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...FROM THE EDITOR...

The recent (InterNational Writing
Centers Association Conference was a
celebration of being together with col-
leagues, enjoying marvelous festivities,
and taking part in interesting conference
sesstons, all aptly summarized by
NWCA President, Byron Stay (see page
15). As I walked through the conference
corridors, T heard people hailing each
other, thanking the other person for a
particularly useful article they had read
and used. That made me realize that
timid prospective authors for our writing
center publications don’t sufficiently re-
alize how much they can share through
writing for the rest of us.

At a session on publishing, I also heard
people murnmur that they e “too new to
the field,” “not experienced enough,” or
“ansure” that they have anything to con-
tribute. Clearly we all have insights, ex-
perience, and advice to offer each other,
and if those comments at the conference
from grateful readers are any indication,
then getting your ideas into print is a ser-
vice to the profession,

If you are one of our hesitant would-be
authors, why not sit down at one of the
tutorial tables in your center and ask a tu-
tor to help you get started? And why not
coax your tators 10 do the same for the
“Tutors” Column™?

s Muriel Harris, editor

i
i
i

...INSIDE...

S

Training Tutors for Second-
ary School Writing Centers

» Jacqueline N. Glasgow 1

Daring to Deal with Diversity
+ Elien Muhr 7
Cunference Calendar 8

Tutows’ Column: “Getting
Started”
« Marpi-Lynn Roques 8

The Writing Center, Lyokard,
and Postmoderinism
+ Albert €. BeCiccio 10

Writing Center Ethics:
“Sharers and Seclusionisis”

s Michael A. Pemberton 13

News from the National
Writing Centers Association

= Byran Stay 15

Promating the exchange of voices and ideas in one-to-one teaching of writi

November, 1995

T E R
ng

Training tutors for
secondary school
writing centers

Every time [ train tutors for writing
centers, T iry a different approach. After
a series of workshops with high school
English teachers, we decided to train the
student tufors as well. So this time, as 1
led four one-day workshops for junior
and senior high schioot studems in the
Trumbull County School District. T de-
cided to prepare them by focusing on
three areas of the one-to-one conference:
establishing rapport, giving positive
reader response, and describing the text.

Establishing rapport

Since [ believe tutors should be writers
themselves. 1 chose an ice-breaker to
help the students get acquainted and also
give them a chance 1o begin the day by
writing, 1asked each person to bring a
brown lonch sack full of objects that re-
vealed their hobbies, interests, important
refationships, and/or personalities.
‘When they arrived, they swapped bags
and began writing about their new mys-
tery friend based on its contents, They
were to use their imaginations and make
predictions about the life of their new
friends. After this freowriling exervise,
students met their new friends, verified
their impressions, and then introduced
the friend 1o the rest of the group, The
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following is an example of one

student’s piece.
Who is she? T must determine
what type of person she is by
the evidence in a little, brown
bag. . . . Nail file, cotton hall,
penny, pen, and silver and blue
bow, I've gotit. This person
obviously wants to become a
police officer. Think aboat it
I've noticed that cops are
always well-groomed, looking
their best. And policemen are
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always so creative. They must be
since they enjoy writing tickets for
the most minor and bizarre
reasons. Think about the silver
and bloe; 1 see a future in law
enforcement. (KMK)

At first, the students were shy, ner-
vous, and somewhat anxious about their
new role as tutors. I was nervous about
conducting the workshops because it has
been four years since 1 left the ninth-
grade classroom. As I was getting ac-
quainted with ¢ach new group of stu-
dents, 1 found that most of them equated
“tutoring” with “teaching.” Using thig ag
a jumping off point, I asked the students
1o think of their favorite teacher. After
they had a chance to visualize this
icacher, T asked them to think of the
characteristics of that teacher that made
them special. Then using the “think-
pair-share™ strategy (Davidson and
(’Leary), I asked them to share those
characteristics with their neighbor.
Eventually, they shared those character-
istics with the whole group as I recorded
thent on an overhead transparency for all
tn examing. We then talked about the
qualities of an effective teacher. The
bottom line that seemed 10 both quell
their anxiety and set the stage for the
workshop was: How you treat people 18
mare important than what you know;
people need to know that you care before
they will care about what you know,

We were then ready to engage in other
refationship-building activitics betwees
tutor and tutee, David Taylor recom-
mends “developtng skills in establishing
an atmosphere of rrust and i listening
and understanding so that we compre-
hend the significance of what the stu-
dents say” (24). First we talked about
“ppeners” that would create an atmo-
sphere of trust and acceptance, We dis-
cussed ways of showing empathy.
warmith, caring, and respect (27). Then,
students simulated a one-to-one confer-
ence and practiced “opening™ and “set-
ting an agenda” for thelr conferences.
Later, in a round-the-room session I
asked them the following questions:

§: 2

» What did your partner do to
encourage you as a speaker?

» What did your partner do to
discourage you as a speaker?

= Tell us one new bit of informa-
tion you learned about your
partner.

In getting-to-know and support each
other, students learned 10 “make connec-
tions™ and “establish the individuality”
of the person next to them (M. Harris
41). Then. we were ready (0 work on
listening and understanding skills neces-
sary for tutoring.

Being quiet while someone talks does
not constitute real listenimng. The kev 1o
real listening is wanting and intending to
do so. Real listening is based on the in-
tention to do one of four things: under-
stand someone, enjoy someone, learn
something, or give help to someone. 1f
you want {0 understand someone, you
can’t help really listening to them.
When you're enjoying a conversation of
you intend to learn something, listening
comes quite naturally. When you want
to help someone express his or her feel-
ings, you are involved, listening, Unfor-
tunately, a lot of pseudo-listening mas-
querades as the real thing. Everyongisa
pseudo-listener at times, but in a one-to-
one conference, real listening is impera-
tive, To help students recognize their
own blocks to listening, we divided tto
small groups and brainstormed what
constitutes “good listening”™ and
“blockg-to- listening™ behaviors. Then
we compared their lists to the overhead
transparencies for total Hstening and
blocks to listening taken from McKay,
Davis, and Fanning (1983). Here's how
to be a total fistener {28)

« Maintain good ¢ye contact.

« Lean shightly forward.

« Reinforce the speaker by nodding
or paraphrasing.

» Clarify by asking questions.

« Actively move away from
distractions.

= Be committed w0 understanding
what was said.
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For the significant people in your life,
which of the following listening blocks
do vou typically use? (16-19);

« Comparing: You're always trying
{0 assess who is smarter, morc
competent, more emotionally
healthy.

« Mind Reading: You're always
trying to figure out what the other
person is really thinking and
feeling.

v Rehearsing: You're rehearsing
what to say next.

« Filtering: You listen to some
things and not to others.

* Judging: Negative labels have
SNOTMous power.

» Dreaming. Something triggers a
chain of private associations.

+ Identifving: You take everything
a person tells you and refer it back
10 your own experience.

