. the
biggest challenge in this kind of center is building a colfaborative environment

-(6). The starting point for writing center directors is in the consultant training
program. but it does not end there. it must also permeate the day-to-day center
operation. Elsewhere. | have argued for a collaborative learning cthos in the
writing center (Mackennan 1990). In The Writing Place at UNC-Wilmington.
we stress an ethos imbued with the theory, practice. and awareness of collabo-
ration. where effective diatogue and questions flourish within a central inter-

active helping prineiple or attitude. In developing such an ethos. 1 employ
some of the tanguage of Martin Buber. since his terminology illuminates
coltaborative learning theory and reseaich. The five Buberian concepts that
we use the most in The Writing Place are I-It. I-Thou. the narrow ridge.
relation is reciprocity. and encounter.

I-It/1-Thou

Briefly stated. -1t indicates a refationship of separation: 1-Thou establishes o
healthy reciprocal relationship. fn his introduction to Buber's Benween Man
and Man (1963), Maurice Fricdman observes, “I-Thou and EIt stand in
fruntful and necessary alternation with cach other™ (xiv). Fricdman makes
another important distinction in noting:

The ditference between these two refauonships is not the watare of the
abject 0 which one relates, as is often thonght. Not every relation with
an ammal or thing is an 1-16 The difference. rather. is in the refationship
innelf 1 Thou is a relationship of openness, directness, mutuality. and
presence. .. -1 in contrast, s the t pical subject-object relationship in
which one knows and uses other persons and things without allowmg
them to enist {or onesell i their uniqueness, Gtahes mime, viv)
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In the carly 605, what Trimmer refers to above as writing workshops.
clinics. and labs may have unknowingly established an I-It relationship with
clientele because the primary focus was on correcting errors, programmed
instruction, and fixing “limiters.”™ If students are regarded ondy in terms of
development, organization, spelling. or usage problems, an I-It relationship
may have been established before the consulting session unfolded. An I-Thou
relationship can be established when a consultant approaches a session with
an open. supportive, and helptul frame of mind. We endorse Ronald C.
Arnett’s observation:

¢ is the beginning of dialoges in community. but it is not sufficient. The
We of communicative exchange must emerge for Buber's version of
human community to be invited. This We embraces the / and the Thou,
the mie and the vou, the person and the event with cach being accessible
1o the other. (1980, 158}

In our training program. establishing the Kind ol accessibility Arnett describes
begins with our first training session. The first thing we have prospective
consultants do is to complete the Sivfe Delineator developed by the Mind
Styles rescarch of Gregore (1985). This rescarch-based setf-analysis instru-
ment demonstrates @ aumber of important points about how we develop and
use our own mental qualities. Gregore's key ideas are summarized as follows.
First, all people pereeive and order the universe in particular ways. Scecond.
our individual “mind stvle™ depends on how we employ what Gregore calls
the four basic mediation channels: Concerete Sequential (thorough, detailed.,
ordered. practical. and product-oriented). Abstract Sequential (evaluative.
analytical. concerned with ideas. logical. and research-oriented). Abstract
Random (sensitive, aesthetic. spontancous, colorful. nonjudgmental. and per-
son-oriented). and  Cencrete Random (intuitive.  experimental, creative,
trouble-shooter, risk-taker, innovative, and a practical dreamer). Third. cach
person has the same basic mediation abilities at her/his disposal. making it
possible for anvone to understand and relate to individuals and environments
on common ground it we choose. Fourth, beyond the basic amount ol media-
tion abilitics. most of us function best by favoring the one or two channels
which make us different and special. Fifth, what makes perfect sense to me,
becase of my own individual inclinations, may be totally useless to someone
else. Sisth, we can cither be broadminded and achnowledge and honor
strengths and weahnesses inourselves and others, or narrowminded and
attend to one point of view, The former position epitomizes the 1-Thou stance.
while the Latter leads to an -1t stance. Finally. serious seif-study promotes not
only our understanding of our selves, but of others. and our environment.
The primary value in having consultants complete this inventory carly in
their training 15 that the ensuing discussion afwayys reveals the diversity of
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stvle preferences amongst them. Also. right from the outset ol their training.,
it helps them realize that this diversity will be present in the clientele they
work with in The Writing Place. This notion of diversity underlines another
important point of Lunsford’s: successful collaboration lies *not only {inj . ..
reaching consensus but in valuing dissensus and diversity™ (1991, 9). This
point is also echoed in Buber’s notion of the give-and-take necessary in
effective human communication.

We have always used Gregore's instrument because of its accessible lan-
guage and because the instrument has validity and retiability: however. recent
rescarch suggests some other ways of familiarizing beginning consultants
with themselves and the diverse audiences they will be collaborating with.
Scharton and Neuleib (1991) note that cach person working in their large
writing. reading. and study skills center brings their own unique gifts o the
center. They utilize those gifts through administration of the Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator (184204, Kirsten Benson (1990) reports that graduate stu-
dent tutors develop an understanding of their own cognitive abilities and those
of their students by reading excerpls rom William Perry's Forms of Fntellec-
twal and Ethical Development I the College Years (242 36). Benson wiites,
“Perry deseribes college students as moving from a dualistic viewpoint,
through awareness of multipticity and refativism. and finatly into commitment
in relativism™ (27-28). Benson also observes that while Perry’s work vields
insights into middle- to upper-middle class white male’s ways of knowing. it
does not yield significant insight into the cognitive development of women.
To contpensate for this absence. she uses excerpls from Mary Belenky. et al.
(1986 Women's Wavs of Knowing in her training program (29). Jean
Kicdaisch and Sue Dinitz (1991 investigated the relationship between client
satisfaction and several other variables, including gender. They discovered
that female tutors scored significantly higher than males on client satisfaction
and suggest further case studies looking closely at how gender atfects sessions
(94 95), Keidaiseh and Dinity cite Joyee Kinkead's cise study of male and
female tutors where ““the two females were “effective questioners” and consis-
tently focused on global aspects. the two males “told” students what ta do and
spent moie time on the traditional talk of teaching —outlines. paragraphs.
punctuation™ (ytd. in Keidaisch and Dinitz 95). In light of the findings of
Lunsford. Benson. Keidaisch, Dinitz. and Kinkead. we are rethinking the
relationship between gender and the FThou relationship in consulting ses-
sions in The Writing Place. As much as Fadmire and am influenced by Buber's
thought. when he wrote about mankind. he usually wrote about man-kind. |
am convinced that all of our training in the writing center must continaously
be sell-reflective and employ current theory and critical perspectives.,

It is critical o the suecess ol our training program that our consultants
recognize that successful [-Thou collaboration begins with both a catholic
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sense of audience and. in Lunsford’s words, recognition that “control™ in a
consuiting session lies not just with & consultant. or with a student. but in “the
negotiating group.™ a third alternative that is similar to what Buber referred 1o
as the “Narrow Ridge.”

The Narrow Ridge

One of the most lucid discussions of Buber's narrow ridge takes place in a

work by Arnett I cited carlier:
A metaphor for the “narrow ridge” nught be atightrope walker attempting
1o heep his or her balance: as he or she leans oo far o one side.
adyustment must be made and balance regained. The “narrow ridge™ in
hannan conmmunication involses a halancing of one s concern for self and
others. One must be open to the other's viewpoint and willing 1o alter
one's posttion based upon appropriate and just cause. if necessiry. How -
ever, as mentioned carlier, being coneerned for omeselland the other does
not necessarils mean i compromise or an acceptance of another’s vicw-
pomnt. One may accept @ compromtise or esen clange o the other’s
viewpoint: such moves are done out of a cormitment to findmg the
“hest” principle or solution, (36 37)

In The Writing Place. we see this kind of give-and-take interaction as being
most healthy, The ideal at which we want oar consultants to aim as consultant
and client negotiate together is an I-Thou ethos, We see successful cottabora-
tion as the interaction of four clements: (1) maintaining a theoretical aware-
ness. (2) giving to the session. (3) gaining from the session, (4) remaining
open o muatual discovery ol options. Our most memorable consultations take
place on the murow ridge. which, as Arnett points out. embodies a third
alternatis e, where both parties assume a genuine responsibility for cach other
(36, Optimal contact on the narrow ridge leads to another Buberian concept.
encounter, which T witl explore hater in this paper,

I see a strong parallel between Buber™s narrow ridge and Lunsford’s nego-
tiating group because they articulate the kind of collaboration where power
and control are shared and negotiated by both parties. Both Buber and Luns-
ford are concerned with preserving the equality of both parties and valuing
the rehtion between both parties as something worthy of respect. Collabora-
tion v @ reciprocal relationship, Relation, according to Martin Buber, is
reciprogity.

Relation Is Reciprocity

In staffing The Writing Place. we look for consubtants who we think will value
the fact that they will learn as much, sometimes more, than they will share
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with clientele. As Buber notes, we learn from our students and are formed by
our works. and we live in currents of universal reciprocity (1970, 67). Emily
Meyer and Louise 7. Smith (1987) underscore this point by noting that
reciprocal questioning can lead students 1o examine an assignment’s hey
guestion. to determine some boundaries for an acceptable response, and to
pinpoint the question the student draft answers (100). After reading through
the transcript in Meyer and Smith. our future consultants role-play the act of
reciprocal guestioning. Therefore. familiarity with Buber's tripartite defini-
tion of communication is an important part of our carly training sessions. In
writing about communication in Berween Man and Man. Buber notes:

Fknow three Kinds. There is genuine dialogae--no matier whether spo-
ken or silent- where each of the participants really has in mind the other
or others in their present and particular being and turns 10 them with the
intention of establishing a living mutual relation between himselt and
themi. There is technical dialogue. which is prompted solely by the need
of objective understanding. And there is monologae disgaised as dia-
logae. in which two or more men. mieeting in space. speik cach with
himself in strangely tovturoas and circuitous ways and yvet imagine they
have escaped the wrment of being thrown back on their own resources.
19y

Arnett (1986) notes that alt of these forms of communication have, indeed,
their place in modern society: however, genuine dialogue is never com-
manded, but invited. This “relationship-centered communication that is
sensitive to what happens (o both setf and other approaches dialogic commu-
nication”™ (7). The nest step in our training program is show ing how Buber's
thought is reflected in cotlaborative theory and practice,

We read and discuss John Trimbur s (1985) essay. “Collaborative Learning
and Teaching Writing.” noting how Bubers ideas about dialogue and retation-
ships interact with the origins. theory and current practices of collaborative
tearning. Our training sessions also include having consultants complete and
discuss the Murray Card Activity that appears in Thomas J. Reigstad’s and
Donald McAndrew's Training Tutors for Writing Conferences (1984). Role
playing in this activity pragmatically illustrates how a reciprocal relationship
can be instituted at every stage of the compasing process by remaining opep
to another’s view point and altering vour own position when it feads to more
cffective collaboration. Buber would call this “negotiating on the narrow
ridge.”

Our instructional library contains a comprehensive selection of composi-
tion and writing center journals. We are alwavs on the lookout for critical
articles that underscore Buberian collaboration. for example. two recent
“must read”™ articles were Lunsford and Ede’s “Rhetoric in a New Key:
Women and Collaboration™ (1990) and Jane Tomphkins™ “Pedagogy of the
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Distressed”™ (1990). An article that will be added this semester is the Lunsford
article that 1 have referred 1o throughout this picce. All of these articles
effectively reinforee Buberian notions of dialogue. reciprocity. and the narrow
ridge.

We introduce a final Buberian concept in our training sessions by noting
(wo critical points made by Pamela Vermes in Buber (1983). an excellent
introduction to the fife and thought of Martin Buber. First, that refation always
entails reciprocity in the life of genuine dialogue. Our consultants constantly
el us that one of the most rewarding aspects of working in The Writing Place
is the feeling that they are learning more than the student writer, That kind of
reciprocal refationship does not take place unfess flexibility merges with
active listening, questioning. and responding. Sceond., relation sometimes
leads to encounter (40—,

Encounter

Vermes points out that while Buber considered relation an attitude of mind. or
a psvehological stage, encounter was an event, something that happens (42).
She goes on Lo state that “encounter represents the high peak of refational life.
the Hightning fTash which suddenty illumines the way. . . . the coming together
into existential communion of two I's and two Thou's™ (43). One might even
equate encounter with Maslow s idea of a “peak experience.”

One of my own most vivid experiences with an encounter oceurred several
vears ago. A student who Twili call James had been assigned an [-Search paper
by one of our English instructors and he was my last appointment on a Friday
afternoen. James was a student-athlete, and. T must admit, T hegan stereotyp-
ing him as > onas he walked mto our writing center, He said that he had no
idea what topic he wanted to explore. During the carly stages of our session.
I found out that he had plaved high school football and basketball. Football
was his favorite sport. but his basketball tatent had brought him to our school.

We spent most of the session dredging up and then rejecting various sports
topivs. James wasn’t interested in becoming a professional athlete. coach.

{rainer. sporis reporter or announcer, TEwas ke inan carly fall afternoon, the
weehend toomed ahead of both of us. we were both tired and perhaps even a
bit frustrated. My own attitude was more 1-1t than -Thou, and T sensed that
James probably felt the same way. | suggested another appointment carly the
following week.

As e was packing up to leave. and Fwas completing his reporting form.
he casually mentioned that he was going o atiend a high school foothall game
that night, He added thae while he really had enjoved playing high school
foothall. he hated to wear the generte, drab uniforms his team had worn for
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vears. He compared them to Penn State’s, saying that his team didn’t even
have a togo on their helmets, James mentioned something that had not come
out during our session together. Namely, that he had been interested in draw-
ing since his elementary school years. In high school. he had enjoyed sketeh-
ing and dratting. He had even approached his coach with an idea for a helimet
logo for the team but his idea had been rejected. For the next thirty minutes.
our conversation moved into a general discussion of NFL teams, their respec-
tive uniforms and team logos. Talso shared with James that when | was a high
school student. during the pre-TV years. most teams did not even have logos
on their helmets. We both seemed to reatize we were on o something and we
continued our comversation. An idea for his {-Search topic occurred to both of
us simultancously. How did team logos evolve in the NFL? The major part of
our collaborative efforts. I might add. occurred after we had compieted our
formal consulting session. As Ken Macrorie (1988) writes. a topic had se-
fected the writer (621, However, the topic was not James's idea. nor my idea.
it was a collaborative idea.

Something sparked both of us that fate afternoon to continue our conversa-
tion fong after our consulting session had “officially ™ ended. My own reflec-
tions on that afternoon are that once we had worked through an carly [-It
refationship with James's half-hearted attempts to decide on a topic and my
initial stereoty ping of him. we moved gradually into a shared [-Thou relation-
ship on the narrow ridge where we negotiated the dimensions of the problem.
articalating it in a reciprocal, give-and-take basis. Our eventual discovery of
the topic makes me certain that what we esperienced is what Buber refers 1o
as an encounter. Our conversation leading up to and immediately after the
topic occurred o us was animated. energizing. and an hour had transpired
alter our consulting session officially ended.

Fworked with James severat other times as e shaped his paper and we both
tearned a fot from it Frequently, have regretted the fact that 1 did not ask him
for a copy ol his paper. T do remember James discovered that the Los Angeles
Rams were the first team to use a logo. the result of a player painting rams
horns on his practice helmet and management liking the idea. He also learned
that the Cleveland Browns to this day do not have a helmet logo, although
during the late 1950s the plaver’™s number appeared on the side of the helimet.
James also thought that the tiger stripes that envelop the entire Cincinnati
Bengals™ hetmet was one oi the more innovative designs, Talso recall he was
critical of the New England Patriots™ logo (a football center dressed in colonial
garb ready (o hike the balh). suggesting instead of that “busy™ design. the
Patriots could convey the same connection by merely using a three-cornered
hat. His personal aesthetic Favorites were the tone star of the Datlas Cowboys
and the horseshoe design of the Baltimore/tndianapolis Colts because both
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were models of classic simplicity. James even visited the Pro Football Hall of
Fame in Canton, Ohio. during Fall Break that year.

