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...FROM THE EDITOR...

If your writing center/writing lab/
writing room/writing place engages in
discussions about what to call your
tutors/counselors/consuliants/coaches
and the students/writers/clients/tuees
who come in, I offer a solution acciden-
tally suggested by one of the peer twtors
in our Writing Lab, Suzanne Pollert.

Driving back to our campus, after the
National Peer Tutoring Conferenice, we
were vigorously rehashing all that we
had heard and leamned. Suzanne, in what
T think of as a burst of creative insight
rather than a slip of the tongue, referred
to “studors™ when talking about students
and tutors, So, we ofter “studors™ {0 any-
one else who would like a term for ev-
eryone sitting at the tutoring tables, stu-
dents and tutors alike. Anyone else
have another new term for the rest of us?

As we attempt to cope with all the last-
minute, end-of-the-semester frenzy and
wind down for the approaching vacation,
I wish us all a joyous holiday season,
some time for rest and relaxation, and a
glorious 1996, filled with happiness,
good health, and peace.

Muriel Harris, editor
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Rhetorical analysis
in writing assistant
training

During owr weekly Writing Center
staff meetings we do some of the usual
things: practice tutoring techniques, dis-
cuss difficult tutoring situations, invite
guest speakers, work out housekeeping
problems. But increasingly, we have
been spending the time on formal train-
ing in rhetorical analysis of student texts.
They are not lessons in thetorical theory,
but practical sessions in text analysis
with some theory thrown in where
needed.

Somu time ago T came 1o realize thai
the Writing Assistants working with me,
though all strong writers, did not neces-
sarily know how to think or talk in a sys-
tematic way about the structure, develop-
ment, of writer-reader relationship of
longer, more complex student drafts
(which typically run 8-12 pages). Most
of the WA’s are writing, technical com-
munication, and secondary ed majors
who have taken advanced courses in
writing. They can write long, complex
papers without too much frouble—in-
deed, they write so many it's more like
grinding them out—but I have found that
they can’t always transfer what they
leamn from their own writing to drafts
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written by others. And it is not their
need alone; T have the same diffi-
culty. After years of feaching writing
I am still learning how to respond to
student drafts. It remains the most
mysterious, surprising part of my job.
But now our staff needs to know
MOFS it a MOre urgent way, as ow’
freshman writing program moves
away from personal writing toward
an emphasis on writing based on
critical reading of sources. Even ex-
perienced staff need continuing prac-
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tice in rhetorical analysis; therefore, |
bring most of these lessons t the Mon-
day meetings when all of us meet to-
gether, rather than to the Wednesday-Fri-
day training class. The training class
sometimes studies papers the rest of the
staff have seen previously.

We start each “rhetoric lesson™ by
reading a student paper. 1 discourage
quick and easy judgments, though some
WA’s are eager o give them. 1 also dis-
courage anyone from diagnosing prob-
lems or prescribing tutoring strategies
until we have spent some time talking
and thinking about the paper. Early
judgments, diagnoses, and prescriptions
can prevent us from really secing what
the paper is trying to do. Only after
some extensive analysis do I permit
problems and tutoring strategies to be
brought up. By that time we all have a
fairly rounded pictare of the paper and a
better sense of priorities,

{'d like to present a couple of ex-
amples to demonstrate how we proceed
and how we link the rhetorica analysis
to issues of tutoring. The first is an argu-
ment paper from second-semester fresh-
man comp, The second is a definition
paper from an upper-division nursing
COUrse,

The freshman paper was an argument
againgt gun control. We discussed the
paper for two consecutive meetings. The
writer attempted to show the weakness
of gun-control legislation as a way to
curb accidental and crime-related
shootings, and 1o propose that education
and strong pusishment of criminals
would be better ways to do so. This fo-
cus was reasonably clear, indeed much
better than simaply arguing that gun con-
trol was wrong. But the voice was un-
even, ranging from reasonable-sounding
{o inflammatory, The writer had col-
lected a fairty impressive body of ag-
thorities and statistics, though he drew
mainly from sources such as Combat
Arms magazine and Issue Papers from
the Independence Tnstitute. Granting
him the rather one-sided source material,
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we focused on the structure of the argu-
ment and the writer-reader relationship,