« Advising: Y ou are the great
problem-solver, ready with help
and suggestions.

« Sparring: You are guick fo “put-
down” or discount what the
person 1 saying.

» Being Right: You will go fo any
lengths to be right.

*» Derqiling: You change the
subject when you get bored or
uricomfortable.

= Placating: You agree with
everything to avoid conflict and
be nice, pleasant, and supporting.

Having identified characteristics of
good and poor listening, students were
ready to monitor their listening habits in
the next one-to-one conference simula-
tion. For this simulation tutees took their
“mystery friend” pieces to the tutor for
feedhack, In order (o practice total lis-
tening skills, T suggested that the tutee
read the piece aloud and choose one of
the following strategies for descriptive
responding given by Hamilton-Wieler:

« Sharing Without Responding: the
tutee reads the draft; the futor
listens attentively responding only
with a thank-vou,

+ Say Back: the tutor responds by
paraphrasing what she/he heard
the text saying.

» Pointing: the tutee asks a
question of the text; the tutor
“points” to specific places that
answers the question.

Through developing stronger commu-
nication skills, students learned how
show interest and listen to ¢ach other in a
writing conference setting. According to
Judith Kollman, “Above all, the confes-
ence exists o communicate my interest
in, and respect for, the individual human
being with whom | am talking” (15).
Having learned to establish rapport be-
tween witor and tatee, tators were ready
to leamn to give positive responses to the
tutee’s piece of writing.

Giving positive reader-response

When I read David Daiker’s study of
teachers’ comments on students” writing
pieces, [ was astounded by the lack of
positive reinforcement found in the
teaching of writing. Results showed that
89.4% of the instructor’s comments writ-
ten on college freshman essays were fo-
cused on corrections, while only 10.6%
focused on accomplishments of the pa-
per (103). Cormments on essays made by
high school feachers were slightly more
positive. While 40% of the end com-
ments were positive, only 007% of ruar-
ginal comments were positive (W.H.
Harnis). These results reflect the
“school” tracition which encourages a
response to student writing based prima-
rily on identifying and penalizing error,

In order to become teachers in a “posi-
tive, joyous, creative, and responsible
sense,” Christensen urges us to replace
the inert, rule-encumbered school tradi-
tion with more enlightened scholarly
views. Several recent composition
scholars have reported emphasizing re-
sponding with encouragement. Paul B.
Diederich concluded from his research in
evaluation that “noticing and praising
whatever a student does well improves
writing more than any kind or amount of
correction of what he does badly” 20).
Ken Macrorie recommends that we “efi-
courage and encourage, but never
falsely” (688). For William E. Irmscher,

“the psychology of positive reinforce-
ment . . . should be the major resource
for every writing teacher” {150}, Allof
these individuals would support reading
students” texts John Dixon’s way: for
achievements in writing, for the re-
sowrces the student brings to the writing,
and for the conseraints on the writing.

But praise, however beneficial as a
motivator of student writing, is more
easily enjoined than put into practice.
When I started to leam to praise, I fol-
lowed Daiker’s strategy of making only
positive comments on the first reading of
the text (107). R. W, Reising’s tech-
nique is even more effective: he has de-
veloped a grading form that requires him
to write one to three positive comments
before even considering noting a weak-
ness {43}, The difficulty that most
people have in learning to praise is how
to make comments that move beyond ge-
neric ones: “nice,” “good job,” and/or
“well-written.” Other generic commients
such as “diction,” “logic,” or “awkward”
are almost always misunderstood by stu-
dents undess explained in detail. Don
Murray onge recommended his favorite
response fo student writing that avoids
generic remarks. He suggested begin-
ning with the five words I like the way
vou....” Tasked the tutors (o make a
comment about their new friend’s paper
and complete the sentence in any way
they chose:

» [ like the way vou use dialogue
here.

» I like the way you started the
paper with a story.

Another way fo leamn (o give positive
feedback s what Peter Elbow calls stra-
tegically focused praise. First acknowl-
edge the weakest feature of the piece—
e.2., “You have a problem here with
organization.” Then, since people leam
much faster when they are asked to do
more of what they already have been
doing, show the student places where
there is some organization or impuise to-
ward organization. “Here's where
you've made some moves in the right di-
rection. Do more.” It's easier to “do
more of these things she has been do-
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ing,” than “do more of these things she
hasn' i been doing.”

According to Rosemary Deen, ““What
kills teaching i pursuing error and
weakness in others. What enables teach-
ing is releasing students” energy by de-
fining their success”™ (573). This sounds
well and good, but how do | train myself
as well as the tators to define students”
success in writing? To get started, [
turned to Peter Elbow's “Spectrum of
Ways to Respond to Student Writing”
that he handed out at a CCCC Confer-
ence, Iused three of Elbow’s strategices
to help tutors focus on the strengths of
the writing. The first strategy is to reply
as 4 human to the paper as a huran ot-
terance, not just as a verdict-giver. To
reply as a human reader is a crucial act
of respect: to take the writer’s view seri-
ously enough to reply to what she says—
instead of ignoring or sidestepping it
with a meta-comment about ~ow she
says it. In order to give a humane réply,
summarizing, paraphrasing and/or clari-
fying are methods of acknowledging the
writer's view. The following are ex-
amples of replying as a human:

« Your experience of working on
the dairy farm is an asset in
setting the context for your paper.

« Your sense of humor and ability
ta “laugh” at yourself made this
paper particularly inieresiing.

+ In spite of vour health problems,
you managed to submit an
excellent revision of this paper.

The second strategy is to praise the
text: What's strong, what works, what
pleases you? Even if the paper is weak,
what are the strongest features? What
are nascent, potential strengths that
might be exploited in revising? Here are
examples of “praising the text” given by
students about their mystery friend pa-
pers:

« T Tiked your description of the
plastic, diamond-shaped toy
which lit up with flashing red
lights when it was squeezed.

« How did vou guess that your new

friend has a sense of humor from
the joker playing card that you
found in the bag?

« I’d like to meet the family and
friends vou tell about so well in
your paper.

In the next strategy, movies of the
mind, the tutor thinks back at the text
and tries to reconstruct the story of what
was going on inside her as she listened to
or read the text, What was happening
moment by moment? What thoughts
and feelings occurred? The object is to
give an honest, subjective response to
the piece of writing that confirms or
disconfirms the writer’s intentions.