Conclusion

I have outlined what James learned during his -Search-—a legitimate question
ins What did [ learn and what did it el me about Buberian currents in the
writing center? learned that the fatigue factor can move one toward an -t
relationship. because that is exactly how I felt when | first met James. That
fesson translated into providing periodic scheduled breaks for consultants. no
matter how Busy things get in the writing center. Having my own precon-
ceived notions about topics that would interest student-athletes punctured was
another painful lesson. Like the male wiors mentioned above in Kinkead’s
research. 1 was telling when [ should have been listening. [ abso learned the
power ol relation being reciprocal when James and 1 engaged in collaborative
dialogue about a topic that mutually interested us, James alvo taught me a
lesson in popular cubture, While T had long been a football fan. T never had
even remotely considered the aesthetic nature of logos. or that they could be
read as semiological codes. As a matter of fact. perhaps the most important
thing we both learned was. as Macrorie (1988) observes. that the scarch
becomes exciting when itmeans something to you ¢56). The excitement of the
search, 1 would argue. is the hey indicator that a writing center consultation
has moved hevond an 1-Thou relationship to the encounter stage. I don’teven
consider the topic of team logos idiosyneratic anymore, as 1 did during the
carly stages of working with James. The other day. when browsing through a
Jocal bookstore. I noted Mare Okhonen's Baseball Uniforms of the Twventicth
C entery, an exhaustively rescarched. oversized volume of tull-color detaiied
drawings of every uniform worn by all of the major feague teams in buschall,
complete with team logos.

In sumimary. my work with James suggested possiple stages of a writing
center consultatton These stages, reflected in the language of Martin Buber:
I-1t cdepersonalization). Meeting on the Narrow Ridge (establishing a recip-
rocal refationship). I-Thou (a suceessful collaboration), and Encounter (both
parties are changed as a result of the consulting session). My cxperience
with James suggests a number of iaplications for further rescarch. 1 am
interested. for instance. in determining whether the Buberian framework is
evident in other sessions with other consultants. Another arca that interests me
is the role gender plays in successlful consultations Also, what role does
learning style play in writing center consultations? Finally. docs the work of
other writers/philosophers suggest alternative frames orks for writing center
collaboration”!
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Postscript

Martin Buber's writing is prolific. Maurice Friedman's bibliography in The
Library of Living Philosophers volume The Philosophy of Martin Buber runs
A7 pages (749-80). Addrtionalty, the thirty desceriptive and critical essay s in
the same volume examine Buber's philosophy and its influence on aesthetics.,
education, theotogy. politics. history. natural science. psy chotherapy, and sev-
cral philosophical currents (41--686), Let me suggest a less daunting task by
recommending three volumes which are both accessible and clucidating.
Walter Kaufman's transtation of Buber's [ and Thou is one that | have returned
to Tor over twenty years, It contains a comprehensive prologue by Kaulman
and is an excellent translation. For an overview of Buber's life and thought,
Pamela Vermes's bricl volume Buber is highty recommended because it
contains the most cogent explanations of the five Buberian concepts this essay
hias explored. Another book that explores the implications of Buber's philoso-
phy on the ficld of communications is one that | have alvo cited throughout
this picce. Ronatd C. Arnett’s Conmnnaication and Commuuity: Implications
of Martin Buber's Dialogne. This book., like w0 many other translations of
Buber, contains an exeellent foreward by Maurice Fricdman, whose lucid
introductions, readable translations. and comprehensive biographies have
been indispensable to my understanding of how Buber's thought shapes my
own hife as an educator.
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“The Use of Force™:
Medical Ethics and Center Practice

Jay Jacoby
T Lintversity of North Carolina-Charloue

Consider the following case. The paper that appears below was written by a
o freshman in response to the assignment. “Write about someone who means a
"" areat deal to vou™

My Grandma Connie s sinty eight years ofd, It is funny T never think
ol iter in terms of age. When ook at her 1 do not notice the wrinkles or
grey - she does not have mach grar hair anyway. though she does
- possess the most calmand understanding grey eves a grandmother could
have,

Once she beat my Tilteen-year-old brother at arm-wrestling. disgrac-
ina him in front ol his buddies.

She Tives by herself. now that Grandpa is gone. in a big house that he
built himself some thirty odd years ago. Sometimes she will complain
about why Grandpa put awindow here or wiins he did not put a door there,
B Then she will get guiet tike she is remembering when thes were here

together and first moving into their own new house with a door where a
window shoutd be.

: Before tvping a linal copy of her paper. the student decides 1o bring her drafi
; to the writing center. 1tis her first visit. She hands the dradt to a tutor and asks.,
I “What do you think? What should T do now?”
B How legitinwate would it be considering the argument that students
should “own™ the teats they write - for the tutor to return the student’s ques-
tions: “What do your think? What do vor want to do now ™ What if the stadent
unconditionally surrenders the autonomy offered her, saving, “No fair! You're
the tutor. Hedoesn’tmatter what /7 think.” Do we run the risk of playing “hat
potato™ with authority over the text? Do we damage our credibility- and tha
of the writing center - it we do not offer poirted suggestions for improve-
ment? Exactly who should control the witorial sessian?
et us now assume that the witor chooses to be tess directive, Through the
use of guiding questions, the tutor wants o lead the student to examine her
. choices. So. the titor ashs, s there any part of tis paper thal you would have
_— developed more il you had had the time?” (kindly implying that lack of time.
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rather than any other considerations, led to what the tutor perceives as an
underdeveloped paper). And what if the student does nor say. as the tutor
might have hoped., “Well, T guess Tdon’t say much in the second paragraph™
What if, instead. she says. “Well. T know | wouldnt change the second
paragraph. the way it just makes a statement and then gets out of the way™ Is
it okay to disagree with such a minimalist point of view? And would that
simply be a disagreement between peers? Or does the ttor's authority. based
on his or her presumed know ledge about descriptive detail. paragraph devel-
opment. ete.. upset any equality of opinion between tutor and client?

Finally. let us assume that the student comes to the writing center only after
her instructor has returned the paper with a grade of "D and a note saying.
“This isn’t coltege-level writing. Go to the writing center.” Assume that
another note comes to the tutor from the instructor saying. “Help this student
understand writing expectations in college: introduction-thesis-development-
support.” What if the witor feels that such advice is wrong, that the picce will
lose something—its artlessness, its ingenuous voice—it those directions are
followed? Should the tutor go against what instinet or training suggest and
follow the instructor's orders? Does the tutor have any awtonomy?

The discussion that follows may not offer many concrete answers 1o e
questions raised here. It should. however, provide a fresh perspective from
which to consider those questions. and a theoretical framework upon which
possible solutions can be worked out. That perspective and framework draw
upon work done in the field of medical ethics during the past twenty-five
vears. Medical ethies 1s the process of reasoning that health care professionals
use to decide what is right. or what ought to bhe done. for the physical
well-being of their patients and society. Entrusted with the intellectual well-
being of our clients and the ipstitutions we serve, writing center tutors can
benelit from examintng ihe ethical principles which often inform medical
decision-making.

I began this chapter 0y “presenting a case.” an activity engaged in daily by
physicians. T should confiess: at this point, 1o considerable discomfort in so
clinically presenting the writer of "My Grandma Connie™ as a patient to be
discussed in a hospital mortality -and-morbidity session, Not tong ago, how -
ever. it was common to speal of writing instruction using medical metaphors
and models. Writing centers were called lahs or clinics, Writers were diag-
nosed and remedies were preseribed. Tutors emerged from tutorials as interms
didd from surgery: sweating, talking a writing-center equivalent of doctor-talk:
but instead of deviated septums, they dealt with bifurcated propositions. with
[, interference rather than bowel obstrucuons, Tutors became the Emergeney
Medicat Technicians of the university, specializing in “Crisis Intervention in
the Writing Center™ (Ware 19861, and prioritizing concerns through “Triage
Tutoring™ (Haynes 1988). Pevhaps it was thinking atong these lines that led
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Richard Lanham (1979) to recommend a “paramedic method™ for eliminating
“lard.” or wordiness. from writing (a procedure which I suppose could be
thought of as a writing center equivalent of liposuction).

Of course. it should not take long for those of us employed in writing
centers to recognize the limitations of medical metaphors as they apply to our
work. Despite what desperate students tell us. we know that getting an "A” on
a term paper. or mastering subject/verb agreement. is nor a life-or-death
situation. Despite what cynical instructors tell us. we know that student
wriling is not a condition. a disease 1o be cured. Students coming to the
wriling center are not patients, 2 word synonymous with “invalid™ and “suf-
ferer.” Tutors are not physicians: they swear no oaths to Mina Shaughnessy or
Ken Bruffee: their fee scale for consultation difters radically from that of a
radiologist or neurosurgeon.

As Mike Rose has cogently pointed out, an “atomistic. medical model of
language Jand language learning] is simply not supported by more recent
rescarch in language and cognition™ (1990, 210), In a recent (1991) article.
Diane Stelzer Morrow has also identified the limitations of comparing medi-
cal practice to writing instruction. She eites Stephen and Susan Judy. who
suggest such comparisons lead to “a pessimistic. even latalistic, view of the
student as learner.” and Muriel Harris (1986). who has aptly noted that “the
goal of the writing teacher is instructional. not therapeutic™ (219). Writing
from a unique position of being both physician and writing center witor,
Morrow does recognize. however. the potential value of thinking about what
goes on in writing centers in medical terms. Such recognition i based upon
certain similarities in the refationships between doctors and patients and tutors
and clients, relationships in which, Morrow observes, “expectations are not
guite so fined as perhaps they once were™ (219),

For the past several years, there has been a rising interest in ethics in the
writing center, especially issues of empowerment. tutorial authority, and client
autonomy. Entire sessions at professional conferences have been devoted to
the subject. offering presentations with such titles as “Authority and Collabo-
rative Learning.” ~Authority, Gender, and Tutos.” “Notions of’ Authority in
Peer Writing Conterences,” and “Power Play: The Use and Abuse of Power
Relationships in Peer Critiguing.”™ This interest in writing center ethies is
reflected by the National Writing Centers Association’s awarding of two
recent annual best article awards to works focusing upon cihical issues: John
Trimbur s “Peer Tutoring: A Contradiction in Terms?” (1987) and Trene Lurkis
Clark™s “Collaboration and Ethies in Writing Center Pedagogy ™ (1988). While
writing center professionals were turning more attention toward cthical issues
imolving twitor-client relatonships. members of the medical community were
arowmg more concerned about ethical issues that centered upon doctor-pa-
tient relattonships, From the literature emerging out ol those concerns come
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such titles as “Respecting Autonomy: The Struggle Over Rights and Capaci-
ties” (Katz). “Moral Problems in the Medical Worker-Patient Relationship”
(McConnell). “The Refutation of Medical Paternalism™ (Goldman 1983). and
“Ethical Dilemmas for Nurses: Physicians™ Orders versus Patients” Rights™
{Mappes 1983).

Morrow has suggested that one reason for the rising interest in cthical
issues—especially those involving power refationships

among doctors and
writing instructors is that “both professionals are moving away from a tradi-
tion of authority 1o one of guide or co-learner™ (228). 1 found these concerns
converging two years ago when. as Director of Composition. I received from
a first-ycar instructor an already graded paper on Williwm Carlos Wiltiams’s
short story. “The Use of Force.” Some excerpts from thai paper. which |
reproduce unedited. folfow:

William Carlos Williams story. The Use of Force, Kind of reminded
me of the movie The Exorcist. which stases Linda Blair, as Reagan.
MMathilda and Linda Blair were very much alike. They both knew some-
thing was wrong with them but were afraid to let somebody help them,

Just so happens the persons trying to help them were doctors, In Reagan’s
case there were doctors and priests involve. ...

In both cases it seents like the doctors are fighting a never ending
battle and are ready 1o give up. Mathilda's doctor was just as determine
o examine her, as she was determined that he wasn’t In Reagan’s vase
the doctors did give up because her problem was over their heads, That's
when the priest ok over.

Howeser. Mathitda's doctor finally got to examine her throat and
Reagan'™s priest finally drove the devil out of her. Mathilda was stifl
furious because the doctor had overpowered her, but when the priest
drove the devil out of Reagan she didn’t remember a thing.

I don‘t hnow why 1 chose the Exorcist to compare sith The Use ol
FForee becaase The Exorcist seared the living ficll oat of me. Thnow why.
pecanse The Bxorcist was a perfeet example of a child in need of help
but was determined not 1o let anyone help her. ...

The instructor had given this paper a “D-""and sought from me some
confirmation of her judgment that the paper’s content and style were "not
appropriate or satisfactory for a formal essay.” Overw helmed by the organiza-
tional problems and surface errors of a member of what Rose has called
“America’s educational underclass.” this instructor also feit that her student
violated rules of academic propricty by her use of colloguial diction and her
decision to compare Williams's story 1o & sensationalistic {ilm, She wrote to
the student: “Though 1 would not have approved of this topic. | have o give
vou credit for originality. ... I you had come for our scheduled conference.
I could hay e helped you with your topic.”

As vou may recall, TThe Use of Foree™ is astory about a doctor who
suspects that his patient. a frightened young girl named Mathilda, has diph-
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theria. The doctor exercises his authority—granted to him by his medical
knowledge—to force the child’s mouth open so he can examine her throat. All
of this is done at considerable cost 0 Mathilda: she i injured during the
examination. her privaey is invaded. her trust is shattered. Nonetheless., she is
found to have diphtheria, and her life is probably saved as a result of the
doctor’s persistence in examining her.

What is crucial 1o us here is the doctor’s justification for compromising his
patient’s autenomy: “The damned little brat must be protected against her own
idiocy. one says (o one’s self at such times. Others must be protected against
her. It is @ social necessity™ (208). Were these the only motives. the doctor
might have appeared justified. but there woukd not have been much of a story.
Williams has the doctor reveal yet another set of motives: =, . . the worst of it
was that I'too had got beyond reason. 1 could have tor the child apart in my
own fury and enjoyed it. It was a pleasure to attack her. My face was burning
with it” (207-208). Later. the doctor admits that it is not so much social
necessity, “But a blind fury, a feeling of adult shame. bred of a longing for
muscutar release™ (2081 that are his operatives.

Keeping the issues of “The Use of Force™ in mind. let us now turn 1o
something less dramatic, but no less serious. Do tutors have the right to
compromise their clients” autonomy. their opportunities tor self-determina-
tion? In the interests of “social necessity™ (i.e.. to maintain university stand-
ards and protect academic society from what may be thought of as student
“idiocy 7). can tors act on what they perceive to be their clients” best interests
(as did the doctor in “The Use of Foree™) and assume authority over their
clients™ texis? Are tutors expected o coerce the writer of My Grandma
Connie™ into developing her second paragraph? Is the situation any different
if tutors subtly lead her into making the choice 1o expand that paragraph? Must
d tutor -—~who may be fully aware of the problems underprepared writers have
in what David Bartholomue (1985) calls “inventing the wiiversity™ (i.c..
imagining and attempting 1o reproduce academic discourse)—follow an in-
structor™s orders and convinee the writer of *"The Use of Foree™ paper that a
comparison with The Exorciseis inapproprizte? What if that tutor suspeets that
the instructor’s rejection of the students topic is somehow related to her
annoyance about a missed conference? What about cases of Ly or second-lan-
guage inteeference? One tutor, faced with a Vietnamese refugee’s paper. wrole
that she was having problems forcing hersell to point out errors: “1ont tell
me 'm doing a sentimental dance around the issue. Thnow it. But doesn’t the
error o second language give the essay a quality, a sense of “heart.” that would
somehow be lostin the Americanization of the fanguage?”