Drawing on Aristotle and Stephen
Toulmin, I pointed out that an argument
congists basically of a main claim sup-
ported by a number of reasons. T asked
the group to do some frecwriting and
listing to identify the claim and reasons.
They had no trouble sceing the claim;
the writer af least summed it up well in
the closing paragraph. They found the
reasons more difficult but eventually
came up with ten possible candidates.
We identified the paragraphs where the
reasons appeared. They turned out o be
all over the place, in no logical sequernce.
Some of the supporting grounds ap-
peared several paragraphs away from the
reasons they belonged 1o, But our hour
was upy 5o time left to sort them out. |
closed with a broad hint: ten reasons
was oo many; study the paper some
more and come back next week with
about haif that.

The next week they reported that it
was necessary to take the claim in two
parts before we could sort out the rea-
sons. The first part said that gun control
is not a good way o prevent deaths; the
second said that education and punish-
ment are better ways,

We boiled the reasons down to five,
three supparting the clanm that gun con-
trol is not a good way and one each sup-
porting education and punishment as bet-
ter ways., We traced through the paper o
find the pieces of reason and grounds
that needed to be gathered together. We
also found supporting material that was
not clearly connected to any reason: the
writer had not figured out how 1o bend
and shape all his supporting material to
the purposes he needed it for. Then we
followed the thread of one sample reason
to examine how the writer supported it,
what grounds he used (evidence, anthor-
ity, further reasons, etc.) and how he
analyzed his grounds. We looked at an-
other reason, the one supporting the
claim that punishment is a deterrent, to
discover that it was weak because the
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writer had supplied no grounds for it

At one point someone mentioned that
the writer often seemed to have no con-
cept of what audience he was addressing,
or what he hoped to accomplish with that
audience, That led me to a mini-lecture
on what Wayne Booth calls the rhetori-
cal stance. Idrew the familiar triangle of
rhetorical relationships on the board, to
set up a framework tor exploring the
matter further:

(*Gun Conmol: A Better Solution™), the
isolated pockets of illogic. But by the
end or our two periods of discussion they
were framing questions such as: Who do
vou see as your audience? To what ex-
tent do you expect the paper to change
that audience’s thinking? What are the
main reasons supporting your claim?
Where do vou state each one?—ques-
tions that might lead the writer to a better
understanding of his overall purpose and
design,

Writer—ethos

voice—tone
credibility
I m“/\ h

appeal of good character

Reader—pathos

| appeal to emotion or
frame of mind
warrants—hacking

Subject—Ilogos
appeal to reason
claim, reasons, grounds

One of the
beauties of the
gun control paper
was that the
WA's were
unanimously
hostile to its
clann, as Tex-
pected they
would be. They
had to consider
how to help a
writer strengthen
an argument {0
which they were

{I hope knowledgeable rhetoricians
will forgive my jamiming together Booth,
Aristotle, and Stephen Toulmin in such
an offhanded way, but it did help setup a
schema that we found useful. Warrants,
in Toulmin’s scheme, are the unstated
assumptions that the writer may or may
not share with the reader, If a warrant is
not shared, it needs backing— further
reasons and grounds that will hopefully
lead the reader to accept the warrant, or
at least understand how someone could
believe it. For further elucidation of
Aristotle’s and Toulmin’s systems, I rec-
ommend the texi by John Ramage and
John Bean.)

Toward the end of the second hour, it
became apparent that we could easily
spend another meeting or two on the
same paper, but we might get sick of it,
and besides, we had other things to do.
We wrapped up by falking about ques-
tions we would ask the writer, The pre-
vious week, upon first reading, the WA's
had been inclined to focus on the awk-
ward writing style, the misleading title

opposed—and
which, though generally controlled in
tone, had some near-inflamuatory stuff
init. At the beginning of our discussion,
several of them doubted they could man-
age to remain nentral, By the end, they
saw that by keeping in mind the appeals
of Aristotle and the structure of Toulmin,
they could indeed manage.