Describing the text
In addition to praising the text, Elbow
uses descriptive feedback for various
reasons. He says “It’s something 1o say
when you can’t think of anvthing else,
and it helps the writer learn to see his
own text better.” He also suggests this
kind of response is a gesture of respect
and a way of treating the studentas a
writer, This strategy is called “describe
the text and how it functions.” The point
is to be non-judgmental and describe as
many features of the piece as possible,
For instance.one way to describe the text
iy 1o summarize what the paper says. Ri-
chard Beach, who also recommends this
strafegy, says the description stage of
writing assessment consists of describing
five basic elements: goals for content
amd audience, logical or rhetorical strate-
gies, audience characteristics, fext struc-
ture or genre, and role or persona (134).
He suggests the following questions to
guide tutors in giving descriptive feed-
back in the writing confercnce:
« What are you trying fo say or
show in this section?
« What are you trying to do in this
section?
« What are some specific character-
istics of your audicnce?
« What are you trying to get your
audience o do or think?
« How would you describe your
organization or type of writing?

i 4

» How would you describe your
own role or ortentation? (133}
When writers justify their texts by
constdering their goals, strategies, and/
or audience characteristics, they engage
in recursive assessment of their papers
in a positive context.

As tufors become more comfortable
with praising and describing the text,
they may want to try using the four lev-
els of praise suggested by Nina Ziv
(1984). She recommends making posi-
tive comments at the conceptual, struc-
tural, seniential, and lexical levels. The
conceptual level describes strengths in
the ideas, examples, reasons, details,
scope, insights, thesis. The following are
examples of positive conceptual level
comments:

« “Your thesis—that the new
American ideal is ‘something for
nothing’—is strong and clear,

« “Your thests is interesting and
clear, and your use of particular,
graphic details to support the
thesis greatly aids your reader’s
understanding. The conversa-
tional tone of your paper also
helps the reader understand you.”

» “The content of this paper is
inferesting and fo the point, the
essay 15 fairly well unified. and
you show the ability to use
effecrive details.”

Structural level comments describe the
organization, focus, infroduction, devel-
opment, anecdote, and/or conclusion.
Examples of specific structural level
comments are as follows:

* “The paper is well-organized and
well-focused, with some nice
paragraph transitions.

« “Good strategy for your opening;
vou canght my atiention.”

« L got a good first impression of
this paper. You've started out
well with an anecdote that gives
the reader a good visual picture
and gets her into your thesis,”

The seatential leveld describes sentence
features such as length, variety, parallel-
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ism, and/or clarity. Sentential level com-
ments are as follows:

« “Good parallelism” (refers to
third sentence of third paragraph
and to first two sentences of last
paragraph).

« “Effect closing image. Good!”

+ “Very nice pair of sentences—
clear and concise™ (refers to first
two sentenices of fourth pary-
graph).

Lexical level comments focusing on
word choice, vocabulary, phrasing,
rhiythm, and/or title are as follows:

+ “You have a vigorous and full
vocabulary.”

« “Nice series-good clingx”
(refers to “soft, easy, free” of
second paragraph}. ’

» “Nice phrase” (refers to “with
glamour and greed in her eves™).

With positive, descriptive comments,
the tutee should begin to take the
initiative, to sel-evaluate, © make
decisions, and to take control of the
papet.

Evaluation of the workshop for
tutor training

At the end of each one-day workshop,
I asked students fo el me about two
things they learned that they didn’t know
before. The results showed how students
percetved the training. Some students
focused their comments toward what
they learmed about the writing process:

» I learned the stages of the writing
cycle in detail.

+ 1 learned some of the steps in
writing such as freeflowing,
cubing (Hamilton-Wieler), and
framing (Proett and Gill).

« [ learned heuristics for drafting
and revising,

Other students mentioned that they
learned communication skills necessary
for tutoring.

« I learned about giving construc-
tive criticism, but also 1o give
compliments and not do
someone’s work for them.

+ I didn’t know you needed so
many listening skills to tutor.

« I learned that “empathy” means
to “understand.”

» Having empathy is more impor-
tant than correcting grammar.

» I learned how (o be honest with
people 1 help.

« Tutors shouldn’t hold pencils and
take over the text.

« Tutees should set the agenda for
the writing conference.

Another group of students told about
responding strategies that they leared
during the workshop.

» [ learned to start my response
with “1 like the way vou. . ..”

= | learned to give feedback
through “Pointing™ and “Say
Back.”

s | learned how to make positive
comments and find strengths in a
piece of writing.

» That vou should stay away from
generic comments and find
specific strengths of the writing to
praise.

« | learned how to ask questions
that are open so that they [the
wrifer} will start thinking in new
directions.

Even though the goals for these tutor
fraining sessions were somewhat ambi-
tious, 1 feel they were successful since
there was a high congruence between
what the students learmed and what the
traiper taught, However, the real proof
of the learning will be when the tutors
take their places in the new writing cen-
ters in their schools, and students be-
come better writers as a result of the
taforing.

Tacqueline N. Glasgow
Kent State University
Warren, O
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Daring to deal with diversity

Writing centers see a diversity of writ-
ers at varying levels of competency and
incompetency, with all kinds of rhetori-
cal questions, and from many different
life experiences. Nowhere are these dif-
ferences more obvious than in a commu-
nity college where the challenge of meet-
ing the individual writer's needs is
constant. In Johnson County Commu-
nity College™s Writing Center, students
drop in for tutoring often not even sure
why they are there or what to ask for.
Because close to 100 students visit the
Writing Center daily. tutors must be
trained in strategies that will help them
recognize the individual needs of these
writers and teaching techniques that pro-
vide appropriate instruction.

Our three main populations are the re-
wurning adult, the ESL student, and the
underprepared student. Returning adults
who are continuing their education or
who want to review skills needed for
writing often are reticent about their
writing ability. They need to learn strat-
egies 10 help them get started. They
need to have therr confidence in their
own ahilities boosted. Non-native stu-
dents (ESL) have ideas but can’t express
them clearly because of their inexperi-
ence with the language. Sentence sfruc-
ture, verb tense, word choice, and ar-
ticles are all obstacles 1o overcome. At
the rough draft stage, these students need
mote guidance n their revision. Tuking
several sentences and “walking” them
through the revision helps. Then, sitting
back and allowing them to do the same
while watching is helpful. Tutors must
learn patience and take a sort of tough
love approach. For the underprepared
students, the problem is often inexperi-
ence with writing. They tend 1o write
superficially and need to learn to think
more critically about their topics. Ques-
tioning is very helpful to get the students
thinking about their subjects.

Anecdotal evidence supports the im-
portance of setting up a hierarchy of ar-
eas for tutors to work on and an on-going
{raining program to ensure tutor effec-
tiveness. Using the steps of the writing
process, we can examine effective tutor-
ing strategies for working with students
at different levels of expertise on a vari-
ety of writing assignments. We start
with the assignment’s goals, then move
to the focus of the paper, its development
and organization, followed by looking at
sentence structure, word choice, and
style.

In the invention stage of writing, tutors
use brainstorming techniques and ques-
tioning skills 1o talk a student through
his/her topic. Inearly training sessions,
tutors become cognizant of differences
i fearning styles, the importance of ac-
quiring acute listening skills, and an
awareness of what each student may or
may not bring to the tatoring session. In
the drafting stage, tutors consider the
writer's thesis and support, the writer’s
ability to think critically about his/her
topic, audience and viewpoint, and orga-
nization and development. Knowing
what to look for and how (o get the stu-
dent to respond is essential guidance
training for peer wtors,

When the more advanced writer comes
in, editing hecomes a matter of stylistic
choices, so the tutor needs to know how
to guide the stadent throngh the maze of
word choices, sentence structures, fone,
and mood. For the novice writer, editing
means sentence completeness, paragraph
development, clarity and word tighten-
ing. Tutors fearn which Writing Center
materials will best help each student ac-
cording to his/her needs.