In encouraging the substitution of-our discourse for the student’s, we are
potentialty crasmg at feast part of that student’s identity: some ol his or her
authenticity - in order to meet the demands ol the institution. And often we
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do so without ever consubting honestly with the student: “Just write the paper
this way: this is how it is done here!™ In their perceived roles as authorities.
even those tutors with the best of intentions take controt of what Nancy Allen
(1986) calls the “Truth of a paper™ (4 and compromise whatever a wiiter may
have intended.

Were peer tutors and others who intervene in the writing processes of
others to swear an oath like the one physicians once swore to Hippocrates., that
oath might draw heavily upon the ethical principle represented below:

The dignity of the person commands us 0 respect individual persons.
L This means that one I being, precisely as hman. does nor and
shonld nor have power over another himan being Fhis means thag
indiv iduals shall not coerce others or imit teir activities or impose their
will on others, Exen society and its instrument. the goserniient. must
respect the freedom and privacy of individuals and can interfere onhy
when it is necessary 1o protect othiers or for very serious and overriding
social coneerns.

. Adinde reflection wall reveal the fact that neither Tawyers, clergy -
nen. techers, doctors, or nurses hiave a right w interfere with individuoals
or foree trer opinions on thent or even 1o act on i person’s behalf
without pernussion, . . . Specialized knowledge, even a license 1o prac
tice. does not awthorize professionals to conirol any aspect of another’s
life. or o limit the freedom of others. tGarrett, Baillie, and Garrett 1989,
27 2%

The principle identified here. anronomy, will inform nearly all the discussion
that follows,

The central principle o autonomy in contemporary medicat cthical theory
cames ds @ reaction o uthitacian cthics which “locates rightness and
wrongness in the comegurences of our behavior™ (Arras and Hunt 1983, 7) and
has actendeney to regard the individual as littde more than a recipient of good
and evil” (Miller 1983, 6:4). In contrast to utilitarianism. Kantian. or deon-
tological. cthics holds that “the principles governing our behavior are of
utmost importance” (Arras and Hunt 1983, 7). According to Bruee Miller. the
priniiey granted 1o the principle of autonomy in Kantian theory provides
“firm ground to resist coercion and its less Toreeful, but more pervasive
cousins: manipulation and undue influence. It also provides a warrant for
treating a person’s owir choices, plans, and conception ol self as generally
dominant over whai another belicves 1o be in that person’s best interest”
(1983, 041

Any elforts made to abrogate an individuals autonomy may be considered
paternalism, which the OED deflines as “government as by a father: the
attempt 1o, .. regutate e dile ol a nation or community in the same way as a
lather does [Tor] hus children.” James Childress bas noted, “Because the term
paternalism is sex-linked, itis not wholly felicitous™ (1983, 18). He would
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prefer the more gender-inclusive term parentalisin. but such a term has yet (o
appear in the literature of medical ethics. In medical practice.

Paternatism centers on the notion that the physician- —cither by virtue of
his or her saperior knowledge or by some impediment incidental to the
patier.s’s experience of ifness- has better insight into the best interests
of the patient than does the patient. or that the physician’s obligations are
sach that he is hampered to do what is medicaily good. even if it is not
“aood™” in terms of the patient’s own value system. (Pelligrino "and
Thomasma 1988, 7y

There are essentially two (orms of paternalism: Strong paternalism “consists
in overriding the competent wishes and choices of another™ and Weak pater-
natism consists of acting on behalf of someane who. for some reason. “is not
afforded the full possibility of free choice™ (Pellegrino and Thomasma 7).

Itis fairly common to see both physicians and writing center tutors engag-
ing in some form of weak paternalism. Such conducet is no doubt activated by
the principle of heneficence. doing good for others. In their efforts to serve
patients and students, doctors and tutors see it as their obligation to help others
Turther their important and legitimate interests™ (Beauchamp and Childress
1989, 194, And. acting upon the principle of heneficence. physicians and
twtors may sometimes feel justified in abrogating their clients™ autonomy. On
these grounds. Bernard Gert and Charles Culver (1979) argue that it is okay
to “violate a moral rule™ by interfering with another person’s autonomy for
that person’s own good (2),

It s difficult. however, o ascertain whether anyone acts solely, or even
primarily, out of beneficence. As Childress observes. frequently “the claim to
be doing good for others masks the agent’s real motives, such as self-interest™
(19, In the case of the doctor in *The Use of Foree™ it was “adult shame™—the
desire not to be challenged and defeated by a chitd—that motivates him. He
retlects, Hried to hold myselt down but T couldn™. [ know how to expose a
throat for inspection™ (207). Similar motivations exist in the writing center. as
Morrow 'poinl\ out: "1 knew how to write and students would be coming to
the writing center to tearn how to write. They needed advice and 1 would be
able to give it . .. Medicine, like teaching, has a long tradition of the profes-
sional as authority™ (223.227). In the writing center. especially among novice
tutors, there is often the irresistible urge to play —-not doctor—but proflessor.
Iise as Kay Satre and Valerie Traub have suggested. a “dynamic whereby
those who have been put down by a system attempt to gain power by adopting
the mode and guise of authority™ (198K, 5). If the doctor knows how 1o expose
throats, tutors know how to undangl  modifiers. And. if they have read Don
Murray's Write to Learn (1990)0 they know all about writing about grand-
mothers, and they are just waiting for a Iresh client upon whom to foist that
khnowledge.
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in addition to the difficulty of acting upon any principle that can he
identilied as being solely in another’s best interests, there is the problem of
“the absence of sharad beliets about what is good for persons and what they
really need™ (Childress 19). It is a problem that surfaces anytime we hand a
group of writing tutors @ student paper and ask for consensus about what
Reigstad and McAndrew (1984) call high-order and low-order concerns (1 -
19). Not all tutors at my university’s writing center feft that the second
paragraph of “Grandma Connice™ needed further work. And not all tutors were
content about persuading the writer of *The Use of Foree™ paper into dropping
the comparison with The Exorcise. On this matter. one ttor. Stephen Criswell.
Wrote: »

| think that the student had at Teasta germ of an idea in hisfhier compari-
on o the Williams story 1o the movie. . . . the student saw in both stories
a child struggling against authority.

It might be that the student would eventuathy drop The Fxorcist parnt
of the paper. or reduce it to @ very brief mention. But the removal of that
part of the paper should be the student’™s decision  part of his/her prou-
cwe. When the tutor ases that part of the paper. it scems to me that the
tutor 1~ sort ol cutting off the student writer's ideas in progress. 1t seems
like this writer still needs 1o work through his/hier analy sis of the Wil
fams story. and that he/she is using the comparison to do that. The tutor
should allow that process (o happen and Tetthe Faareist part of the paper
jade naturally. Telling the stadent 1o lose it seems 1o artificiatly put the
writer where the witor wants him/her.

Apparently, Stephen feels that the paternalistic mter ention recommended by
some of his colleagues -in part 1o accommodate the writing instructor’s
comment that the paper topic was inappropriate-- woukl be counterproductive
in this particutar case.

‘There are those who might justify such paternalism on grounds other than
heneticence. For example. they could propose grounds which the doctor in
“The Use of Foree™ identified as “social necessity™ ... one s justified in
restricting a person’s freedom in order to prevent injury or harm 1o other
pecific non-consenting individuals. ... for in order to| prevent impairment
of institutional practices and systems that are in the public interest”™ by such
behaviors as 1ax evasion. contempt of court, or other actions that “weaken
public institutions™ (McConnell 1982, 64 6GS).

Keeping such justification of paternalistic intervention in mind. it may be
useful o raise the question, “With whom are writing center tors collabora-
tors: their student clients or the institution that employs them? Can it be
both?™ Tn medicine, physicians who stll befieve in upholding the Hippocratic
oath seem 1o favor the institution sinee they swear “to five my life in partner-
ship with him [who has taught me]™ (MeConnell 2071, Frequently. in tutorial
practice. though no oaths are sworn. we reveal allegianee o the institution by
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compromising the autonomy of stadent writers. That is, with little or no
consultation with those writers. tuters compel them to adopt the language of
academic discourse. presumably 1o prevent actions that “weaken public insti-
tutions.™ actions such as using contractions or one-sentence paragraphs. writ-
ing fiterary analyses in the first person. or comparing “classic™ texts with
those of gquestionable merit,

Such paternalistic practice. whether consciously intended or not, leads
writing tutors to act as gatckeepers for the university, They assume postures
that Mina Shaughnessy (1981) has identified as Guarding the Tower: “the
teacher is in one way or another concentrating on protecting the academy
tincluding himself) from the outsiders. those who do not seem to belong in the
community of learners,”™ or Converting the Natives: carrying “the technology
ol advanced literacy to the inhabitants of an underdeveloped country™ (63 -
04 Such postures lead to a Kind of mentality whereby writing center ¢li-
ents--hy virtue of their allegedly diminished knowledge (after all. most of
them are only freshmen!y - are considered as individuals whose decision-
making competence can be compromised. for their own protection (we want
them to pass. den’t we?y and that of society.

In a discussion of medical ethies. Samuel Shuman identifies attitudes
simifar o those expressed above as a form of colonialism:

Among peerse even those who attempt to influence one another's dec
sion miking, there is no colonialism: in the colonial relationshds, be it
benevolent or malesolent. the keepers and the hept are not peers because
the latter can never freely make their own decisions. .. . Englishmen in
the last century and carlier in this cemury justificd their colonialism by
arguing and even believing that they were bringing the benefits of white
envilization 1o primitive people. Tn modern medical practice. one (inds
stdar setl serving dectarations, which purport o justity sociens s right
to compromise the decision-making autonoms ol patients. (75 70)

Shuman’s observations apply (o problems attending any collaborative ef-
fort in the writing center. Callaboration is in danger of dissolving anytime a
tror imposes his or her will upon a client, or when a client surrenders his or
her will to the tator, The latter situatian is no less common in tatoring than in
medicine: patients often direct their doctors 1o make all the decisions. o do
whatever they think is best. They vield, in other words. 1o what has been called
the “despotism of the expert”™ (Appelbaum, Lidz, and Meisel 1987, 28).
Likewise. in the writing center. as Morrow notes, “most students begin by
assuming that the witor is in charge: most students come nto the session
taking a passive role™ (221, Neither paticnt nor student demonstrates any
desire o become a “knowledgeable participant™ (Appelbaum. Lidz. and
Menel v i their respective health care or deselopment as writers. In such
situations, physicians and tutors may justity the adoption of paternalism on
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behali of passive patients or students, using the argument that, “with the
development . . . of his rational powers, the individual in question will accept
our decision on his behalt and agree with us that we did the best thing for him”
(Childress 26). But. as any browbeaten patient or student can testify, this form
of acceptance is, fike a forced confession, highly suspect.

There may be a way out of some of the ethical dilemmas posed here. w way
that guards against the use of force no matter how benevolently intended. The
solution 1 propose derives from the principle of informed consent. In medi-
cine. this principle posits that “decisions about the medical care a person will
receive. il any, are to be made in a collaborative manner between patient and
physician™ (Appelbaum, Lidz. and Meisel 12). Moreover. the implementation
of the practice of informed consent is seen as both "a central duty of health
care professionals and as a right of patients™ (Appelbaum, Lidrz. and Meisel
261, Garrett, Baillie, and Garrett (1989) note that the following conditions
must he present in order for informed consent to take piace:

[1] The patient . .. must be competent or Tave decision-making ci-
pactis, ... Decision-making capacity is the patient’s ability to make
choices that reflect an understanding and appreciation of the nature and
conseguences of one’s actions and of alternative actions, and to cvaluate
them in refation 1o a person’s preferences and priorities.

124 Competence requires not only the ahility 1o understand the conse-
guetiees of one’s decisions, but freedom from coercion and such undue
influence that would substantially diminish the freedom of the patient.

[3] Thie health care professionad ..o muast have provided the necessary
mformation and made sure that it was understood. .. [There is) an
oblieation 10 actually comnuiicate and not merely an obligation 1o
spoit facts. A recital of all the technical details and the use of technical
Tanguage ay 1oL only fail to increase comprehension. but niay actuatly
destroy understanding. . . ethics demands that the health care profes-
ional make sure the patient understands the consequences in terms of
the things that are important to the patient. (281

In applying the principle of informed consent in the Writing center, we must
foster in our clients an understanding of the nature of their actions ti.c. the
decisions they miake as writers), alternatise actions (i.e.. other decisions that
could be made). and their respective consequences. Equally important. we
must he sure that the decisions our clients make are their decisions, informed
and deliberate decisions that trey can justify on grounds that are important tv
them, lisuring that our clients hase such understanding respects their auton-
omy. Clients given the opporiunity for such understanding will make choices
about their writing which. in ethicist Bruce Miller's terms. will preserve
Autoneny as Free Actions choices are voluntary, rather than cocreed. and
intentional. i.c.. the consciots object of the actors Ntonomy as Authenticity:
chotees are in keeping with a person’s character. “consistent with the person’s
allitudes. values, dispositions, and lite plans "t and Autonomy ax Lflective
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Deliberator: choices are informied so a person is aware of “alternatives and
the consequences of the alternatives., [has] evaluated both, and fchooses| an
action hased on that evaluation™ (67-69).

Following a consultation with a witor, the writer of "My Grandma Connie™
should be abie to achnowledge that her one-sentence paragraph violates cer-
tain conventions. calls attention to itself. and cries out for details. She should
also have the opportunity o speak in support of that paragraph, or to have its
potential strengths pointed out to her. In its understatement. the paragraph may
communicate something significant about both the writer and her grand-
mother. Perhaps some of its disjointedness reveals as well a relationship
between the writer and her grandfather who put doors where windows should
be, Providing an ctaborated narrative of the arm-wrestling incident might
distract from the naive tone of the picce. In all probability the writer did not
intend the efiects spoken of here. For some readers. however. such effects do
existoand they work to strengthen the picce. A wtor should not immediately
conclude that the paragraph is simply the result of an “instant-closure™ syn-
drome common to inexperienced writers. Nor should a tutor. upon spotting the
paragraph. immediately drag out jargon-laden handbhooks. and coerce the
writer to modily the paragraph to satisty the rules of good verhal hygiene,

In a worial operating to support the principle of informed consent, the
paragraph should be discussed along with the writer's intentions and the
possible effects —both posttive and negative---that the paragraph may have on
readers. Ultimately, all decisions for revision must rest with the writer. If,
upon conscious deliberation. she opts o expand the paragraph, consenting to

certain expectations for college-tevel writing even though they compromise
her original intentions. that consent is still informed rather than coerced. If she
opts notto expand. itis also an informed choice. As long as the writer is aware
of . and willing to take. the risk of aggravating a reader who demands para-
graphs of at teast three sentences, she should be able (o do so and be able (o
explain her decision,

To allow Tor informed consent in the writing center. ttors may again refer
to medical ethicists, this ime o examine potential models for doctor-patient
relationships, Drawing upon the work of Thomas Szasz and Mark Hollender
(19561, Diane Morrow identifies three ways in which physicians interact with
their patients: “activity -passivity ™ (the physician assumes responsibility for
alb decision making on behalt of his or her patient who willingly and abso-
futely defers to the physician's authorityy: “guidance-cooperation” (the physi-
cian essentially makes decisions which the patient carries out): and “mutual
participation™ (the phy sician and patient work together, sharing responsibility
tor decision making). Robert M. Veateh (1983) notes that the principle of
mutial participation prevails in what he calls “The Contractual Model™ of the
physician patient relationship. According to Veatch. only in such a model,
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which imposes obligations on both parties., “can there be a true sharing of .. .
authority and responsibility. . .. a real sharing of decision making in & way
that there is a realistic assurance that both patient and physician will retain
their moral integrity™ (50),

Morrow admits that the first two modes she cites are more prevalent in
medical practice -—perhaps with some justification. She then suggests that
mutual participation is the model to which writing tutors should aspire. Com-
paring it to what Donald Murray has called “the response theory of waching.”
Morrow observes. “Centrai to this model is @ kind of balance of knowledge
between the two participants: “But as much as the teacher—the experienced
writer—-hnows about writing. the composition teacher does nor—and should
not know the subject of the student’s draft as well as the student writer™ ™
(225). Applied in the writing center. a mutual participation/fcontractual modet
obliges clients and tutors to take active roles in the decision-making process.
Clients must honestly elaborate their intentions 1o the best of their ability.
Clients must also be prepared o explore actively any alternatives and he
responsible not only for making decisions. but also for cxplaining them,

Tutors must be sure that wrirers are informed of and understand the choices
open to them, and that they have made those choices [reely.