The draft for the nursing course,
equally long and complex, conveyed a
different rhetorical lesson. It was, as 1
mentioned, written to a definition assign-
ment in which the writer had to assess
the profession of nursing 1o determing
whether it fif the criteria for a true pro-
fession. 1 chose this draft because of its
deceptive guality, In contrast to the gun
control paper, it seemed to be in a lot
more trouble than it really was. The
WA’s, upon first reading, felt that the
draft went all over the place, with no fo-
cus or sense of order. T asked them fo
examine what each paragraph was doing
and saying (Bruffee's “descriptive out-
line” ar does-says analysisy. They dis-
covered that the draft indeed had a logi-

l;ﬁ#

cal order, starting with the criteria which
nursing fit well, moving on to the criteria
it did not yet fit but was getting there,
and ending with those criteria where it
still definitely fell short, Once they un-
derstood the organization, they could see
the focus,

The writer’s problem was not organi-
zation, but something much simpler.
The writer only needed to announce her
purpose and organization carly in the
draft and supply clear headings and topic
staternents (often miscalled “transitions™)
as she moved from one category to the
next. This would involve reordering
within some paragraphs, but not reorder-
ing at the level of the whole text. How-
ever, the problem was severe enough to
cause serious confusion for us as readers.
If a WA were to approach the draft as es-
sentially disorganized rather than merely
lacking in signposts and transitions, the
writer might have gone away confused
and unable (0 improve the draft,

The WA who actually worked with
this writer got off to a bad start by mak-
ing precisely that mistake. He assumed
there was no organizational plan and
started giving her some strategies on
how to organize the material. Fortu-
nately, the writer stopped him and ex-
plained that she did have an organiza-
tional plan and explained what it was.
Then they were able (o discuss the rea-
soning behind her plan, and how to make
that reasoning accessible {0 a reader, A
writer who was less willing to speak
up—and there are quite a few—would
not have gotten the session on its proper
course, Though this tutoring session was
not the disaster it might have been, the
WA might have saved considerable time
by first trying to understand the develop-
ment and order that were already there
before plunging into talk about organiza-
tional strategies——strategies the writer
didn’t need,

The gun control and nursing papers il-
lustrate two ways in which WAs might
be misled by their first impressions of
student papers. I believe that rhetorical
training is an important way to help them
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avoid such mistakes. I don’t want to
claim # will always prevent us from tak-
ing a wrong path in a tutoring session.
Our sessions are only 25 minutes long (a
recent discussion on WCenter suggests
that about half an hour is typical among
writing centers). I that time, it is diffi-
cult 10 get an accurale take on a fairly
long draft. But I believe repeated train-
ing helps. It also helps in sessions when
the draft is not read, but WA and writer
only talk about the writing. It keeps us
in the habit of remembering rhetorical
principles and applying them to the writ-
ing that comes our way. And, best of all,
it reinforces our attempt to master ques-
tioning techniques, the most important
and challenging aspect of learning to
tutor.

Other topics and texts we have studied
or will study inclade the rhetoric of as-
signment sheets and teachers” comments
on papers, style and styles of writing, re-
search papers, and writings of various
kinds from across the disciplines. We
should never run out of interesting texts
tor rhetorical analvsis.

Richard Leahy
Boise State University
Boise, 1D

Recommended Sources
for Rhetorical Analysis

Anderson, Chris. Free/Style. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1992,
A highly recommended introduc-
tion to the “shape of content™
{TRIAC), which our writing center
uses all the time, as well as a
treasury of practical ways 1o talk
about and teach stvle.

Booth, Wayne C. “The Rhetorical
Stance.” College Composition and
Communication 14 (1963): 139-
145,

An early, but still one of the most
persuasive, calls to integrate
writer, reader, and subject in
writing instruction and writing
assignments,

Bruffee, Kenneth. A Short Course in
Writing. 2nd ed. Carabridge, MA:
Winthrop, 1980.

The original and most extensive
source for descriptive outlining
(does-says analysis, also demon-
strated in Ramage and Bean).

Ramage, John D., and John C. Bean,
Writing Arguments. 3rd ed.
Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1995.
One of the best of the current crop
of textbooks on argument and
persuasion, as well as general
composiion principles; the best for
making the Toulmin scheme clear
and usable as a heuristic.