In our tutor training sessions, we use

student writing which depicis the various
stages or levels of writer competence.

{ 7

We group the tutors so that we balance
the experienced tutors with new tutors.
Then, each group is given a sheet which
has a variety of poor student writing
samples. For example, we will use a
weak thesis statement o show the need
for improving invention skills. Some-
times jost talking about the assignment
and its goals helps the student discover a
focus. The tutors discuss the problem of
the writing and how it can be correcied.
They also devise questions which Jead
the writer 1o a solution,

For problems with organizing and de-
veloping, we use student samples riddled
with jumbled paragraphs, incoherent ar-
rangement of sentences, and faulty sup-
port. Again, the tutors must come up
with the questions they would need to
ask to prod the writer toward hisher own
correcting. Helping the writer (o see
how the parts are connected to the whole
is an important role of the tutor.

For revising, we include samples
which illustrate sentence level problems,
inappropriate word choice, and wordi-
ness. We also include some writing
from non-native students which demon-
strates poor syntax and misused articles
and prepositions. We model how we can
pull several sentences from the writing,
discuss how they can be corrected, then
how we encourage the student to revise
while we sit nearby.

In all of the writing samples, we in-
clude mechanical problems such as
spelling, punctuation, and capitalization.
The tutors learn quickly that those are
not the kinds of problems we deal with
nitially. In fact, since we emphasize
that we do not proofread, we must re-
mind visiting students that they will need
to look for those errors themselves and
ask us specific questions later, a task
which should not be completed until ev-



é
:

.
3
|

VERCRRR RO

Rt

S

R R

]

ez

:
¢

14
%
i

|

The Writing Lab Newsletter

erything else in the paper is corrected.

Guidelines for students using the Cen-
fer are encased in a plastic stand on each
tutor table. The guidelines include our
expectations of our clientele:

1. If you plan on using the Writing
Center on a regular basis, vou must
be enrolled in a JCCC class orin a
Writing Center course (credit or
noncredit)y. Tutors help with
writing skills only.

2. Know vour assignment.

3. Come prepared with questions
about
a. arough draft
b. an assignment (bring assign-
ment sheet)
¢. afinal draft

4. Do not expeet tutors to evaivate
{grade) your paper. Instead, tutors
will give you constructive feed-
back on organizational and
developmental problems.

LA

. Do not expect (o spend more than
15-20 minutes with a tutor.

6.

&

Do not expect tators to proofread
your drafts. They will not find all
of your errors for you. That's your
job.

-

. Realize that the tutors have a
responsibility to all of the students
who come in, 0 try not 1© mo-
nopolize their time. Be respectful
and don’t intesrupt them when
they're working with other
students.

%. Remember the tutors are here (o
help with your writing skills, so
keep focused on writing-related
problems.

9, Learn strategies to help yvourself
edit and proofread your own
writing.

10. Learn the hierarchy of concems

(these are Hsted on a separate
page) which guide the ttor
through the session.

L1, It1s fine to get different feedback
from different tutors, but remem-
ber that each tutor will critique
from his/her viewpoint, so you
need to sort through the sugges-
tions and decide which ones you
want to use in your revision.
Remember it's your paper.

12, If you have a problem with
advice a tutor gave you, please talk
to the coordinator of the Writing
Center.

“No Proofreading” signs hanging
throughout the Center remind tutors that
they’re not fix-it machines. However,
check lists, handouts, and computer soft-
ware enhance how the tutors help stu-
dents correct already marked papers or
papers about to be handed . Tutors
work at learning what resources are
available so that all students get the right
kind of help on the writing problems
they have.

Regardless of who comes through the
Writing Center door, help is ready be-
cause tutors have been trained. Tutors
know the strategies which must be prac-
ticed to put the responsibility of the wri-
ing on the writer, not the tutor.

Ellen Mohr

Johnson County Community College
Overtand Park, KS

1
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Calendar for
Writing Centers
Associations

Feb. 1-3; Southeastern Writing Center
Association and South Carolina
Writing Center Association, in
Myrtle Beach, SC
Contact: Phillip Gardner, Writing
Center, Francis Marion Univer-
sity, Florence, SC 29501

Feb. 29-March 2: South Central Writing
Centers Association, in Agstin,
Contact: Elizabeth Piedmont-
Marton, Undergraduate Writing
Center, FAC 211, G3000, The
University of Texas at Austin,
Austin, TX 78712

March 1: Northern California Writing
Centers Association, in Turlock,
CA
Contact: Ann Krabach, English
Department, California State
University, Stanislaus, 801 W.
Monte Vista Avenue, Turock,
CA 95382, (209-667-3247T).

March 1-2: East Central Writing Centers
Association, in East Lansing, MI
Contact: Sharon Thomas, The
Writing Center, 300 Bessey Hall,
Michigan State University, East
Lansing, MI (517-423-3610).

March 2: New England Writing Centers
Association, in Amherst, MA
Contact: Mary Bartosenki,
Writing Center 402, Neville Hall,
University of Maine, Orono, ME
{34469

March 8: CUNY Writing Centers
Association, i Brooklyn, NY
Contact: Kim Inckson, Writing
Center, Harris Hall Room 015,
City College of New York, 138th
& Convent Ave., New York, NY
10031

Apri] 13: Mid-Aflantic Writing Centers
Association, in Chestertown, MD
Contact: Gerry Fisher, Writing
Center, Smith 31, Washingion
College, Chestertown, MD 21620
{410-778-71263).
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She did not want to be here. A few
subtie hints had given it away. She
breezed into the Writing Center looking
very businesslike and efficient. Throw-
ing her paper onto the table with 4 “Read
that and sign it for me, will ya?” she
turned briskly on her heel and beaded
again for the door.

In these types of sitnations, | could
never decide who to be madder at, the
teacher who assigned students to come
here without informing them of owr pur-
pose, or the students themselves for not
taking the time to discover how the Writ-
ing Center could help them. Glancing at
the top of her paper, I found her name
was Susan. “Hey, Susan,” I called to her
retreating figure. “Wait a minute, I've
got & guestion to ask vou,”

Susan stopped in her tracks, her shoul-
ders slumped, and she shuffled back to
my table. Pulling out the chair furthest
away from me, she plopped into it and
heaved a big sigh. Crossing her arms
and feaning back in her chair, she fixed
me with a cool, calculating stare.

What 1 said next was vitally important
to how the rest of the session would go.