Under the conditions described above, the writer of the “The Use of Foree™
paper would first have an opportunity o explain her intentions. Perhaps in
high school this student was consistently praised for relating classic texts to
works (hat were more immediately relevant to students™ lives. Perhaps her
paper represented an effort to repeat her carltier writing successes. The tutor
would then have an opportunity (o discuss—-in terms that her client would
understand: - expectations and protocols for academic discourse. perhaps dif-
ferentiating formal and informal diction, and modes of comparison/contrast
and critical literary anabysis. The tutor might further discuss the importance
of carcfully ascertaining what the instructor expeets from this assignment and
the way s in which the paper may frustrate those expeetations. Throughout this .
discussion. the tutor can draw upon her own experiences-—what led her to the
acquisition of such knowledge.

Imperative Lo this exchange would be a “mutual monitoring of information
disclosure™ (Appelbaum, Lidz, and Meisel 1987, viii) so both tutor and client
would understand cach other’s motives and rationales. Equatly important is
that the exchange be characterized by what Robert Coles calls the “comfort-
able . .. give-and-take of storytelling™ (18). In his The Call of Stories: Teach-
ing and the Moral Imagination (1989). Coles urges both physicians and
teachers 1o share stories with clients and 1o listen to clients” stories with ™a
minimum of conceptual static™ (191, He identifies conceptual static as the
abstract theoretical formulation in which professionals engage. Coles further
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contends that. because such static interferes with the stories clients may be
tryving o tell it often gets in the way of ethical practice:

[T]he story of some of us who become owners of a professional power
and a professional vocabulary s the Gamiliar one of moral thoughtless-
ness, We brandish our authority in i ceaseless effort to reassure ourselves
about our importance. and we forget o look at our own warts and
blemishes. so busy are we cataloging those in others. (18)

Throughout his book. Coles draws upon his own experience as a psychiatrist
who graduatly fearned of the dangers ol hastily applying theoretical construets
without ever really giving his patients the opportunity to tell their stories.
Interestingly. this learning process also involved William Carlos Williams,
whotn Coles visited when be was in medical school. whose “doctor stories™
Coles later edited. and who once told Coles, “we owe it to cach other to
respect our stories and learn from them™ (30). Writing center tutors must also
respect stories as Coles advocates: his book should stand alongside Harris's
Teaching One-to-One (1986) and Mceyer and Smith’s The Practical Tutor
(1987) as must reading for writing center professionals.

In the tutorial being considered here. both the witor and the writer of “The
Use of Foree™ paper should have a chance to tell their stories, to express their
intentions as fully as possible. They may then be in a better position (o
collaborate on strategies Tor revising the paper. For example. perhaps discus-
sion of The Fxorcixt would bhe subordinated to a more detailed analysis of
Williams's stors - an analysis which still originates with the similarities the
student noted between the two works. Because discussion of The Exoreist is
not climinated. the student continues 1o maintain o stake in the paper. her
initial response to The Use of Foree™ is not rejected or devolued. and her
analysis can remain meaninglul to hier on her own terms, The student may now
he more willing to make certain accommodations—the adoption ol more
formal diction, for example-—so as (o become more credible and to present
termis that are acceptable (o her instractor. Nawurally, all decisions about
revising the paper are the student’s. e is the tutor’s responsibility, however, (o
he sure her client understands those decisions, that she can articulate reasons
for the choices she makes e.g.. writing is judged differently in cotlege than it
was at my high school: taeed to learn to play by a different set of rules). In
suchi a seenario, autonomy is respected. Although 1t does get compromised.
such compromise oceurs in way s that the student can understand.

Observing that we five inan age which has undergone a “revolution in our
conception of justice,”™ Rabert Veateh notes, I the obscure phrase “all men
are created equal” means anyihing in the medical context where biologically
it is clear that they are not equal, itmeans that thes are equal inthe fegitimacy
of their moral claim, They must be treated equatly i what is essential to their
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humanity: dignity. freedom. individuality™ (1983, 47). In the past two dee-
ades. attending to the legitimacy of that moral claim has caused profound
changes in the ficld of medical ethics. They are changes that should concern
any professional charged with promoting the physical, emotional. or intelec-
wal health of others.

In addition 1o issues of authority and autonomy introduced here. a consid-
cration of other medicat-cthical dilemmas may also have a direet bearing on
writing center practice. They include. for example. issues of confidentiality
(Should doctors inform employers about the status of the criployees’ health?
Should tutors inform instructors about all that is said in writing consultation?):
issties of non-compliance (Are doctors obliged to continue treating patients
who do not take prescribed medicine. continue smoking. ete.? Are tutors
obliged 1o work with clients who repeatedly miss appointments. do not revise,
do not do suggested excreises. ete.2): and issues of atlocation of resources
(When time and medicine is limited. should some patients be given priority
over others? When tutorial assistance is limited. should sonie students have
priority, i.c.. at-risk students hetore all others?), Because these issues are »o
moratly complex, and because the doctor-tutor analogy will eventually break
down. encounters with medical cthical theory may not always illuminate
writing center practice. Nonetheless, a working knowledge of such theory
curtainly can help lead 1o more cthically sensitive tutors and more informed
decision making in the writing center.
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13 The Politics of Otherness:
Negotiating Distance and
Difference

Phy His Lassner
Northwestern University

Cultural diversity is now a rallving point in higher education. a call for
curriculum and pedagogy to reftect diverse student populations. At the van-
guard of such change are faculty in composition and women's studies.” Mar-
ginalized themselves, they have understood only too well how dominant
academic discourses. styles of relating. and power structures exclude and
sifence those who have not been made part of the decision-making process
concerning curriculum. canonicity. and departmental. faculty, and student
status. Frome their positions as “other™ in the academy. composition and
women’s studies faculty have promoted student-centered, active fearning as a
way of democratizing higher education and encouraging students 1o see that
they do not have to assume the role of “other™ themselves.

One Torm of fearning which promotes student empowerment s peer tutor-
ing. Those of us who have been training students to become peer tutors have
been cheered on by the practices which assume that collaborative learning will
result in student writers gaining confidence and critical awareness of their
composing processes. As student utors encourage their tutees, a process of
interdependence takes place. Dilferent cognitive and composing styles and
different tearning and cultural experiences begin to mesh as tutees are encour-
aged to become their own eritical readers in response to guidance from other
students.

Atthough it scems not too long ago that peer witoring was considered a
radical innovation in higher education. this form of cotlaborative, one-to-one
teachmg is now u highly valued practice in writing centers and classes. Those
of us who struggled to get peer tutoring programs of? the ground relied on the
testimony of Ken Bruffee. who at the first national Peer Tutoring Conference
in P984 arpued that writing. anxiety -provoking for many. would become

Eaould Bhe 1o thank Susan Trench, whose creative and cntical contiibulions o s essay
inade it possible o mose tom theory 1o practiee.
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energizing and compelling as student peers supported cach other through
revising strategics. T remember hiny telling enrapt teachers and tutors that
“tutors create conditions in which people learn to talk with cach other about
writing the way writers talk to cach other about writing. and learn to write as
those in the community of literate people write.™ In the years since. we have
felt supported by the successful experiences we hear about at the National
Peer Tutoring Conference. in The Writing Lab Newsletter. and from collcagues

“(see Trimbur).

Although sensitizing peer tutors 1o issues of diversity and difference is at
the center of their training, my fear is that we assume unproblematic defini-
tions of a “community of literate writers.” of peerness. and ol difference. As
Bukhtin (198 1) reminds us, “language. for the individual consciousness, lies
on the borderline between onesell and the other. The word Luiguage is half
someone else’s™ (293). The vociferous backlash even within the academy to
the project of multiculturalism testifies to divergent views that not only belic
any unificd sense of writing community. but uestions our theorics and prac-
tices of who is “the other™-—~what is a peer?=

Rather than dismiss the backlash as the vestigial gasp of an anomatous
conservatism. T would fike to think of it as part of the social structure off
diversity itselt and therefore a chatienge o our assumptions about peer tutor-
ing. 1 wish to explore the coneept and social realitics of the “other™ as it is
constructed in the interdependent refationships between witor and tutee. This
study will negotiate definitions of peerness and difference through a method
of collaboration that reveals tensions embedded in our working defmitions of
diversity.” The negotiations enacted here are between feminist theories and
categories of difference 1 have chiosen as teacher and writer, and the experi-
ences and discussions of peer twtors in the English Composition Board (ECB)
at the University of Michigan. ECB peer tutors have explored the relationship
of their sense of individual differences to their sense of tutees” “otherness.”
Working with categories of cultural and gender ditferences and with diverse
educationat goals and experiences. they consider how they manage their sense
of self as they construct the “other™ with whom they hope to learn collabora-
tively, Reports by ECB peer tutors will follow. atong with my own analysis
and that of Susan French. a peer tutor who also collaborated with me on
decisions about the structure and conclusions of this study.

My use of “other”™ reflects a history of theory beginning with Simone de
Beawvoir's analysis of women's roles and desctoping through theories of
difference such as Bakhtin's and those deriving trom feminist psychology and
cultural criticism.? Feminist theories of difference coincide with concerns

about emipowernient in composition by recognizing that universalizing “hu-

man nature™ elides the presence of women. non-white, non-European. not-
heterosesual, and other non-privileged people. Feminists, however, are not
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univocal about difference. In her survey and critique Linda Gordon (1991
notes that since the seventies, when distinctions between biological and cul-
tural constructions of sexuality led to the idea of gender. debate persists about
whether gender is transtormative or retrograde in its social implications for
women (92).% Understanding gender as cubturally constructed led in varying
degrees to men and women sharing domestic work, to women being encour-
aged to pursuc higher education and so to enter the occupations of their
choice. and to exercise some measure of sexual freedom.

While gender challenged traditional beliels about the development of
women's intellectual abilities and their destinies. it also evolved into revision-
ary arguments for women's unique psychology. Theories and research that
recognized women's different tanguage and “voice™ (McEdwards 1985:
Cameron 19901 as well as capacities for “knowing™ and for cthical values
(Belenky 1986: Gilligan 1982) also gave women a unique social and cultural
position that threatened them m ways too reminiscent of the old biological
distinctions. According to American psychoanalytic critics, women’s social
and emotional identification with maternal roles of nurturing endows them
with an empathetic relatedness 1o the world outside themselves. The moral
and cognitive result is that women coneeptualize such abstractions as justice
not as a legal construct of absolute dimensions, but as a fluid process of
making cthical decisions based on the relative merits of individual cases of
human welfare and conflict. French feminist theorists. influenced by the
structuralist premises of psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan. developed equally
distinetive characters for women, Whether they worked with or revised Lacan,
these feminists called for women to write “from the body.”™ a form of self-
expression that would counter women’s absence and silence in patriarchal Taw
and fanguage (see Marks and Courtivron 1980y,

Tronicalls. such descriptions of women’s unique psychology and encultu-
ration replicate the universalizing gesture of the traditional assumptions they
seeh to revise.® Theorizing all women as endowed with a primary quality of
nurturance not only puts them back in the Ritchen. eternally excluded
from public spheres of power on the grounds of their “natural™ gifts. but
occludes differences among women. [n such an essentializing mode. where
would there be room for non-pacifist or highly competitive women or for
African-American or Jewish and other women whose strongly [elt historical
and cultural identities produce other definitions of justice and caring”? As
Linda Gordon (1991) summarizes the problem. “women are angered at the
resultant prescription of what femaleness or female experience is when it
doesn’t fit them. Furthermore. since the generalizations about sisterhood and
women's experience” came 1rom women of dominant groups. they were not
unreasonably pereerved as arrogant™ (V4.
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The peer tutors who joined our self-study suggested that only if we aceept
irreconcilable differences can we truly respecet the integrity of students” iden-
tities and explore what hind of learning takes place between “peers.” Our peer
tutoring seminar on “Composition Theory and Collaborative Learning”™ began
with discussions of culiural and gender differences with Bakhtin's definition
of “the other.™ Bakhtin (1981) cogently combines issues of human relatedness
and difterence with our individual struggles to acquire literacy and to experi-
ence ourselves as part of a supportive community, We were struck by Bak-
htin's warning that linguistic interchange includes the anxicty of entering
forcign and possibly threatening territory: “the word does not exist in a neutral
and impersonal language . . . but rather it eXists in other people’s mouths, in
other people’s contexts, serving other people’s intentions: it is from there that
one must tike the word. and make it one's own. ... (1981, 293-9:4).

The ECB peer twtors wrote in their journals how their sense of being
different from the students they were tutoring affected the tutoring process
and its interchange of language. The categories of analysis developed by the
(tors showed us that the “bordertine™ between “other people’s contexts™ and
our onn is notalways clearly marked. that in fact it has 1o be negotiated in the
process of collaborative fearning because it is 50 often blurred. In a telling
example. one peer tutor Pl call Carl claimed that being at Michigan was avite
of passage from “the time when boys and girls couldn’t wait 1o polarize
themaselves from each other™ to the discovery that “a number of my best
fricnds and classmates are girls .. . and if they re like me they often enjoy the
companionship of buddies of the opposite sex more than friends of their own
eex. The fact that we're of different gender is as true as ever. but somewhere
we came 1o see difference . .. differently.”™ He then asks: “How can we get
along as two Kinds of people? No-—how can we use it to our advantage?” He
concludes that “We men can learn from women’s experience and vice versa.
Admittediy we're not the same. but that’s no fonger a sexual Mason-Dixou
Jine. to communicate is no longer like fraternizing with the enemy. Itis, rather.
a chinee for a second self, another side to the human experience. tor those
wise enough to take it”

I will explore some responses (o tutoring experiences (o test Carl’s sense
of blurt 1 boundaries between sell and other. One peer tutor wrote about
mecting with a student she remembered from a previous class, This common
ground. however. had to yicld to a recognition of differences in order for
jearning to take place. 'l quote from the journal of the student I ealt Anna
“Iwas especially impressed with him as a peer. as he had often made intetli-
gent comments and ashed questions in class [while] Twas rarely bold enough
to speak m front of such a large group of people.” When [ first read this entry.
I reltit was truby a peer tutoring situation urned upside-down. The tutor sees
herself as ks competent than the tutee, In her review of my draft, however,
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Susan French. the peer wtor who collaborated with me in this project, ob-
served adynamic that goes to the heart of peer tutors” training. She noted that
Anna’s reflection assumed a kind of “power differential {which] is a natural.
@ necessary part of peer twtoring.”™ The leaming process which takes place
between tutor and tutee is not static, but a constant negotiation. Our differ-
ences in learning experiences require that knowledge rests with one before it
is transformed in the give and take of tutoring talk into something new that
both tutor and tutee take away. This is borne out by the fact that the tutee in
the above case was also impressed by Anna’s feedback on sentences which
did not convey what he hoped. Anna concludes: “While [ find him to be
verbally stronger than myself. perhaps it is | who am the stronger writer.”

Anna had assumed that the good talker is the smarter and deserves to
dominate the classroom discussion. Only when he discusses his writing does
she see that here a different Kind of articulation is required. one that transfers
to learning outside. the classroom. She reports:

He ashed a question about & sentence he was writing, but [ was having
trouble understanding because he didn’t have a written copy of the
paragraph in which the sentence belonged. t needed his writing 10 see if
he made sense.