Training Program
for Developmental
Educators

The Kellogg Institute for Training and
Certification of Developmental Educa-
tors will hold #ts 1996 Institute from June
28 through July 26, 1996, on the campus
of Appalachian State University in
Boone, NC.

The 1996 Institute will train faculty,
counselors, and administrators from de-
velopmental and fearning assistance pro-
grams in the most current techniques for
promoting learning improvement. Insti-
tute fees are $795 plus $495 for room
and board. A graduate credit fee for the
three-hour practicum will also be
charged. Up io six hours of graduate
credit may also be obtained for participa-
tion in the summer progrant.

Applications and additional informa-
ton about the Institute may be obtained
by contacting Elaini Bingham, Director
of the Kellogg Institute, or Maggie
Mack, Administrative Assistant, Na-
tional Center for Developmental Educa-
tion, Appalachian State University,
Boone, NC 28608; 704-262-3057. Ap-
plication deadline is March 15, 1996.

i
i

Calendar for
Writing Centers
Associations

Feb. 1-3: Southeastern Writing Center
Association aud 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 Austin,
TX
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, Turlock,
CA 95382, (209-667-3247),

March 1-2: East Central Writing Centers
Association, in East Lansing, Ml
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 Ambherst, MA
Contact: Mary Bartosenki,
Writing Center 402, Neville Hall,
University of Maine, Orono, ME
34469

| March 8: CUNY Writing Centers

Association, in Brooklyn, NY
Confact: Kim Jackson, Writing
Center, Harris Hall Room 015,
City College of New York, 138th
& Convent Ave., New York, NY
10031

April 13: Mid-Attaniic Writing Centers
Association, in Chestertown, MD
Contact: Gerry Fisher, Writing
Center, Smith 31, Washington
College, Chestertown, MD 21620
{410-778-7263).
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A pictogram of writing center
conference follow-up

How and why do the staff of writing
cenfers write reports or narratives fol-
lowing a tutorial? To whom is the report
addressed? How is the information used
that is contained in the report? Isthere a
relationship between the size of the col-
lege or the number of writing center vis-
its and the decision o provide a follow-
up report? What does this written report
ook like?

Qur survey on written writing center
conference follow-up resulted from a
friendly debate about the audience of the
follow-up report. Each of us directs a
writing center in a small rural college:; St.
Lawrence University is a liberal arts col-
lege, and Clarkson Usiversity is domi-
nated by engineering. As in many other
schools, we use written conference fol-
low-up 1o record the conferences” con-
tent in order for someone to build on that
work. With the student’s permission, the
written report at St. Lawrence went to
faculty. but the written follow-up at
Clarkson was sent to the student with a
copy to the related professor if the stu-
dent agreed. At both schools, a copy
was also kept on file in the center. Al-
though we valued the usefulness of writ-
ten conference follow-up, our hierarchics
of follow-up readers differed, and so the
debate continued,

In spring of 1993, we began o specu-
late about what other writing centers do
for writing conference follow-up and to
develop a survey. Interestingly, a fow
months later, various voices on the
Wenter (an electronic forum for wrii-
g center specialists) debated the neces-
sity, usefulness, and ethics of following
up 4 writing center conference. The
range of voices included Molly
Wingate's comment, “If a faculty mem-

ber wants the kind of control over the
writing center that getting reports implies,
then that person should go hire a teaching
assistant” to Joan Mullin's comment that
“Our reports have drawn faculty to the
center in many ways—they call to give us

it’s pretty positive.”

Cur survey of writing center conference
follow-up was mailed in August 1993,
Onr purpose was not to argue Eric
Crump’s questions of student confidenti-
ality, relationships with faculty, or the po-
fitical complications of conference fol-
low-up (2: 8-9; 3: 6-7). Our chief goal
was to discover the uses and patterns of
writing center conference follow-up
across the country.

We sent this survey to 484 institutions
fisted in the Association of Writing
Program’s Official Guide to Writing Pro-
grams and the National Directory of
Writing Centers and received 171 surveys
(of which 163 were applicable) from
public and private, 2-year and 4-year col-
feges and universities. With the help of a
Clarkson University management infor-
mation systems major, we entered the
data in Paradox for Windows 3.1

Results

Why do writing centers not
follow up conferences?