East Central Writing

Centers Association

Thomasss@npilot.msu. edo

l

i

Getting Started

I needed to get her involved in this pro-
cess of writing in a way she obviously
was not used to, by sharing with a peer.
“Susan, what do you see are the weak-
nesses in your paper?”

For a while she didn't say atiything 43
she glared at me with that all too familiar
“Isn’t that your job?” question in her
eyes. But that was the point of my ques-
tion—1I am not here to tell writers how or
what to write. My job is to help them
discover that for themselves. Too many
students come into the Writing Center
thinking that the peer tutors are like pro-
fessors. They fear that their paper will
be evaluated and searched for errors with
a fine-toothed comb.

Susan shiffed uncomfortably in her
seat, then slowly pulled her paper to-
wards her and began flipping through it
“Well, this is only a rough deaft—it still
needs some finishing touches, I wasn’t
sure how to make the transition to the
second part of my paper. And I'm not
certain I want to include this last bit of
miformation at all. What do you think?”

This time she handed me the paper
shyly while looking at me intently, Sim-

ply giving her a chance to raise the ques-
tions she wanted to ask made the session
one of two writers exploring the process
of writing, instead of a tutor telling a
peer how 10 write. Getting started 1s al-
ways the hardest part. Giving writers a
feeling of authority over their papers en-
ables them {o join in the conversation
about writing, instead of always playing
the passive role of lsteners,

As peer mitors, we have a special abil-
ity to help fellow writers recognize and
fix problems in their own writing with-
out fear of evaluation, In the writing
center, we have the unique chance to
work through a draft together, discussing
the writer's thoughts and apprehensions,
as well as the paper itself. We have the
opportunity (o turn writing into a pro-
cess, not just another paper. So when
“Susan™ walks through your door look-
ing for help, get her involved in the pro-
cess, and get her excited about writing,

Merri-Lynn Rogues
Peer tutor

Gordon College
Wenham, MA

Call for Proposals
March 1-2, 1996
East Lansing, Michigan

Deadline for proposals: January 30, 1996. For further information, contact Sharon Thomas, The Writing Center, 300 Bessey
Hall, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Ml 48824, Phone: 517-432-3610; fax: 517-432-3828; e-mail:
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The writing center, Lyotard,
and postmodernism

“No doctor before the end of
the eighteenth century had
ever thought of listening to the
content—how it was said and
why—of these words [those
spoken by the ‘madman’ |; and
yer it was these which signaled
the difference between reason
and madness” (Foucault 217).

Foucault’s revelation about the mad-
those whose speech was excluded from
the “common discourse of men™ (217)-
helps me to understand how some of my
colleagues—in the English department
and throughout the academy-<an refer to
those whose “texts” do not conform to
Standard Written English, or that are not
“academic” enough, as the truly illiter-
ate among us™” (gid. in Rose 2}, If
those who guard the academy are not
questioned, however, the writing center
remains always a “fix-it” shop. a place
that patches the cracks in the fraditional
paradigm, rather than a welcoming com-
munity to those whose rhetorical stances
are as diverse and as inferesting * as there
are people,

What is postmodern in the
writing center?

What I propose is that the guestions in-
herent in so-called postmodern theories
of language and literature are like those
we in the writing center have been pos-
ing. Forexample, the movements in
writing centers toward a more social or
collaborative mode of operating have
served to “problematize” traditional
theories and practices of language and
literatuve. In fact, postmodern views of
language as anti-foundational or anti-
representational-that 15, denying the mir-
rot/lamp theory of knowledge that sup-
posedly illustrates “Truth” with a capital

T, or that reflects “M"eaning with a capi-
tat M-have been defended by many writ-
ing center scholars—from Kenneth
Bruffee to Andrea Lunsford. When
Bruffee and Lunsford and others talk
about anti-foundational notions of writ-
ing and group-licensed ways of generat-
ing texts, they challenge the prevailing
assumptions of the field, including such
notions as Standard Written English, Ex-
pository Writing, Thesis, Topic Sen-
wence, Coherence, ete. Thinkers like
Bruffee and Lunsford open doors for
writers heretofore locked out of the “lit-
erate” community of writers. They do
not see the so-called “illiterate among
us” in quite the same pejorative way as
their traditional counterpanis do. They
might see the value, as we in the writing
center have, in the production of a story,
ritual, or reflection that traditional
compositionists can only affirm as inher-
ent in the academic exposition, argu-
ment, Or persuasive essay.

T'd tike to suggest that some reflection
on Lyotard’s work The Posimodern
Condition {1989) may provide those of
us who work in the writing center with
additional ideas that may aid in our on-
going endeavor (0 make writing centers
the best next thing in composition in-
struction. To be fair, some may find as-
pects of these ideas disturbing. This 1s
because Lyotard denies the meta-narra-
tives of the traditional or modern workd;
the militant liberator of humanity (in the
tradition of the French Revolution) and
the speculative unity of all knowledge
(in the Hegelian tradition). The modern-
ists among us, and I really have to count
myself among them at times, may see
citing Lyotard as a dangerous affirmg-
tion of the glamour or spectacle of writ-
ing, and they may find that idea irrespon-

} 10

sible in the same way that they may find
the developments of ate capitalism re-
pugnant. They, like myself, desire a so-
cial politics; yet, they say such a politics
cannot be forthcoming in any
postmodern theory of knowledge. They
fear most Lyotard’s insistence that cv-
erything becomes local, ad hoc, imma-
nent. [agree that these are problems for
all of us groomed in the tradition of the
great modernist narratives. But I cannot
help but notice in Lyotard an acuie rec-
ognition of the failures brought about by
such narratives. For me, Lyotard at least
offers a way to argue against the affirma-
tion of traditional values and characteris-
tics in writing (1. ., Standard Written
English}, to argue for differences m writ-
ing, and to celebrate all that writing that
happens despite the academy’s vigid con-
straints.

Lyotard’s Postmodern Condition
and the writing center

Very early wito The Postmodern Con-
dition Lyotard asserts, “Postmodem
knowledge is not simply a ool of the au-
thorities; i refines our sensitivity o dif-
ferences and reinforces our ability to toi-
erate the incommensusable” (xxv),
Here, T am reminded of the effort Mina
Shaughnessy put into irying to educate
us about non-standard writers. She was
sensitive to differences; she could toler-
ate the incommensarable. Shaughnessy
tried to show us the value behind what
traditionalists had seen as incomprehen-
sible in so-called basic writing. Shaugh-
nessy’s work was profoundly influential
10 those of us who have been involved
with the writing center movement. Ong
such Shaughnessy follower is Bruffee,
who, almost single-handedly, elevaled
the status of the writing center to a level
far removed from the ad hoc “fix it”
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place raditionalists wanted the center (o
remain. In thinking about what Lyotard
says here, [ am reminded that Broffee’s
Shart Course is really a primer in col-
laborative learning, a methodology that
extends Shaughnessy’s idea that writing
is part of an ongoing conversation and
that invites, as did Shaughnessy, writers
of all social levels and intellectual abili-
ties to join in on that conversation.
Lyotard’s statement also reminds me that
current writing center people, constantly
working as teacher-researchers in the tra-
diton described by Dixie Goswami and
Stephen North, among others, are begin-
ning to illustrate that effective writing is
being produced by non-native writers as
well as from non-standard perspectives.
To traditionalists, such writing is not ef-
fective because it is non-traditional and
therefore incomprehensible. To these
teacher-researchers involved in the writ-
ing center, such writing simply extends
the boundary of “academic” discourse.