Whatever his speaking abilitics were like in class. in relation to his w riting.
he was struggling to find an appropriate register in which 1o express and
communicate his ideas.

In vome ways, the tutor learned more than the tutee. and in others. she
fcarned ltess than she should have. For the individua! distinetions between
speaking and writing skills were informed by another difference: gender.
Although Anna uever addresses this issue. studies of women’s behavior in
classroom discussion heip us to understand how her conclusion is still shaped
by her first impression (see Piliavin 1976: Gabriel and Smithson 1990).
Readings showed us how women are less comfortable speaking up in various
classroom settings, including the large lecture to which Anna refers. Anna’s
assumption that her tutee was “smarter™ because he was self-assured coincides
with the observations of Belenky and her colleagues (1986) that even when
men are inarticulate. women assume men possess authority and, as Susan
French points out, “tacitly allow them to exercise this authority.™ As Belenky
ctal. discovered. ™ *Women's talh.” in both sevle and conrenr . s typically
devalued by men and women alike. Women talk less in mixed groups and are
mterrupted more often™ (17- 18).

Inour seminar the peer tutors used this feminist perspective to discuss their
tutoring experiences and sabsequenty role played a variety of conversations
in which to begin to understand what was meant by men’s and women's talk.
They saw how not only specch. but how body language and lacial eXpression
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communicate hesitation or assurance. and attitudes towards oneself in refation
to the other from which the other gleans messages about how to shape her or
his own response. The road to empowerment in learning and writing involves
discovering and discussing what peer tutors are not always able to recognize
and acknowledge. These are experiences in which they become complicit in
their powerlessness because they have internalized cultural signs of their
inadequacices or inequatities. Through rescarch on gender and culture. peer
tutors and teachers can become conscious of responses to those experiences
which are so often ignored. dismissed. or explained away. For example.
Pamcla Annas’s (1985) work with working-class composition students offers
a critique and agenda for women's sclf-esteem in academic settings. Recog-
nizing class as a form of difference broadens the pedagogical implications of
Gitligan's (1982) study of middle-class women’s identity and moral develop-
ment. In reviewing their work. ECB peer tutors recognized how cmpathy,
what Gilligan calls a morality of caring. needs to be balancey with Annas’s
imperative o recognize the vulnerability in personal voices as they come o
arips with the refationships of power in academic settings (sce Bartholomae
1974).
Another peer witor PIE call Dan complicates the relationship between

power and difference in his journal entries:

One of our discussions on ~otherness™ T foumd to be rather alarming. All

ol the females i our cliss felt it tutees had an affinity towards male

ttors, They supported this claim by remarking how many tutees inguired

into their training. . .. Oddly. none of the males remembered being asked

thes, TS powhk lh.il the males were ashed this one time or another but

did not give it a second thought.

Dan goes on to claim that he doesn’thnow what difference “otherness™ mahes
in the tutoring environment: “When 1 tutor. 1 concentrate on the material.”
And vet he acknowledges that “when one is nervous. he or she may flirtin
order 10 establish a rapport . .. most of the time this is harmless dnd nothing
i« meant by it. But how mudl would this interfere with tutoring”

The pattern that emerges in these journal entries is the sense that this male.
as the others he mentions. has trouble remembering or imagining the discom-
fort of the other in a learning situation where there may be more alienation
than collaboration. Atone level. Dan is completely comfortable and confident
in liis role as tutor. At another fevel, his confidence is a function of being blind
1o the power plays intrinsic to the personal interaction despite his best inten-
tions. Dan’s journal itlustrates the Rinds of distances between our pereeptions
of collaboratis ¢ learning. of community. and the way others receive the verbal
and non-verbal expressions of our pereeptions. This distance is what I would

call “otherness™ in this case formed by the way gender is part ol our sense
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of competence and the way we relate (o others and expect them to respond to
us.

Susan French noted that Dan’s lack of awareness about power typifies the
gender differences that lead to the dangers of sexual harassment. 1 would
argue as well that the way Dan and Anna and other tutors use language reveals
the great divide between the ways we construct our social behavior and our
ability (o recognize the effects of our behavior on others. Anna's use of
Timpiessed.” Usmarter.” “verbally stronger™ and Dan’s deployment of state-
ments like 1 have been able to command the respect of the tutee™ expose how
we value or devalue ourselves and the way that this process values or devalues
the other. Surely. to “command the respect™ is a contradiction in terms. as wis
Carl’s use of the phrase “use to our advantage.™ Both instances speak (o a
sense of mutuality but betray a connotation of power which favors one over
the other. Tt is both language and event that ereates what Bakhtin describes as
“a dialogically agitated and tension-fitled environment of alien words. value
Judgments and accents”™ (1981, 276).

Muriel Harris (1960} and others have warned us of the differences that can
impede collaborative learning and how we must apprise peer tutors of the
conditions of cultural and educational difference. Feminist theorists. more-
over, are recognizing that cultural identities are an integral part of gender
wdentity and that together they issue in a complex sense of dilference. As the
statements of these peer tutors reveal, however, not all difference is con-
sciously pereeived. Some issues are casy (o recognize: ESL problems in
writing. overtshyness, Sometimes, however, differences are obfuscated by the
very educational practices we have learned to value. One peer witor deseribed
such a dynamic as part of her encouraging a tutee (o be independent by
pressing him (o express his personal views, Faced with his resistance. she
reacted with symptoms of it disorder she astutely labeled “otherness stress,”
She recognized that when she chaltenged an ESL student to “please argue with
me™ his respect for a different style of learning endowed her with an authori(y
he could not question and she did not aceept. This may very well have been
complicated. morcover, by different cultural perceptions of male and female
roles in the peer witoring relationship. n some cultures. peerness would be
vened by @ woman heing in the contradictory roles of nurturer. equal. and
authority. When unrecognized differences in cubtural learning styles clash, the
result for both witor and tutee is probably going o be a defense against the
“other™ which is tantantount to a defense against learning. Individual psychol-
ogy functions as @ cultural construction in Dan's case as well, His refusal o
recognize his complicity with the sexist attitudes he deplores stems from not
wanting to relinguish that feeling of “command.™ What he teaches and learns
is that our relationship with anather derives from our construction ol that
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person according to the social. cultural. and gendered values we do not
question or, as Susan French observes. “even think about.™

These multidimensional issues of difference are nowhere more apparent
than in peer tutoring people who are more peer-like than different. Susan
French analyzes this phenomenon from her experiences tutoring students for
my course called “Women Writing”™ in the Women's Studics Program, where
despite differences in age. culture, and ideology. students agree on their
collective concerns about women's voices. Her discussion follows.

Being attached to the class. T kept abreast of issues pertinent 1o class
and student papers which T regularly discussed with Phy His. Students met
one-on-one with me in neutral” places like the "Mug™ at the student
union. Already familiar with the assignment, and at times, from previous
sessions with the writer. we could dive right into the actual tutoring in
diserpline that was my own. This is very different from Anna’s peer-tu-
toring: she is highly conscious of the “otherness™ and difference my
peer-tutoring situation seems o mask. As a Women's Studies/Psychology
major T was already personally and intellectually engaged in the material.
and committed to the writers whose interests and ways of thinking often
paralleled my own. Relating to the subject matter of my tutees in sueh a
personal was has recharged my interest in toring and cast my work in
a new light. Because the same people often came back o me. [ was
grateful to alrcady have a sense of them as writers, We could pick up
where we left oft and discuss their writing as we both saw it progress.
We did not need 1o work o establish a rapport - rather a writing relation-
ship emerged as part of the process. [realized that long-term interactions
are the only way to soften the power differential which is part of the lirst
meeting of tutor and tutee, 1 felt much more Tike @ tator-friend than an
extension of their professor, and from what 1 could observe, members of
310 pereeived me in this way.

The first paper challenged students to trace their history as writers —a
fopic 1 was eager to approach as a peer twor. Hos natural @ paper like
that would be for me to write! [thought 310 students would approach it
with the same confidence. but (o my surprise, they expressed great
aiety. T encouraged cach student 1 oworked with to talk as much as
possible, and they were often able o verbalize a response to the assign-
ment, but they ran into problems composing. For some students, personal
voree was completely separate from anything they would turm in 1o a
professor. T remember telling Joanne, “Write that down that's great.
vou can tse that.” Juanne’s problem wits not with the content. but with
the process. Her spoken response was insightful wnd vivid. but when it
came time 1o transter this energy into i written torm she was hitting a
brick wall. Our sessions swere productive because writers expressed their
words in a voice they didn’t think they had.

1 found that many of the students in this class tacked confidence in
thewr writing, Sometimes o woman woukd vome 1o me ashanmed and
reticent o even show mie her rough dratt. or would do se only after ten
enetses as 10 why it wasn’t good. Expectmy terrible papers. swhat most
often tound was the oppostte. T wondered it this fack of confidence was
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characteristic of women writers, especially since our voices have been
invalidated and weve felt our stories weren't worth recording. How can
we write about ourselves when others have standardized notions of what
is scholarly, objective. and valued. separate from our own experience? As
a writer 1 feel confident in myself. but T am «till working through this
collective struggle, Collaborative fearning with other women helps me a
great deal through this struggle because cach of us joins “the other™ o
(il in that space of alienation. Semetimes the best gift 1 can give 1o a
writer is a feeling of confidence.

Susan discosered that in various ways her tutees defied all prevaiting
delinitions af confidence and a woman’s voice. including revisionist feminist
categories:

Jane’s biggest prablem seemed to be confidence. She herselt eriticized
her reliance on oo much distanced analysis and not enough personal
response. She wanted to present a critique of Bomen’s Wavs of Knowing
and had trouble relating personally to Belenky s concept of silent know -
ers because she had never felt silenced. Her goal was to integrate theory
mio the personal. We discussed feminist categorization and saw a contra-
diction between working to destroy patriarchal structures which put
people in boves when Belenhy s feminist theory does the same thing.

Susan’s tutoring not onty raised theoretical questions about feminist theories
of ditference. but enacted a critigue that showed how catlaborative tearning
depends on the integration of differences and not on “peerness.”™ Assuming a
hind of natural alfinity towards writing goals between two people etides those
differences which we often refuse to recognize in our efforts to legitimize
collaborative learning. Susan and Jane recognized and then negotiated the
distance between tutorfreader and tutee/swriter by learning from and respecting
their different learning styles and voices, While she encouraged Jane to add
personal analysis to her theoretical discussion, Susan also engaged her in a
“discussion about how women are systematically sitenced in society.” the
result ol which was a validation of Jane's preference for “distanced analysis™
and a voice that defied neat dichotomies.

In contrast to Jane's peachant lor academic discourse. another tutee
showed how personal voice and “distanced analysis™ are intertwined. Susan
WIES:

Andrea. an older returning student. struck me as being self-aware: she is
not inhibited by & confidence problem. Andrea works in pieces. Her
process isvery complicated. and she s reluctant to leave anything out

tidbits ol information, theorists, perspectives, Sharing evervthing she
learned from her research, Andrea ends up with an informative, yet
clattered and contused paper. 1 encouraged her 10 sort out her goals and
outline her main ideas with the most perswirsive evidence. The dilficults.,
however, fay in Andres’s personsl involyement i her subject. As aresalt
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Susan continues:
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of a childhood experience. having known a classmate who was brutally
murdered. she was exploring the connection between pornography and
sexual violence. Because talking and writing about the experience held
great therapeutic value. the paper functioned beyond the assignment.

The evperience was draining because of needs which went beyond writ-
mg. The role of wtor blurred into counselor. listening and supporting
personal difficulty. Tsee meeting these personal writing needs as part of
the tatoring process because without processing her feelings about her
subject. Andrea cannot organize her thoughts and paragraphs. Working
on mechanies tor a semester while ignoring the psychology of a writer
in cases like this would be like putting a bandaid over a severed arm. |
wee this function of listener as @ necessary component of feminist writing
pedagogy.

Susan questions all of her elfarts to bridge the distances between herself as
tutor and her tatees. refusing to take for granted the assumptions that might
press her o universalize her experiences and therefore essentialize the women
writers with whom she worked. Tdentitying her own needs as a “feminist
writer and reader.” Susan raises “an important ethical question . .. [about]
projecting onto the paper what 1 would have written.” She suggests that the
feminist project of reclaiming female subjectivity may encourage “the tutor
[to] Tose objectivity in reader response when her own ideas about feminist
writing are at the forefront of her mind.” The refationship between tutor and
tutee is informed here by the one between writer and subject, In both instances
the integrity of the writing subject and the written subject depends on recog-
nizing ditferences and distances that must be maintained i cach is to survive
with its own various combinations of identity. Just as differences and dis-
tances are plural here, so the integrity of identity does notimply a fixed sense
af self but rather. as Susan Stanford Fricdman tells as. one that s “multicon-
tented™ (1991, 471) negotiating among historical. ideological. and psycho-
logical pressures.

Especially among those who are apparently similar, Hike feminist tater and
tutee. the collaborative process can become coercive if the discowrse that is
the dominant indicator of identity at the moment presses both parties into
unquestioned allegiance. The “power differential™ which so concerns Susan is
activated not only by the know ledge-bearing status of the trained feminist peer
tutor. but by the ideological weight of the discourse to which both tutor and
tutee subscribe. Instead of inviting a fluid explorative process of knowledge-
gathering, the efTort to conform to a fixed definition of empowerment leads
onhy to subjection to what Fricdman calls “totalizing orthodoxies and master-
disciple psy chodynanies™ €1991,466). Showing how to activate multiplicity.
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Friecdman invokes Thomas Kavanagh's (1989) revision of poststructuralism
calling for ““the clusive presence of the real. and the challenge of a voice
speaking outside the various rhetories of mastery™ 7 (Friedman 1991, 467). So
pertinent to peer tutoring. the contingencies of “real”™ differences. always in
flux. require us to engage in a Bakhtinian dialogic among the open borders
betw een setf and other and between theory and experience.

The construction of the “other™ reflects the process of relating and negoti-
ating rather than a confrontation with a fixed, preconceived object. In this
construction acither the tutor nor tutee are designated as subject or object. but
rather enact a fluid process of selves relating and yet decentered by the
anxicties produced by the process. In noting that these anxicties often go
unnoticed. Susan French challenged me to realize that a primary risk in the
learning process is in fetting go of the need to feel centered. fixed. and stable
in what one already knows. Instead of conceiving of decenteredness as anxiety
provoking. we can thearize fron the peer tutors” experience a kind of “engage-
ment in the academy.” what Friedman calls “a site of contradiction.” which

enables us to recognize that the constant reforming of relations in peer tutor-

ing poses i rigorous challenge 1o “the ideotogical and institutional formations
of knowledge™ (1991, 471

&

Notes

1 Since the list now goes back twenty years. T odraw attention only 1o recent
contributors: Pamela Aanas, Patricia Bizzell, Susan Mel.eod. Gabriel and Smithson.
Lassner.

2. 1 reter here not only o Bloom. D'Souza. Hirsch, bui to eritigues of their work

that Tollow traditions of fearning other than the predominantly left ficlds of composi-
tion. See Searle and Scholes.

2 Tam following Susan Stantord Ericdman’™s (1991 definition of “negotiation™
liere as earr]ying} the double connotation of “mutual discussion and arrangement . .

and maneus ering 1o clear or pass an obstacle ... Negotiation at this post/poststrue-
uralist point imvolves a commitment to selt-consciously historicizing theory and
theorizing history ™ (481 R2),

4 The most influential of the American feminist psychoanalstic erities remain
Chodorow and Gilligan. For a recent critique of their work. see Grosshurth, Feminist
theorists of the “other™ include Spivack. Torde. and Hooks,

S0 Gordon's essay includes @ bibliography covering the debate over the past
twenty vears, Judith Butler tahes the debate even further by gquestioning whether sex.,
tine gender. might not also be culurally and socially constiucted.