Before reporting reasons cited for fol-
fowing up conferences, we present the ra-
tionales given by some of the 353% of
centers that do not follow up conferences
with some sort of wrilten report.

The reasons for no written follow-up

ranged from logistical to phifosophical
with most centering on resources. We

} 5

heard from under-supported or ex-
tremely busy tutoring svstems as well as
from writing center directors advocating
student independence from faculty or re-
acting to perceived faculty inditference:
“We are a part-time Center with no di-
rector or coordinator™; “Such reports di-
minish students” sense of self-direction
and authority”; and “We stopped sending
notices to faculty to save money and be-
cause few faculty expressed interest.”
Time, money, and staff were the most
frequent reasons cited for not following
up conferences. In addition, comments
like “a Iack of staff to do such adminig-
trative tasks” and “We believe our staff
time is better used in conferencing” sug-
gest follow-up is thought to be not onlv
drain on resources but also pointless
paperwork,

The second most common reason
given for not following up was the desire
to protect students’ privacy and encour-
age independence. “Reports to whom-
ever would violate a student’s right to
privacy.” “ We don’t want to appear to
be tracmy them (students).” Faculty in-
difference was almost as frequent a rea-
son for no written follow-up as maintain-
ing student confidentiality. The survey
comments from those who do not use
any written follow-up create an interesi-
ing picture because writing center people
cite conflicting reasons: lack of faculty
interest and faculty interference with
writing center operations. So, some cen-
ters not following up say that faculty are
aloof from center operations while others
wish {o avoid faculty contact,

Who does written follow-up?

A 65% wjority {104/163) of centers
responding use written conference fol-
low-up. Private and 4-year schools have
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a higher percentage of follow-up than
public or 2-year schools. We find written
follow-up decreases as the enrollment in-
creases: 73% of smalt schools (under-
graduate enrollment under 5,000): 67%
of mid-size (5,000 to 10,000 undergradu-
ate enrollment); and only 34% of the
schools with over 10,000 enrollment
conduct written follow-up. It is not clear
if the number of visits impacts the deci-
sion to follow up conferences. 43% of
centers with 500 and fower visits follow
up; 66% of writing centers with 2,000 to
2,500 visits use follow up; and 46% of
those with over 4,000 visits do follow
up.

To whom is the follow-up
addressed?

The data about who receives written
conference follow-up show us that there
is & strong relationship between the fac-
ulty and writing centers, although we
don’t know if the connection is coltabo-
rative. In fact, 91 of the 104 centers
which generate follow-up reports send
them 1o faculty. Almost half of these
centers send follow-up ONLY to faculty
and 1o no one else, including the writing
center staff. After facuity, the writing
center staff (this could include tutors and
directors) is the next most frequent re-
cipient of writing conference follow-up
reports. Of 104 centers 61 write follow-
up for center staff. Of all writing centers
using follow-up, less than 6% keep it ex-
clusively in the center. Lastly, only 19 of
the 104 schools that provide written fol-
low-up directly address the student
writer or include the student in the con-
ference follow-up process.

What format does the written
follow-up take?

Most writing centers (65%) use an in-
dividualized letter or narrative to follow
up conferences. Next in frequency is a
combination of checklist and brief sum-
mary. The checklist format 18 third, with
one survey respondent wryly noting the
checklist is “antithetical to the message
we are trying to send out.” A nurmerical
report or form letter is used by less than
20%. Overwhelmingly, tutors write the
follow-ups. A few are written by the
center visitor and tutor.

Respondents returned a wide variety of

sample forms with their survey. The
samples include sign-in sheets, report
forms with check-off sections about the
assignment and areas of concemn, forms
thiat are filled out jointly by tator and
writer, as well as pre-conference forms
{“a guide for both the student and the tu-
tor. . . a way of forcing the student to
think about the paper™) that are com-
pleted by the writer before the tutoring
session begins and complemented by a
post-conference form written by the tu-
tor, Many forms go beyond a product
critigue to a narrative of both the writer’s
process and the product.