As the above suggests, Lyotard has a
great deal to say about the value of prac-
tice (performativity, he calls it} in the
postmodern world, He writes:

In contemporary society and
culture—postindustrial society.
postmodern calture—~the question of
the legitimation of knowledge is
formulated in different terms. The
grand narrative has lost its credibil-
itv, regardless of what mode of
unification it nses, regardiess of
whether it 15 a speculative narrative
or a narrative of emancipation.

The decline of narrative can be
seen as an eftect of the blossoming
of techniques and technologies
since the Second World War,
which has shified emphasis from
the ends of action to its means . . ..
(37)

It seems to me that many of us feel as
if we need to carry out “guerrilla war-
fare” with our self-proclaimed, research-
oriented counterparts in the acadeny—
and even with our closest counterparts in
literature~because our work in the writ-
ing center is, largely, pedagogicat-fo-
cused on the process of learning, rather

than on mastering a body of knowledge;
on the means, rather than the end. Ac-
cording to Lyotard, however, all we can
count on any longer is local practice. It
seems to me fitting, therefore, that prac-
tice should drive our initiatives in the
postmodern writing center. This practice
has demonstrated, for the past two de-
cades,” that learmang is enpinently more
interesting, if not more democratic, this
wiy.

Lyotard also discusses what it is like
living in a postmodern world: it may not
be cataclysmic after all: “Most people
have lost the nostalgia for the lost narra-
tive. It in no way follows that they are
reduced to barbarity” (41). When we
find ourselves constantly embroiled in
debate with our traditional colleagues
over the value of instruction we offer i
the writing center, we are under the gun
to take the high road. We reproduce
scholarship; we reproduce argumentation
about the value of collaboration; we re-
produce studies that acknowledge the
mmerit of what we are doing; we remind
people of the paradigm shift taking
place. And, then, as I show in this essay,
we become more understandable to our
colleagues. This is because we have
readied reasonable discourse for an
arena of debate with rational people. We
resort {0 a modernist podium, and so al-
ways feel a ligtle frustrated-as if we arg
constantly reinventing the wheel. What
we must do now is take the next step, the
only one Lyotard believes is left to take:
Remove ourselves from a nostalgic reli-
ance upon what no longer works, and
perform in the postmodern. This is not
to suggest that anything goes: 118 to af-
firm that more and different kinds of
work are being produced and we have al-
ready agreed fo celebrate it alt.”

Reading Lyotard can also help us o
understand why we'll face problems
when, say, we {ry to extend the conver-
sation about the plurality of writing,
about collaborative learning, about
power outside of the writing center. He
Wres:

The technocrats declare that they
cannot trust what society desig-
nates as ite needs; they “know”

g 1t |

that society cannot know its own
needs since they are not variables
independent of the new technolo-
gics. Such is the arrogance of the
decision makers—and their
blindness . . . . {that they say]
“Adapt your aspirations to our

Just as those who affirm Lyotard’s
postmodern condition will be criticized
for their efforts, we in the writing center
will be asked to compromise, at the very
least, our positions, We will be asked to
forget about being right, to adapt what
we do, say, [o the English department’s
program, 10 provide statistics on the
numbers of tutees we see in order to jus-
tify our budget proposals for next yvear,
to remain on the margins,

We must remember that we koow bet-
ter. Working in the writing center we
have become aware of the self-discover-
ing that should take place as a student
goes through the academy is sometimes
stifled in the traditional paradigm, In
that world, we have learned, competition
is promoted in a myopic search for the
“best” student. We know that this scarch
profits precious few students; in fact, we
work with the many who end up branded
with that ugly tattoo, “the truly illiterate
among us.” We've tatked about writing
with these stigmatized students, who too
often equate their supposed “low rank”
with their self-worth and, a3 a result, iso-
late themselves, fearing that any attempt
at integration may be met with ridicule.
And we have come to deplore that athi-
tude which associates non-participation
in a fearning activity with behavior dys-
function: we know that what it really is
is fear of oppression. The writing cen-
ter—open amd supportive~has demon-
strated to us that such fears can be met
and overcome. That's why 1 say we
know better than to adapt our aspirations
to anyone’s else’s program but our own.

But it just doesn’t seem right
Modermsis (tradittonalists) are, quite
understandably, skeptics of post-mod-
ernists, Social and literary critics see in
Lyotard only an affsmation of the exten-
sion of capitalism, or the cultural logic of
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late capitalism, Feroinist critics see in
Lyotard contradiction and the abandon-
ment of social criticism. Now, I agree
that it might be a problem to think about
our postmodem condition as Lyotard
does. Butit’s not a problem that particu-
larly bothers me. I think the only thing
we give up with Lyotard's way of oper-
ating is a lingering desire to affirm what
is no longer possible in the postmodem
world. T mean, we may no longer have
read the fifty-star theme; we may begin
to recognize as effective writing the
story of the young man caught up in the
ghetto fashioned by late capitalism, or
the reinscribed images of the young
woman struggling to write her bady. We
miay no longer have to prescribe rules for
the elimination of comma splices, frag-
ments, and lapses in agreement; we may
begin o recognize that the writing group
itself agrees to decide upon what rules of
usage and grammar make sense for their
developing texts. We may be saying that
traditional research is an outmoded exer-
cise; we may begin to recognize that the
only worthwhile research is that which
we generate (and then later narrate)
while we are practicing. In the end, we
really threaten with postmodem ideas
that percolate in our Burkean Farlors, our
collaborative writing centers, because
[tihe idea of a writing center
informed by a theory of knowledge
as socially constructed, of power
and control as constantly negoti-
ated and shared, and as collabora-
tion as its first principle presents
quite a challenge . . . . {0 higher
education, an institution that insists

The New England
Writing Centers

Association

P

on ngidly controlled individual
performance, on evaluation as
punishment, on isolation.
{Lunsford 5)

Albert C. DeCiceio
Merrimack College
North Andover, MA

Notes

"As we near the end of Toni Morrison’s
Sula, Sula—racked with the
physical and emotional distress
that precedes death-reficets on her
mother’s self-immolation. Sulais
feeling momentarily guilty
because, heing so fascinated by the
event, she did not try to save her
mother. She found what her
mother had done to be inferesting.
and the et was not 1o be judged or
stopped. As difficult as it may be
to accept, I believe that if we saw
our world in this way we might get
closer to realizing our stated goals
regarding diversity, multicultural-
ism, plurality. We therefore need
to be intrigued, not judgmental, by
the varied writing of our students.