6. For problems inherent in those theortes and hermeneutics which sell-decep-
tively decanstruet dichotomous thinkimg with dichotomous thinking. see Ann Ber-
thot! s most recent essay in CCCC (October 1991,
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14 Literacy and the Technology of
Writing: Examining Assumptions,
Changing Practices

Joan A. Mullin
University of Toledo

Our tutor training and writing center philosophies encourage social construce-
tionist and collaborative practices: vet the dynamics of a tutorial still position
the tutor as representative of the academy and the student as outsider. These
roles within a tuterial can be traced o many deeply held cultural ways of
thinking. In this collection Gillam, Lassner. and especially Murphy point to
the enormous body of research which addresses the various cultural traditions
motivating language and action. In response. writing center practitioners train
tutors to eritically assess their practices. and to critique barriers relating 1o
gender. race. and class differences that may inhibit writing center tutorials,
c.g.. Lassner. McLennan. in this volume, However, strongly inculeated no-
tions of literacy also act to separate the “literate™ tutor from the student.
Unless we examine our definitions of literacy. we rish sustaining the gap
petween beliet and practice which. despite our best intentions, may continue
to invalidate and exclude our students™ voices.

Current research in literacy suggests a theoretical blurring of the barriers
traditionally connoted by the terms “literate™ and “non-literate.™ In practice.
this theoretical work manifests itself in frequent use of expressive writing. the
inclusion of social eritigue in writing courses. or by drawing on Paulo Freire’s
example o using vocabulary from workers™ daily lives to teach reading.
Recent emphasis on “multicultural™ and “multilingual™ also seems to have
broadened our definition of “literacy ™ and the qualities associated with the
term, In addition. we now speak of s ve literacy.™ “computer literacy™ or
even “athletic literaey.” and we recognize as hterate behavior the expertise
and ability to convey information within a particular group. However. though
“literacy ™ may theoretically include perspectives of “otherness.™ culturally.
a narrower delinition seems still operative in our institutions and in our
tutorials.

In the past. the ability to sign fegal papers and read simple text defined a
literate person, Fyventially, the United States Department of Education deter-
mined that 1o be literate meant 1o read and communicate at a fifth-grade level.

101

175




162

Joun A Muldlin

However. as cconomies grew, there also grew a need for different skills:
“literacy 7 began to include not only the original “basics.” but also the ability
to “decode™ and communicate more complex pieces of information. The
introduction of classroom-based literacy objectives 1o achieve these goals
implicd that there was a hicrarchy of particular literate practices which should
be tearned.

More recently. in the face of a changing student population, academe
tought to define what should be expected of a literate person. Those expecta-
tons included the assumption that if students were 1o properly assess or
mterpret, they needed to have a strong, shared background from which they
could draw. Given this proper background. it then followed that a literate
person should be able to “interpret.” “assess.” and “think criticatly.” However.
it became clear from the work of Piaget. Vwgotsky. and others that school
alone did not provide the conditions tor literate practices.

Investigating the role ol literacy in socicty. ethnographers looked at the
relationship between literacy and cultural environment. Shiriey Brice Heath
(1989 found that community practices in two Appalachian iowns determined
children’s success or failure in schools, ie.. their ability to become literate
according to acceptable, school-defined standards. Though E. D. Hirsch cre-
ated his version of cultural iteracy. feminists provided another platform from
which the dominant culture was chatlenged: they were soon joined by a
number of minority voices. Recently 1. Elspeth Stuckey (1991) moved behind
all these conflicts with her examination of the economic reasons for estab-
lishing “literacy ™ Stuckey ashs whether concepts of literacy dependent on
academic. text-based standards of encoding and decoding are construed to
help “those in need ol economic and social opportunity. or those (including
ourselves) who wish to maintain their own cconomic and social advantage?”
(viity. Heath. Hirsch, and Stuckey all achnowledge that to be literate is (o
claim to betong to a particular privileged group. But it is Stuckey who
constders whether the object of literacy shoudd be to privilege.

In-an influential study o African Vai culture. Scribner and Cole were
surprised to find that literacy had little importance among the Vai except for
those who attended school. As Stuckey points out. the two ethnographers had
assumed that literacy would give the Vai the same opportunitics and status as
would be given a “literate™ person in Western culture (29 30). Why, she
questions. should we assume that the importance granted verbal literacy in our
own culture autonuttically confers status in other communities? And if that is
a basic North American (Western) assumption. then how does this perception
wlleet relationships between the literate (the haves) and the illiterate (the
have-nots)? 1t literacy  knowledge about Tanguage and its cultural conven-
tions 1s thought to establish privilege. then the personal interactions between
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tutor and tutee may unknowingly replicate positions which disempower stu-
dents by reminding them what they do not have.

Recent personal narratives like Mike Rose’s Lives on the Boundary (1989}
or Richard Rodrigues’s A Hunger of Memory (1982) demonstrate that deeply
held notions about what comprises literacy directs professional choices as
well as personal interactions. These narratives point out that just as personal
definitions of Titeracy separate one group from another. they likewise disable
communication and action between groups. This particularly manifests itself
in the grading system of the academy. where positive reinforcement is given
to patticular kinds of expression. Writing center tutors claim to be exempt
from these evaluative claims of the institution.

Yet tutors do help shape student papers to conform to a particalar ideologi-
cally constructed idea of “good academic writing.™ James Thomas Zebroski's
(1990) exantination of social ¢lass and writing in the classroom points to the
politics of any such act of evatuation which might serve to silence the students
in order to reinforee a dominant definition of literacy: “to-create meaning. the
reader must evaluate. and the evaluative moment—no matter how long de-
ferred or how positively worded or how complicated or how developmental —
is both incvitable and political™ (82). Mike Rose™s struggle against academic
authority, Richard Rodrigue/’s inabiliiy to abandon the authority conferred on
him by academe. and James Zebroski's realization that he merely functions
“as an agent of the status quo™ {82) mirror the positions in which tutee and
tutor often find themselves,

Can instructor and tutor training. collaborative practices and social theories
subvert personal. culturatly constructed ideas about privileged academic liter-
acy out of which teaching and tutoring proceed? Should they? H those who
hold unexamined definitions about academic literacy teach students 1o be
“fiterate.™ can they collaborate without dominating. or socially construct
meanings without controlling outcomes? Should they?

Research has pushed tutors in our writing centers to examine many of our

gender and racial stereotypes. but most of those images are likewise con-
nected 1o stereotypes about literacy. Just as “diversity in race. class. and
gender is often boiled down to the image of the classroom [or wtorial] as a
benevolent melting pot of experiences and perspectives™ (Malinowits 1990,
153). 1y pes of literacy blend into one perspeetive out of w hich wtors operate.
Instead of focusing only on how the students” abilities fail as literate practices.
writing centers need “a shifi from student problems. attitudes and fears as the
sources of serutiny to a serious questioning ol teacher ideotogy™ (Malinowitz
1090, 154,

Critiques of literaey definitions obligate an examination of the culture
within tutors” own centers and of the operative definitions of Irteracy which
detine tutorial practices. Such critiques support current examinations of “lit-
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eracy” which promote the development of multiple perspectives. contending
that “true literacy means examining one’s society, not simply manipulating
surface features of text™ (Schilb 1991, 187).

During one of our Writing Center meetings. tutors answered the question,
“What does it mean to be literate?” Many respondents agreed that to be literate
“is to he able to read and write about and for various discourse communitics.™
While this scemed o be an inclusive definition. during a discussion that
followed. tutors observed that students “just don't understand the idea of
conventions,” that it is “difficult for students to understand why {a particular
professorf might want authoritative arguments first.” or “how {students| might
sneak their own ideas in like [ do.” Tutors began to question why they felt the
need to give students strategies “to play the professor game. I mean, we say
we empower writers.” but for what? or who? and Wi

As we examined the practices which lead students to create the kind of text
the tor-as-institutional-representative would create. we began o explore
how the wtor’s and student’s interpretations of literacy substantiate the numb-
ing concept that writing and reading are merely technologics. Thus. as a
purveyor of technigue (see Malinowity 33). the witor attempts (o “raise” the
students” Titeracy by supplyving strategies which students lack. But students
often view what we call “strategies™ as technologies: il they “buy™ them and
“use” them, they can automatically generate an acceptable product. When
literacy is viewed in this way. students become concerned with manipulation
of the physical portions of text at the expense of understanding that teats are
written for a particular purpose. If tutors™ deeply held ideas about literacy
unhnow ingly correspond to the idea of literacy as technology, then the student
does not learn strategies as much as perform technique. Likewise. rather than
examine why a particular form is being privileged over the students” particular
ways of speaking and writing, both student and “utor conspire to disenfran-
chise the student. masking this as “empowerment.”™ in order to create a “liter-
ate” tent,

Writing center tutorials can provide students with opportunities to examine
language’s effects on community practices. to understand texts as collabori-
tive. content-bound communications, But if our practices. supported by tradi-
tional concepts of literacy. remain unexamined. they will continue to
encourage a formulaic. technological approach more than we might suspect.
Recent conference presentations tagged as “good™ tutorials those in which
ttors led students toward particular interpretations. In cach. the utors knew
the Kind of paper usually expected. as well as the tevel of analysis demanded
by the teacher, What follows is i seene made up from three such presentations:
thus “madel™ sesston proceeds sl the student naming a possible symbol, the
cofor red,in an attempt o “write about a symbol in this novel,”
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Dor: So what do sou think of whea you think of the color red?

Stieelent blood. roses | .

Tutor: Do vou think of fire?

y Student: Yeah, fire (oo,

~ Tutor: Aad how does fire tie in to this story about guilt? [The tutor, not

the student, supphied the word “guilt.”]

I Studene: Weli. the sinis bad and the people thought she was a witeh: they
burned witches.

i Tutor Yes, they did burn witches, but once a witch was burned what did
k% they think happened to her?

Student: Afer she wis dead? autor nods) Well ... Oht she'd go o
hell - fire!

R Rather than allowing the student to pursue the connection between
“witch.” "sin.,” and “red.” the tutor guickly moved the student to an “appro-
priate” interpretation, While the student produced an acceptable product, he
also was led 1o vely on the tutor to set up the collaboration that would occur
hetween the text chis ideasy and the reader (the teacher). The tator, who fas
the hnow ledge. Ieads the student, who doesn ™t have it so that a properly coded
fiterate product results. Instead of fooking at how or why a literature tcacher
looks at symbols so the student can proceed. this unbalanced collaboration
_ reinforces the notion of literacy as technology. By examining the literate
. practices of that discourse community, the student could betier understand .

i what o syinbol is. and how it operates in a novel. This kind of collaboration
- is evidenced by the foltowing transeript from a ttorial;

Turor: Hichow are you? [small talk] g
e Taror- What are you working on? [Student explans assignment]
Hor. So what do you think is the purpose of this assignment?
< Student- Huh?
ftor: What is your nsteuctor asking you o do? [Student explains
assignment}
fiter Why do vou think she wants sou 1o do that? [Student explams
dssigniment|
Turor 1 guess what 1 mean is that [ was wondering why your instructor
wants you to do this? 1 she just seeing what you know ? Finding out
) i you can repeat classroom information”? Asking if you canuse gotlue
— architectural ternumnotogy? Asking sou o write m the fornof an art
historian?
Stedens Well, ' supposed o mgine 'methe inbder ot thus church,

o Sooume L Leness Thave o use the tenms they used then. Ol there
” weren'nny butiresses yet so 1 don’t have to explain them! ... But
. how do | star?

Hetor As you probably learned in composition, ot of academic papers
: begm with anntro  stating a purpose up front. But this seems like a
— dstferent assignment.
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Stucdent: The teacher sad this s ke sonarrative a journal where [ write
obsers ations. But T don’t know what he wants!

Turor- Journal writing can be formal, informal .. . do you want to call the
instructor and . .

Studenr: There was .. .owait aminute [shuffles through papers]. Here's
an example from the building of St Denis .. it's like he wrote it for
himselt. but knew someone’d read it you know? Like T could say.
“Today 1 walked around the site of the cathedral™ and then just. you
know. deseribe what's there. I casuad. but not oo much .. it tells
[the instructor] T hnow what a cathedral is.

In this case the wtor does not discount the student’s capability to examine
words and ideas. and begins to validate the student’s language community. In
tarn. the student is not s (ruggling to guess what it is the tutor-as-institutional-
representative knows. and she can begin to think about what a particular
assignment is asking her o do with knguage. The student can use her already
acquired language abilities to examine another kind of community and iden-
tily its particular ways of thinking and expressing. There is no mysterious
secret writing formula from which she has been kept: there is no magical
acquisition of rules which will produce a text with all the required surface
features. But hopefutly she can discover her capacity to use her own hnowl-
edge of Tanguage 1o determine reasons for others” practices, and she can begin
to define those practices herself.

Covino's (198 1) “literacy as magic™ metaphor is helpful in understanding
this difference between a tutorial based on technotogical definitions of literacy
and one based on reflectivity and critique. For those considered illiterate in
the traditional sense of encoding and decoding, writing does seem magical.
Students privilege the words and ideas of those who hold positions of shaman:
istic power while subordinating the words and ideas of those who don’t—
themselves. They hope that i they learn the right formula. as provided by a
tutor. they can produce textual wonders. Students from whom an analysis of
hterate practices within the academic community is withheid can pereeive
tutors as magically manipulating surface features 1o produce acceptable texts.

This picture of writing center utor and student promotes what Covino
terms “fabse-incorrect magic,™ or for the purposes of this discussion. false-in-
correet rhetoric. Covino (1990) points out that when a practice is reduced to
such magic it

(18] reductive

exploits the Taw of motion by resirichion of choices

originates in the center of mass Lacadenie] culture, as
technigue

[is] practiced as meuleation

results madaptidion. (27)
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In the fivst tutorial which dealt with the color red. the tutor not only reduges
the category “symbol™ to a specific, “red.” but therein restricts the student’s
choice of symbol and referent. The wtor. knowing in what direction he wishes
to proceed. relies on his own discipline’s technigue by generating the “right™
questions—a process which may well scem magical to a student uninitiated
in that discipline’s conventions. The student. fixed on answering “eorrectly.”
is proud of his response as he discovers and then adapts the tutor’s point of
view.

Tutorial practice not based on manipulation, but reliant on reflection and
critique. fits Covino’s definition of “true- correct magic™ or true-correct rhieto-
ric for it

[proves generative

enlarges the grounds for action by the creation of
choices

origimates on the margims of mass [acadenic] cubure.
as critigue

[1s] pracueed as dialogue

results inintegration. (27

In the second tutorial concerning gothic architecture. the student generates
the ideas when given a series of choices and the option to produce her own
choice. Through diglogue. the student must use her own kinguage to critique
and thereby discover a response: she is not encouraged to rely on a tor’s
interpretation (those at the center of academic culture) but to examine and
draw on her own experiences from the margins. Her resistance. rather than
compliance. results in the integration of her ideas with those “others.” The
distinction seems very fine, and indeed. most writing center practitioners
assume they promote integration instead of adaptation. Or, they recognize the
adaptation, but---lacking an examination of the assumptions directing their
practices  justify adaptation by claiming it was the student’s choice.

However. left unesamined. writing centers often support adaptation of a
dominant ideology and. theretore. a dominant Hteracy.” Despite our collabo-
rative practices. we cannot undermine these technological nations and pre-
seriptive methods. We therefore fail to see that our practices can “reproduce
the status quos the rigid hierarchy of teacher-centered classrooms is replicated
in the tutor-centered writing center in which the tator is sl the seat of all
authority but is simply pretending itisn'tso™ (Lunstord JO91, 7).

stead of merely substantiating the separatist ideology inherent inaca-
demic literacy . tutoring can provide a space where students see w riting and
reading as reflective processes. Such tutorials encourage not only an acquisi-
tron of skills. but. as Rose and Rodrigues have shown us,a transhation of self,
While “transhation™ denotes change, these words hint not only at 4 response
ol subject o contest, but to an actual adaptation. a change. in the context.
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Tutors have the opportunity to show students that “the text is not just a
message connecting two people: it is also o mediating ageney for a single
indivi il as he or she changes in response to the task of creating or compre-
hending symbolic verbal meaning™ (Tuman 1987, 24, In creating and com-
prehending text however, the onus should not be just on the student: there are
two Tsingle individual[s]™ involved in writing and then reading a text. Liter-
acy. thensinvolves the task of constructing as well as deconstructing ourselves
Gas writers), the text (as readers). and the world around us (as collaborative
re-constructors of contextis).

It Hiteracy includes this process, then the act of becoming literate in any
community must entail reflection by all of its members. While this reflective
analysis may involve grammatical concepts and other surface features. its use
in a writing center should be o understand the purposes lodged in communi-
cative acts. We have all worked with students who see commas as grammati-
cal decorations whose placement is dictated by a book of rules. These students
try to apply the rules from a book 1o the words they have written in the hope
that 1f they do this correctly. their test will be correct. ie., “literate.™ 1f
achieving literacy involves only corrections, applications of rule and form,

lit]
does not in and of itsetf make any changes in the world or in individuats™
(Cooper 1991, 539,

What alb writers need to know is that “learning to write is learning that vorr
words are being read™ by a particular group which not only separates itself
with language but with ways of thinking about language (Brandt 1990, S,
emphasis added). Tutors should be providing students with oppostunities to
understand that “from a process perspective, literacy does not take its nature
from texts. Rather, texts take their natures from the ways that they are serving
the acts of writing and reading. .. . literaey [is] not the narrow ability 1o deal
with tests but the broad ability to deal with other people as a writer or reader™
{(Brandt 13- 14,

Unfortunately. our tutorial practices often support adaptations primarily to
textual conventions, not (o other people. By encouraging the student’s obliga-
tion (o adapt academic practices without understending the ideological mo-
tives behind such requests, ttors, as welt as teachers of composition, “repress
and commonly assimilate the majority of American writers who obtain cre-
dentials i higher education, indoctrinating them into openly middte-class
values of propriets. politeness, and cooperation. By taking as one of its goals
the “conventional.” composition assures that these values will maintain their
continuing. i disgoised or displaced. status™ (Miller 1991, 7.

It 1s no wonder that during one ol our recent mieetings tutors complained
that they teel “obligated to support writing practices that silenee students”
ideas and devalue them as learners.” These taters Tind themselves caught
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hetween the academy and their own theories: they object to the fact that
students” “particular writing classroom and major ficld of study create sepa-
rable and different “standard” writing practices™ (Miller 1991, 8). Miller ex-
plains what tutors in our Center experience: that students are not being “taught
the agendas of these communities for including and excluding particular
alternative interpretations or standards™ (9). Tutors find that they must not
only confront students with these “interpretations or standards.”™ but also
encourage students to positively examine their own already held fliterate
practices. Without this comparative reflectivity. classroom writing practices
and the assumptions embedded in them continue 1o undermine student suc-
CCNN,

By examining their own agendas as well. wtors can stop duplicating
environments that promote titeracy as technology. and that separate the
“haves” from the “have-nots.” Seeing how this perspective determined educa-
tional practices from the very beginning of their school experiences helps
tators see the evele of disempowerment they may continue to create in the
writing center. Initially. basic readers, and later. inexperienced writers. see
reading and writing as something happening 7o them not something over
which they have power. Children’s teachers often attune their students to the
technical aspects of sound. line. and circle. stressing perfection ol form and
imitation. ClilTord Geerts (1983) notes that children tearning to read struggle
trying "o make sense of the profusion of things that happen to them™ (1 19
As o result, ehildren learn basic letters and sounds (and thus improve their
achicvement test scores). fbutf they may net experience the social and per-
conal power of print”™ (Dyson 1991, 118). Similarly because students have
learned the rules. they mas “write sentences with periods. but they may not
organize those sentences Lo serve varied pragmatic purposes or o give voice
to their daily concerns™ (Dyson 1991, 110). 11 students believe from the start
that school. like reading and writing, is happening o them. they will not
believe they have the right, nor will they have the ability, to evaluate the
astem's nguage that is baing used 1o shape them: they will not think o!
literacy as crinque,

“Tutors can also “happen 1o students. Since our tutors come from this fong
tradition o language as doorkeeper technology, it is not surprising that.
despite training in nondirective pedagogy. they may impose rules upon stu-
dents instead of practicing reflective eritique. As Covino (1991) indicates.
such o reductive view ol literacy is oppressive and resalts in mimicry. As
wtors note. employing mumicry proves an efficient means of” conducting a
worial when “a student needs 1o get her paper in by 5:00 today!™ This
reductive and ccononncally efficient practice ends up encouraging the image
of @ writing center as a band-aid service. I wn. the practice promotes the
idea of literacy as technology. Likewise. writing center theories and stated
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practices may support the achnowledgement of multiple titeracies. but actual
practices betray an allegiance to institutional images of writing, lcarning. and
writing centers.,

There is no guestion that the academy’s view muat change along with the
tutorial context. but what does that mean for a tutorial conducted right now”?
To teach writing in any of the current academic arcas to students from nmany
literate buckgrounds. students, tutors, and teachers must engage in a critigue
of the way words build all communities. The difficulty involved in that
process lies in understanding that words do not derive meaning merely
through surface manipulation of marks on a page: the imitation of structural
correctness will not. by its very correctess. make words “hetter” or muhe
students “more™ literate. “better”™ organized as human beings. or “more”
creative. Engaging in reflective practices provokes changing definitions of
fiteracy by unmasking the mystique surrounding that technological and privi-
leging pereeption of reading and writing. Through critique. writers can choose
to create tents which nse surfuce constructions rather than produce texts which
are subject ro those technologies. When both stadents and tutors understand
the limitations of a titeracy definition which privileges and separates. they can
begin to engige in a true dialogue that examines why and how iexts serve
ditterent comnmunities.

Pean'i say yetihat fhave atranseript of the nerfeet wtorial-—one that truly
restsis adaptation, As tuters here know, we have more 1o examine-—ourselves
as well as our community, We have yetto engage in a wider dialogue with the
composition instructors —often equally dissatisfied with their own duality.
And of course. the diafogue and reflectivity must. ideally, continue throughout
the academy. Nonctheless. we are beginning to open places within our tutori-
als where students, along with us. cateh glimpses of “why™ and “to what end™
and “for whose bencfit.”™ along with the usual “how.™ 1t is rishy at times
because seeing that the gate to institutions is not as widely opened as students
think can anger as well as disappoint ihem. But it can also give them the right
and encouragement to speak out. to be heard. o change their contexts. As
tutors. we can only continue to unmask our own and others™ coneepts about
literacy. By redefining “literacy.” we can work toward undermining the usc of
reading and writing for oppressive, reductive ends. encouraging. instead.
generative processes of transformation not only of students and ourselves. but
of the academy.,
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15 Tutor and Student Relations:
Applying Gadamer’s Notions
of Translation

Mary Abascal-Hildebrand
University of San Dicgo

Reflective writing tutoring is not a simple activity to conduct. Gadamer
(19701 suggests that the Kind of understanding needed for the interpretation
and translation we find in reflective titoring “has to be acquired™ (146). A
tutor T wilt refer to as Peter is a seasoned writing center tutor: he comments
abour the challenge that tutors experience in their attempls to consider all that
thes must: “Most ol the tutors T know tell horror stories about their first
sessions with students™ as they attempt o unity ideas about tutoring. writing.
and writing assignments with ideas that signify students” lifeworlds, This Kind
of reflective tutoring arises from a parts-to-whole. or hermencutic. quality
available n transtative wtoring. A philosophical analysis of this translation
illuminates the cethical dimension inherent in the human relationships that
mahe up tutoring: this philosophical awareness nurtures hoth students and
tutors. )

Hans-Georg Gadamer has unificd philosophy and hermencutics into a
philosophical hermeneuties that expands the ethical dimension ol transbation.!
Gadamer's language phitosophy addresses not only the translation of speech.
but also the transhation of written language. Theretore. his work is appropriate
for explaining that more conscious use of language is important in promoting
writing tutoring as a means to learn. Tutoring that enables both witors and
students to Teave a tutoring event thinking and acting differently as writers
cnables them o renew themselhves as persons. Tutoring that affirms students”
voices through ther writing can enable students to rencgotiate classroom
relationships through their abilits to address in writing what they understand,
rather than what they imagme their teachers will allow them o write, This is
tutoring pravis.

Gadamer (1975 defines pravis ina way that is uselul for discussions about
ttoring renewal. He writes about the limitations ot methodological ap-
proaches to Lkugtiage contests and about the need in translation to understand
understanding itsell. His work is based on the idea that prasis is the ethical
goadwdl that can be created im everyday understanding. However, he points

™
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out a paradox which concerns tutoring praxis: praxis is not casy to achieve
because understanding. even when acquired. is atways limited. Therelore.
understanding is a never-quite-fully-accomplished activity. Gadamer’s work
is based on the idea that partial understanding and misunderstanding are
inevitable. A wtor T will call Marie eaplains how she lives with the paradox
while tutoring: “You want to cover a ton of territory, but it’s not my nature to
overload them or they won't pick up anything. So. you have io find a happy
medium.”

This chapter acknow ledges the insights of several tutors expressed inan
cthnography conducted at a theory -based writing center in a targe. midwestern
public university. These tutors” reflections iltustrate the Kind of thinking that
reflective ttoring demands. Yet. while these tutors” insights portray thought-
ful, reflective tutoring. some of their insights also portray frustration w ith the
complexity in tutoring and with the challenge they find in transtating for
sudents an academic world that would rather use writing for evaluation
instead of as 2 means to learn, This essay proposes that understanding tutoring
within a philosophical hermeneutic perspective can not only engage new
wtors to become reftective more readily. but it can sustain those who are
alrcady reflective tutors as they move towaid higher and higher levels of
understanding. 1talso proposes that this perspective can enable participants in
writing centers 1o demonstrate for teachers in universities the value in using
writing also to teach rather than only to test.

While imerpreting and translating are not simple processes 1o understand
and practice. tutors who are more aware of these processes can be better
wtors. Another wtor. whom 1 will call Laurie. who has considerable writing
center eaperience, explains her awareness of” the translative dimension of
tutoring cthics:

I love 1 10s all about being m balance, bemg able o adjust. trymg to
heep the balance m the discussion so students don’t get upset. pasing
attention 1o how they are reacting. 10s also about fairness and not being
pdgmental so they fearn what they need 1o do el but notdo it too soon
or iUl stop thewr writing.

Reflective tutors interpret and translate more consciously thoweser. Comseious
translation is neither a method nor an arrangement that can be settled ahead
ol tme between ttors and students. Rather, transtation is ~something that
Bappens 1o an interpreter in the process ol using reflective judgment 1o
simultancousty interpret and transtate what she understands When this some-
thing happens in speech, an interpreter beeomes a transtator. The implication
i~ that when tis something happens in i conversation, the partners become
transtators for one another. Their thinkmg Titts their conversation into i new
realmt an cthical realm because they base their conversation on mutual
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regard for mutual understanding. Thus as Ricocur (1984) notes, we only
become aware of what we need for understanding when we are confronted
with being unable to understand. Lauric explains, “Being a tutor means
creating a whole new thing with cach student from where you think they 're
coming from and from what goes back and forth. You can’t assume things
about students-——you have to ask them.”™ Tutors who expect that they must
rethink tutoring with cach student enable students to exit witoring sessions
more able to write.

Retlective tutoring is created out of an attitude toward thinking itself. This
attitude is one which considers that all persons are capable of reflective action.
It is the beliel that they are able to think about engaging with others in ways
that enable cach personinvolved to fuse what is already known with whatever
they are beginning to know. Translation arises from within this reflective
process (Gadamer 1975, 1976). Transtative ttors work to interpret what they
believe confronts students so that they can make students’ understandings
more avaitable to them. According to Laurie.

What T have learned is that students can only write from where they
really are and 1 think that the best way 1o teach writing is 1o use their own
papers 1o teach it to them because whatever came out of their heads onto
the paper is someriurg they know about---they know how it got there.

Reflective thinking by translative tutors moves both students and tutors to-
ward fusing new horizons wherein they make new judgments about them-
sehves. think and act ditferentty than before. and develap the potential to write
difterently.

Reflective and translative tutors are not merely reproducers of linguistic
cades. or even interpreters for students of professors” writing assignments.
Tutors do not merely reproduce maodels of writing for students that they can
remove whotly from the writing center and use as templates. When ttors are
more reflective concerning their potential as transfators they can create more
meaningful transtations: they can encourage students to think of writing as a
means for fusing new horizons of understanding about themiselves as students
and about the ideas they tind in the disciplines they studs. Thus, as clusive as
transfation may be. a translative twtoring stance can promote writing an a
means 1o fearn.

However, transfation is not an easy process: “one tries 10 get inside the
other person in order to understand his point of view ... [but} this does not
automatically mean that understanding is achieved v a conversation™ (Gada-
mer 1975, 348). Rather. all translation is a compromise. Laurie points out the
nature ol this compromise for her: [ Tutoring i) that middic spot. 1S not
exactly a comfortable spot: you're abwas s a titthe doubtful. T'm still doubttut
but 'm comfortable being that way.” While translation is a compromise,

154



Tutor and Student Relations 175

ttors who are aware of the reflective and translative character of compromise
can be better tutors. Laurie explains: “You have to be real careful. You can’t
say. “This has 1o be changed.” If we can lead them up to see it themiselves that's
the very best thing we can do.” Peter itlustrates this compromise in his attempt
to protect the student-teacher refationship: “The downside of being a tutor
between the student and the professor is that you're walking on the edge of a
sword: you can’t always be candid about an assignment that seems unfair—an
assignment {rom hetl”

Gadamer (1975) offers. ~a compromise can be achieved in the to and fro
of dialogue. so the translator will seek the best solution (to the interpretation)
in the tomg and froing of weighing up and considering possibilities ... a
compromise™ (348). Further, his work supports the practice of writing wtor-
ing: he contends that in the sphere of grammar and rhetoric, “language is the
middle ground in which understanding and agrecment.. . . take place between
two people™ (348). Marie says of her experience in this middle ground: "I see
myself as a dlplonml You've got \drl()ll\ pdrllC\ )ou re trying to dcu)mmo-

Acting consciousty in lhl\ mlddlc ground can hc dumhud as IulhllmL dl
hermeneutic dimension that unifies the conversations that take place within
reflective toring. Lauric speaks of her awareness in unifying these aspects:
“My sense of self is all of these different elements combined.” Another tutor
I will call Jane agrees: 1 am an anchor for both communities—students and
teachers.”

Therefore. writing center tutors need to understand the hermeneutic dimen-
sion in conversation as a unification of the part-to-whole of transtation. By
making this dimension available to themselves through discussions and e¢x-
changes with one another about the theory and practice of tutoring, they can
fearn with one another. They open their vistas on writing as they signify how
they themselves engage in transtation. Peter talks about his own needs as a
writer in the writing center:

We bring papers here. too. 1t helps because no matter how good a writer
youare itnever hurts o have someone el look atit. We all share writing
with cach other. H we have a spare minute we say. “Here, look at this”
becane * what vou think you're saying is not always what a reader thinks
you e saving.