“Purdue’s Writing Lab is into ifs

second decade and is considered
the first “writing center” that was
not merely an ad hoc measure 6
patch the cracks of a fraditional
paradigm. For about that long,
then, writing centers have become
the best next thing in writing
mstrucion.

March 2, 1996
Ambherst, MA

“The Writing Center: End Zone? Twilight Zone? Contact

Zone?"

Keynote speakers: Anne Herrington and Charles Moran

*At Phillips (Andover), a writing
workshop modeled on the prin-
ciples of collaborative learning as
well as on the principles espoused
by Dixie Goswami and the Bread
Louat School of Writing has pro-
voked inner-city, middle-school
students to see expressive, nonira-
ditional writing as a way out of
oppression and depression. As a
matter of fact, one young writer
recently proclaimed at a public
reading: “T feel a power coming
all over me with words!™
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(//RITING CENTER ETHIGS

Several people have asked me recently
whether last month’s colummn signaled
the end of the “Writing Center Ethics”
series in the Writing Lab Newsietter. |
suppose the column did have a bit of an
elegiac tone to it, but only because I was
wrapping up an exiended series of col-
umns and felt the need to give it a clear
sense of closure. No, I'm afraid you
can’t get rid of me that easily, You're
stuck with me for the duration. (Or until
Muriel Harris gets tired of seeing my
name in print*.} That said, let me segue
quickly into the topic for this month’s
columiy

One of the most interesting, provoca-
tive and educational discussions I en-
gaged in at the recent National Writing
Centers Association conference in St
Louis concerned the extent to which (u-
iors should communicate with faculty
about what goes o in individual tutori-
als. Nearly all of the participants in the
workshop discussion had varying opin-
ions about what should remain private,
what should be shared with instructors,
and what was free to dissenunate pub-
licly. It was not always easy to distin-
guish exactly what led cach of us to form
or maintain the opinions we held, though
all of us believed that our opinions were
quite ethical under our respective institu-
tional and personal circumstances.

At the risk of oversimplifying the post-
tions which most of us held to a greater
or lesser degree, [ think that we could be
said to fall into one of two groups: the
sharers or the sectusionists. The sharers
were those who felt that it was perfectly
acceptable to share information with fac-
ulty-—t0 certify that students attended
sessions in the center, to send reports to
instructors that explained what was cov-
ered in conferences, to work with faculty
members to frack the progress of indi-

1

. Sharers and Seclusionists

vidual students, and to support one
another’s cfforts through the free ex-
change of information. The
seclusionists, on the other hand, felt that
the writing center should be viewed ag
an entity entirely separate from class-
rooms and that faculty should not be
privy to the substance of futor/student
discussions. Seclusionists thought of
writing centers as a kind of refuge where
students could talk about their writing
problems freely, without concem that re-
ports of their weaknesses and/or insecu-
nities would go beyond the boundaries of
the conference itself.

According to the seclusionists, tutors

-whe report 1o faculty about student con-

ferences are violating confidentiality and
setting themselves up as “service work-
ers” for instructors; according to the
sharers, tutors who isofate the center
from the classroom restrict the possibili-
ties for true student learning and produc-
tive relationships with facolty. At the
start of the conversation, I must admit
that I fell pretty firmly into the
sechusionist camp, By the end of the dis-
cussion, I was moving somewhere closer
to the middle.

Interestingly—though perhaps not so
surprisingly—the sharers at our table
tended to be from relatively small four-
year colleges or two-year community
colleges while the seclusionisis tended o
be from big universities. The more we
tatked, the miwwe this correlation seemed
to make sense, All of us argued at length
about how our respective ethical posi-
tons on this matter were motivaied by a
concern for students” welfare, but we
had distinctly different views about how
that welfare was best served, and these
views were generally shaped by our in-
sifutional affiliations,

E—

Many of the sharers talked about the
close relationship they had with faculiy
in different departments and the concem
that those faculty had for making sure
their students’ writing improved. They
talked about collegiality, about a unified
educational experience for students,
about how sensitivity 1o student needs
and emotions prevented tutors from
passing on mappropriate details to in-
structors, and about how students appre-
ciated the coordinated guidance they re-
ceived from tutors and faculty in
conjunction. Sometimes, they said, there
were ship-ups (as when tutors included
commentary about instructor assign-
ments in thelr report ships), sometimes
there were misunderstandings {as when
tutors failed to discuss aspects of student
writing that the faculty members thought
were particularly important), and some-
times there were downright conflicts (as
when a certain faculty member thought
he had the right to walk into the writing
center and browse freety through student
files). But rough spots and all, the
sharers claimed that the system was ben-
eficial o students and their writing, did
not violate students’ rights, and pro-
moted closer connections with faculty
ACTOSS CAIMPUS,

The seclusionists—rmyself included—
painted a somewhat different picture of
faculty/student relationships on our cam-
puses, often using ferms like “alienated
students.” “impersonal teaching situa-
tions,” and “disaffected faculty.” We
talked about huge lecture classes, distant
and/or difficult-to-reach instructors, and
the many little ways in which stadents
were depersonalized by huge administra-
trve hierarchies and educational agendas
that value individual research more than
student teaching. [This is not to say that
there are not vast nombers of caring,
helpful professors in big universities, Of
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course there are. Tve met many of them,
But economies of size in large institu-
tions frequently prevent even the most
conscientious instructors from interact-
ing with all their students as closely as
they might wish.] The writing center,
said the seclusionists, was one of the few
places on campus where students could
get the “personal touch” In instruction
that was so often lacking elsewhere in
their university experience. It wasa
place where students could feel safe, se-
cure, and warmly treated, a place where
they could talk with tutors who placed
their {the students’) needs first, a place
where they could say anything they
wanted about the instructor or the assign-
ment or their developing texis or their
writing anxieties and not have to worry
about that information being passed
along to others. The writing center pro-
tected student privacy, safeguarded stu-
dent rights, and gave students individual
attention while helping them with their
writing.