Translation becomes more clearly the process of joining a set of reciprocating
parts. An awareness of this reciprocity mahes it possibie for hoth ttors and
students o engage in the "play™ ol spoken and written thought (Gadamer
1975.91 119y

A significant benefit of such a hermeneutic awareness is that interpretive
and transfative language calls for a praxis stance which requires weighing the
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many and varied aspects of cach tutoring context. It stipulates an acknow-
fedgement. cither definitively or tacitdy, that cach student's lifeworld is
uniguely composed. and. therefore. cach ttoring session must be uniquely
composed. Laurie’s statement that You just can’t assume things about stu-
dents. You have to ask gquestions™ points 1o a tutor’s obligation to not impose
from without. using only general acknow ledgements. With a praxis perspec-
tive, ttors are much less likely to become the “litde teachers™ about whom
Bruftee (1984) warns. Rather. within a praxis perspective. they relate as
participants and experience a sense of etficacy as both thinkers and writers.
This moral dimension heightens the need to reexamine tutoring within
cach session so that tutors continuously renew themselves through their inter-
actions.,

Ofien. tutors are more conscious of methodetogreal aspects of ttoring, and
are fess conscious of how thought undergirds tutoring relationships. When
tutors understand tutoring merely as a methad. they apply themselves as
mechanices, as il they believe their job is to leverage their knowledge against
students. Students usually expecet that tutors are available o “fix™ their writ-
ing. or at least to tett them what to do to fix it Peter contends that this happens
more with students who come to his writing center for the first time or it their
professors made them come to the writing center. Often it is obvious they
don’t want to be here. They think our job is to tel them what o write.”™ As
Peter points out. uitdess they have had experience in writing centers that stress
process, they are unaware of the refational dimension of wtoring. Students
who bring this perspective to the writing center pose a challenge to the
reflective tutor,

Likewise. university teachers are tess Hikely to know ghout writing proc-
esses ina funguage theory content. They often misunderstand the theoretical
framework of writing centers: they imagine that their students who go to them
are likely 1o gain methodotogical rather than interpretive insights about writ-
ing. Peter laments: “Fhase oniy had a few [professors] over the vears get back
o me 1o el me how the tutoring made a difference. They don't often know
when they make impossible writing assignments.™

In the beginming of tutoring sessions. tutors generally seck and extract
information 1o fearn more about specific issues within assignments and
courses: students provide that information, Fhe initial talking is more of an
information ¢xchange than it is @ creation of new meanings. An information
exchange can only mitiate a tutoring event. It the event continues only s an
mformation exchange. it cannot become tutoring. Beconting aware of the way
tv which thinking underginrds ttoring can encourage tutors, students, and
teachers 0 move bevond imagining ntoring as merely methodological or

technical support. Hermeneutics enables tutors and others who engage with
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them to understand writing, not as a methodology. but ethically mastered “as
e an art” (Gadamer 1975, 345).
However. even it unconsciously, when tutors and students ereate conversi-
tions about the assignment and the course it reflects. they engage in a linguis-
- tic realm where they interpret and translate for one another: it is a realm in
) which they do not specifically plan their thoughts and actions. Their conver-
wations center around relevant meanings that are both tacit and acknowledged.
and that are based on the relationship they create by virtue of their sitting and
- talking together. These conversations are guided by the participants” rational-
’ ity concerning one another and the writing process. This is the kind of
s conversation that Richard Bernstein (1983). in his work on science, herme-
7 neutics, and praxis, portrays in examining methodology. He writes that a
s “true” conversation

: is not to be confused with idle chatter or a violent babble of competing

voices it] is an extended and open dialogue which presupposes i

- background of intersubjective agreements and a tacit sense of relevancee.

A There may be ditferent emphases and stresses by participants i a con-

' versation. and in a living conversation there is always unpredictability
and novelty. (2y

When | old Lauric of Bernstein's definition of a conversation, she vatid.
' “It sounds like wtoring!™ Such conversations are the essence of a process-
oriented. ethical tutoring and are creitted rather than conducted. Gadamer
(1973) writes about creating conversation:

We say that we “conduct™ a converation. but the more fundamental a
com ersation 1s. the less its conduct lies within the will of cither pariner.

Thus a fundamental conversation is never one that we want to conduct.
Rather, 1t is more generally correct 1o say that we fall into com ersation.
or even that we become involved in i (345)

In this kind of transtation/conversation. cach speaher must speak in ways
that cnable the other to grasp intended meanings, Though tutors may be
' sudents. they do not know students as particular persons. with particular
lifew orlds. in particular courses, charged with particular assignments. They
-0 Ccan only iy 1o understand what cach student brings to witoring. Tutors se
‘ tutor fanguage to talk with students about topics., assignments. and writing. to
garasp the essence of topies and assignments, and to rethink as they write. Yet
they must be aware of the need to mnlmuouxl\ ranskate their language so that

it is usable by students.
When students use their own language to talk about topies, assignments.
annd courses so thal futors can know nrore about the wiiling assignment. tutors
- must appropriate that fanguage in order 1o conduct tutoring comversations. In
i wirn. when ttors use the knguage of writing, they may use words and ideas
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which are not necessarily known to students. They must also use the language
of writing in ways that students will be able to understand. Peter describes his
understanding of the challenge in translating among the various languages:

Students worry that professors think they should know more than they
do. 1 think professors come off that way because they are so interested in
and know ledgeable about the topic that they intimidate the inexperienced
student. Students say there are a thousand elements to write about. The
first thing T say to thens is that a paper doesn’t have a thousand ele-
ments-—3a good paper has one focus.

Thus. there is a third language they both must try to understand. It comprises
tutor. student. and professor/eourse/discipline/ academic languages. Thix third
language must be appropriated by both ttors and students through their
respective languages by virtue of translative interactions: I tell them a paper
is not Hke a lecture. where a professor talks about this study, that study. and
another study that work around a central theme. because there is a lot that's
told ina lecture. Papers don’t tell a thousand things™ (Peter). This multiplicity
of languages points to the need tor tutors 1o take a reflective, translative stance
in tutoring ~o that they can make available the multiple transtations needed by
students,

This multiplicity points 1o another dimension of difficulty inherent in
grasping the essential meanings of students and teachers: o become a living

bridge. tutors must be able to grasp the essential meanings of their own
witoring lifeworld, and make the translations available, not as pairs of mean-
ings extracted from some artificial matrix. Rather, tutors must mahe these
translations available through newty constitured meanings that are created out
of cach tutoring session. Peter itlustrates Gadamer's notion of the hermeneutic
tinterpretive) fusion of horizons:

There are times when you hnow what the professor s looking tor and the
student does not see that and vou try to explain. You can’t make the
student see somethung you hesitate to put words i a professor s mouth,
So.Tsay. It looks o me that this is what she's catling for.”

Condtituing meanings by fusing them from earlier meanings calls for o
different kind of interpretation and bridging. It calls Tor experiencing a trans-
lative stance as one from within which an interpretation takes place: it calls
for an inferpretive stance that grasps “the other.”

Tutors who think about translation this way do not assume that what they
sdy or do s understood entirely by the student just the way the tutor under-
stands. Instead. tutors who think about interpretation as translation will re-
member that students tahe ttors™ interpretations, interpret them themselves
through their own tfeworlds, and come away with understandings that are
actaally a blend. or a fusion of the two: “I'm better now at not ielling them
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what [ shoutdnt be telling them. 1s such a hard thing to do™ (Laurie).
Reflective interpretation consciously considers the lifeworld of the hearer of
an interpretation: thus. it becomes translation; it becomes praxis.

This essay began by pointing out that tutors do not merely reproduce or
interpret. but that they interpret and translate simultaneously. Gadamer ex-
plains that understanding takes place as translation: it is not merely the result
of interpretation, although interpretation is necessary for translation. There-
fore. interpretation and transtation take place at the same time. not in some
piccemeal fashion.

Gadamer (1975) proposes that translations are always interpretations:
transiation is what oceurs as the translator completes an interpretation, not
when she does. His point can be used to describe titoring as rooted in
translation. for “every translation is at the same time an interpretation. We can
even say that it is the completion of the interpretation that the translator has
made of the words given™ (346). As tutors interpret the words that surround
the tutoring and the assignment. the words serve the translator. and the
transtation ultimately serves both the tutor and the student. To do this the tutor
must be aware that the most suitable way 1o engage all of the words into a
whole—a whole that includes the tutoring retationship—is o become aware
of the way in which the whole is created simultancously with its parts. This
awareness of the parts and the whole requires the kind of reflective judgment
noted earlier. Laurie explains: “Being in the middle. Faccept [students] where
they cach are. To do this. 1 have to be fair to cach of them. and fair to mysclf.”

Such reflection is the kind that uses judgment about the words to be
transtated af th¢ same time that it uses judgment to create the tutoring relation-
ship for the transkation of words promotes a reflective stance for the tutor and
the student. This stance can release tutors from having to act methodologi-
cally: they can consciously translate both words and lifeworlds. They become
better tutors when they learn that their tutoring is always about relationships.
interpretations, and translations. and not about models, methods. or templates.
Students benefit because they learn that thinking and talking about their
writing within a tutoring relationship lifts writing out of a one-directional
mode into a mode that not only allows but is built on shared thinking and
expanded expression. This promotes a kind of self-conscious writing whereby
students can call on what they know to support writing about topics they are
exploring,

Understanding tutoring as translation encourages students” sell-conscious
writing. for when tutors and students come together they simultancously
interpret for ihemselves and for one another. As they accomplish interpreta-
tions they are transhating one another’s lifeworlds. They make it possible for
one another o aer within the witoring event. Gadamer (1975) suggests that
they fuse what they recognize already (the same) with their newer knowledge
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(the different). In other words. they mediate a unity of sameness and ditfer-
enee in their language which moves them to action: tutoring is understanding
in action,

However, the act of tutoring is not achicved in writing alone. but is
achieved through speeeh. Tutoring language must be retlective so that it can
be recreated with cach event because itis a tanguage which tutors and students
create together again and again within each of their interactions.

Gadamer (1975) warns that “every conversation automatically pre-sup-
poses that the two speakers speak the same language™ (347), Tutors as speak-
ers must be aware of this presumiption so that they can recreate greater
apportunitics to grasp more of students” intended meanings. They can re-learn
to re-question themselves and the students they tutor. re-respond. re-attend to
signs. marks. and gestures. and re-clarify expressions. Tutors can become
interpreters and transfators i they “Pay attention to how they are acting”
(Lauric).

However. while we can translate o text into speech. we can only do so by
virtue of knowing the “refationship to what is eant. to the object that is being
spohen about™ (Gadamer 1975, 352). Applying this knowledge of retation-
ships o writing tutoring, we can say that tutors can understand the writing
drafts students bring. but they can only understand them within the limits that
any written or oral text presents to a reader. That is, they are more limited by
the text until they engage in conversation with the student about the text. Their
conversation revives the intended meaning within the text and cnables both
the tutor and the student 1o appropriate the meaning through reinterpreting it
for one another. Thus. they translate its meaning as they consider the farger
contest in which the paper is being written. Even then their understanding is
limited by the text,

Gadamer (1975) explains that writing, however. presents us with the “real
hermencutical task™ because writing involves self-alienation™ (352). We do
not hknow that we do not understand something until we are confronted with
it. Writing is the real hermencutic task because it requires us to account for
our not understanding in a way that is different from speech. Not under-
standing writing demands of a reader the most complex processes of under-
standing because its reading is conducted through “filters”™ such as time.
authorial intentionality, and the interpretive lens of the reader o imagine what
the author “means™ in a text. When students bring papers to writing centers,
tutors have to step outside themselves to translate for themselves the meanings
the students apparently intend.

But Gadamer’s (1976) warning can be applied to tutors: they do not have
to give up who they are in becoming more praxis-oriented tutors, He explains
that stepping aside is rather “an eestatic self-forgetting that is experienced nol
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as a foss [emphasis in original} of sel-possession. but as the free buoyancy of
an clevation above onesell™ (55). Thus. tutors can become themselves in
tutoring: “For me. tutoring is an intellectual high™ (Marie). Likewise. students
do not have to give up who they are as persons in order to write: they can also
step aside themselves in “an cestatic self-forgetting™ that enables them to
lcave behind outmoded ideas about writing. Thus. the translation required of
students and tutors involves a willingness to “give over™ to others” Janguage.
This giving over, self-alienation. or buoyancy is what cnables tutors to pro-
mote students” higher elevations of understanding—their fusions of horizons.

As tutors and students engage in conversation that includes interpreting the
assignment, along with the students” drafts, they apply their interpretive lenses
and ideas aboul writing. This they do in the process of seeking understanding
through translation of what is written and what they say to one another. They
begin to use the process of understanding to understand. Yet. as students
engage in a tutoring process. they often explicate their own writing as having
other meanings than those which they have already written. This can be the
beginning of students™ awareness of the ditterence between writing as per-
formance and writing as possibility.

In other words. the process of reading. interpreting. and translating en-
larges the horizon of understanding for both the tutor and the student by virtue
of their interaction. More translation is possible as their interaction deepens.
Gadamer (1975) explains. “The horizon of anderstanding cannot be limited
cither by what the writer had originally in mind. or by the horizon of the
person to whom the text was originally addressed™ (356). Instead. the horizon
is made possible by them.

Universily teachers are generally unaware of the dialectical nature of
understanding. They typicalty assume that their assignments clearly represent
what was intended. They may even assume that part of the student's task in a
course is to learn enough, or even alrcady know enough. to decipher assign-
ments. Teachers typically also use assignments as a means for evaluating in a
way that makes the writing assignment a noose for students’ execution,
campus style. This evaluation stance does not necessarily change when teach-
ers refer students to writing centers. They may still expecet writing center
tutors to tell students what and how to write. Tutors must account for perspec-
tive and evaluative stances among teachers, but they must also account for the
need 1o create the tutoring session around transtation so that students can
move (rom carlicr wavs of viewing their papers. their assignments. and their
professors toward new realms of expressing what they understand.

Tutors who have become reflective, and whose reflection enables them to
move their tutoring into higher and higher altitudes of understanding. are
much more likely o be able o find substance in their twtoring because they
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understand its complexity. This reflective perspective must be encouraged
because it addresses one of the frustrations tutors encounter during the com-
plex tutoring process. But while writing centers can use hermencutic theory
to promote tutors” reflection and to enable them to explain their tutormg to
themselves. centers can also use it to invite professors into their programs in
myriad ways.

Teachers who understand the theoretical dimensions of writing center
programs will be more able to respond to their students who go to them, and
to the tutoring that goes on in them. Jane praises her experience in working as
a lutor in her university's writing center project that uses theory to link tutors
with students and a professor in a particular course. She sees this as an
important way for everyone involved to learn about writing together. She sces
itas a valuable way for teachers to consider the theory that undergirds writing
center tutoring because they can see tators in action, She says. “that is one of
the reasons that I like working as a tutor linked (o a particular course with a
particular professor because T ean get closer to where the student, the teacher.
and the assignment interseet and we can work 1o make the assignments more
appropriate (o what's going on in the course.” Her professor says of tueir
writing-teaching relationship. “Jane is my teaching mirror--1 look to her 10
learn how to think about writing assignments in my course.” Another profes-
sor relates how, in his participation in this wtor-linked project. he came (o a
new understanding of writing: “Before I worked closely with a tutor, I thought
that everyone wrote as sociologists write.™

Moving students to new realms through engaging them in translating what
they hnow into their papers can open doors into disciplines for students and
promole teachers” beliet in a transformative approach to writing aud to writing
center tutoring. Those who work in writing centers and in classrooms. both as
tutors and as teachers, can use the thinking that Gadamer's philosophical
hermeneutics provides (o work together to shape new tutoring and classroom
practice. Renewing teaching and tutoring relationships points out the potential
for a praxis perspective on translative tutoring in enabling tors, students. and
teachers 1o powerfully rencgotiate traditional forms of classroom life into
those in which they can engage writing as a means o learn, and in which all
who enter can become themselves.

Note

1. For a thorough discussion of Gadamer's thinking in philosophical hermencu-
tics. see Joel Weinshetmer's Gadamers Hermeneatie s A Keading of Fruth and
Method. Yale University Press, 1991,
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