At the same time, the seclusionists
(well, me anyway) also talked about
some of the strange ironies of our posi-
tion. All of us work hard to educate fac-
ulty and students that the writing center
is 5ot just for—how shall I put it-—the
rhetorically challenged. We work with
writers at all levels of ability and skill,
and {at my nstitution, at least) we have
nearly as many conferences with gradu-
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are students as we do with undergradu-
ates. We really want people to see us as
a resource, not as a remedial center.
Nevertheless, we can’t deny that there
often remains a “stigma” associated with
visiting the writing center, and a number
of the students we see would prefer that
it not become common knowledge that
they do so. This attitude is changing, |
think, but it has not disappeared. and
many seclusiomsts (and sharers 100, §
suspect) feel a responsibility to respect
student wishes for privacy even as we
wish students would feel tess embar-
rassed about coming to see us. In acced-
ing to student wishes, then, seclusionists
may be indirectly supporting representa-
tions of the writing center that they are,
at the same time, actively fighting to
overcome. But by the same token,
sharers—by opening the tutorial confer-
ence o facolty review—may be under-
mining whatever claims to theoretical
and mstitutional independence they
wish to make and subverting any chance
of a close relationship with students who
may see them as httle more than faculty
stool pigeons,

As I mentioned earlier in this column,
I'began to shift toward a middle ground
in my position on faculty reports as a re-
sult of the workshop discussion. T still
see the potential for problems with such
an arrangement, and T would still never
permit my tufors to sign papers or other

forms to “certify” that a student had been
to the writing center, but I think now [
would allow tutors to send information
about conferences back to faculty-—us
long as the student provides his or her in-
formed consent.  If the student says it's
okay to let the instructor know what he
and the tutor talked about in the confer-
ence, T see no reason not 1o pass the de-
tails along. If the student says she’d
rather keep the details of the conference
private. then the writing center will never
fet the faculty member know that she
came or what was discussed. To me,
that seems a workable compromise, and
one that I can’t see any reasonable stu-
dent or faculty meraber (or writing
center?) objecting to.

But then, I've been wrong before,

1 plan 1o continue thinking and writing
about the issue of privacy next month
when I reflect on a related topic that
arose recently in the WCENTER
newsgroup: should tutorial conferences
take place behind partitions or in open
spaces? See vou then.

Michael A. Pemberton
University of Illinois, Urbana-
Champuaign

{* Editor's note: Given the highly favor-
able response to Michael Pemberton's
columns, this is not a likely scenario.)

Call for Proposals
Feh.29-March 2, 1996
Austin, Texas

Writing Centers Within Institutions
Keynote speakers: Jeanne Sumpson and Sheldon Ekland-Olson

T

We invite proposals from classroom ustruciors, writing center and university administrators, and graduate and undergradu-
ate consultants and tutors. Send proposals for individual or panel presentations by DECEMBER 1, 1995 to Elisabeth Pied-
mont-Marton, Coordinator, SCWCA Conference, Undergraduate Writing Center, FAC 211, G3000, The University of Texas
at Austin, Austin, TX 78712, Please inchude the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of all presenters and indicate what
if any audio-visual equipment you will need. Decisions will be announced by mail by January 1.
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News from the National Writin
Centers Association (NWCA

1 enjoved seeing many of you at the
2nd (Inter)national Writing Centers
Conference in St. Lonis, MO, For
those who couldn’t make it, you ought
to know that Eric Hobson put ot a
terrific show complete with an apron
poster session lunch, an evening
workshop on the thetoric of riverboat
gambling, and a special interest
sessior: “Bleacher Tutoring,” held
during a St. Louis Cardinals baseball
game at Busch Stadium. There were
also (seriously) post-conference
warkshops on leaming disabilities and
on using the Internet.

The NWCA Executive Board was also
busy endorsing a new constitution and
making plans for future directions, Just
before adjourning 10 the NWCA Party
at the Bowling Hall of Fame, the Bourd
mef to deliberate on a number of issues:

New NWCA Constitution.

The new constitution, which has
been shepherded through various
revisions by Al DeCiceio, was
finally endorsed by the board. The
new version provides for the
oversight of the national confer-
ence, including remuneration to the
hosting regional association. It
also separates the offices of
secretary and treasurer, which were
getting too complicated for a single
person to handle. The new
secretary will continue (o take
minutes at board meetings and will
also manage the association data
base,

NCTE Workshop.

Christina Murphy reported that her
workshop “Tutoring and Writing
Pedagogy: Philosophies and

Paradigms™ still has openings.
Contact Sandra Gibbs at NCTE
{217-328-3870) and envoll in
workshop 32,

Writing Center Directory.

Pam Childers is working on the
2nd edition of the Writing Center
Directory, Current plans are to
publish it on hard-copy and disk
through NWCA Press.

NWCA Press.

Writing Center Perspectives, the
first book from NWCA Press, was
made available at the conference
for $10 each. Anyone interested in
obtaining a copy should mail $12
(to cover postage and bandling) to
Christina Murphy, Writing Center,
Texas Christian Univevsity, Box
32875, Fr. Worth, TX 76129,

The board also discussed the
possibility of establishing a
permanent press and will entertain
a such a proposal at the NCTE
meeting this November.

At-Large elections,

Nominations have been received
for four At-large and one high
school representative to the
Exccative Board., A ballot will be
sent to NWCA members shortly,

Rationale statement and WC
consulting.

Jeanne Simpson is working on a
rationale statement for writing
centers which will include such
things as recommendations for
funding, staffing, and administer-
ing writing centers, Once en-
dorsed by the execuitve board, this

statement can be used to help
writing center directors make
better cases to their supervisors for
adequate funding and working
conditions., The statement will
also be valuable for writing center
consultants to evaluate centers and
make specific recommendations on
improving them.

NCTE Board meeting.

The Executive Board will meet at

NCTE on Saturday. November 18,
1995 from 5:30 to 6:30. All those
interested are welcome to attend.

3rd International Writing
Centers Conference.

Joan Mullin is interested in
receiving proposals for a possible
third writing centers conference, If
your regional association would
fike 1o serve as host, contact Joan
soon (419-537-4939), NWCA 15
an equal opportunity association.
Conference sites need not be
restricted to states with casino
garmbiing and professional sports.

Byron L. Stay, President

National Writing Centers Association
Mount St. Mary's College
Emmitsburg, MD
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Anticipated Job Opening in a Writing Center

Nagsau Community College, a
multicultural campus serving an in-
creasingly diverse population, en-
rolls 24 000 students and is located
25 miles from New York City.

Temporary non-classroom faculty
member with a commitment (o di-
versity and pluralism is sought for a
center serving 250 students per week
for Spring/Summer 1996, Possible
conversion to tenure track. Option to
ieach one English course per semes-
ter as part of load. Duties include tu-
toring, administration, and faculty
development. Salary: approx.
$40,000 annually,

Spring 1996

Qualifications!

« MLA. in Composition/Rhetoric,
English, or directly related
discipline, Ph. D. preferred

« Two years of college teaching
experience (Ph.D. will substitute
for one year.)

» Two years of experience in a
college writing center, working
with a wide range of students:
ESL, adult, remedial, 1D,
honors, minority,

* Highly desirable: Training in
WAC, ESL, CAL or LD,

Minorities/Veterans/Physically
Challenged/Persons with Disabilities

are strongly encouraged to apply,

Applications, postmarked no later than

November 27, should be sent to:

Harold Bellinger

Affirmative Action and Diversity

Officer

1 Education Drive

Nassau Community College

Garden City, NT 11530-6793
516-572-7747

Muriel Harris, editor
Department of English

Purdue University

1356 Heavilon Hail

West Lafayette, IN 47907-1356

Address correction requested

Nonprofit Organization
U.S. Postage Paid
Latayette, Indiana
Permit No, 221