Can confidentiality be
maintained?

Student confidentiality is widely as-
sured. Of those generating written fol-
tow-up, 719 allow students to choose (o
keep the information confidential, If we
assume that the centers with no follow -
up, by definition, keep students” work
confidential, then those working in over
85% of the writing centers we contacted
preserve student confidentiality. How-
ever, comments indicate that, in some
schools, the right o confidentiality is
foregone if a student is required by fac-
ulty 10 use the center. In these cases,
faculty have access to the report because
the writing center visit fulfills a class
regquirement.

How do writing centers use
written foliow-up?

Of those who use follow-up, many in-
dicated muitiple uses of the information,
Of those who send summaries 100% in-
dicate the information in the written fol-
low-up is used for administrative pur-
poses like record keeping or reports to
taculty advisers and to institutional ad-
ministrators. Follow-up also provides a
record should questions arise about the
wiiler’s work in the center. The report iy
used by 92% for the public relations pur-
pose of “meeting faculty necds”™ and in-
forming faculty of students writing cen-
ter work. Administrators say that this
report keeps the faculty up-to-date on the
student’s work. Some centers send a
monthly or annual report form to faculty
whose students use the center.
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In addition to administrative uses and
public relations, 82% of those writing
reports indicate that information can he
used 1o reinforce the content of the con-
ference, whether to the faculty, writing
center staff, or the writer. The report
“provide(s; a record should questions
arise about a student’s use of the Center
or a tutor’s advice.” Another 43% indi-
cate thai they use this report to help them
in research and planning to meet the
needs of clientele. Since many written
reports include particulars such as the
time and length of the witorial as well as
a checklist of arcas of concern, writing
center administrators may use this infor-
mation {0 schedule tutors during peak
user times or prepare tutor-training by
identilying recurring student writing
concerns.

Evaluating conference effectiveness is
also a use of written follow-up 43% of
the time. Sometimes this “conference
effectiveness” means that the director
may use the report as part of an evalua-
tion of a tutor. In addition, other sarvey
comments indicate that the contents of
the summaries or reports are used in
weekly tutor meetings and that meaning-
ful and rich discussions often result, An-
other indicates that follow-up informa-
tion is used to “inform instructors of
problem areas for a given student.”
These reports are also used as a reference
for the next tutoring session with the
same writer “to keep track of what goes
on during each consuliation, to assare
continuity, record special instructions,
etc.,” providing continuity from session
to session. Respondents indicate that the
report works well to refresh the tutor’s
memory of progress of the paper; also, if
a writer doesn’t see the same tutor twice,
“the record provides needed background
for conference discussion.” thus acting
as a vehicle for tutor communication.

Summary

A majority of writing centers (65%) do
follow-up conferences by sharing a writ-
ten description or summary of the tuto-
rial; most centers direct written follow-
up to faculty and writing center staff,
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few to sindents. We see that the major-
ity of writing centers communicate with
faculty outside the centers only with stu-
dent consent, as 85% of students work-
ing in writing centers can maintain their
privacy. Some centers do not provide
follow-up because their resources are
strained; because the writing centers
want autonomy for themselves and their
students; or because they believe faculty
EXPress no interest.

Conclusions

When we began, we wanted to know
patterns of use and rationale of written
writing center conference follow-up. We
now have broad outlings of the various
pictures. and these structurcs suggest re-
lationships between writing centers and
students, faculty and, in a sense, the
home institution. Along the way, we
found that the decision to disiribute writ-
ten follow-up is not dependent on main-
taining confidentiality, as centers solve
the dilemma by allowing studenss o
choose whether or not the follow-up is
confidential.

The different relationships between
waiting centers and faculty range from
integrated to isolated. Most centers send
written follow-up fo faculty. Some cen-
ters include students, faculty and staff in
the follow-up triad. A few, in the cause
of student empowcerment, exclude fac-
ulty from the conferencing loop, “We
encourage students to come on their own
and disconrage faculty members from re-
quiring their students to come 1o us. We
are a center for writers and have no de-
sire to become involved in a rather high-

schoolish reporting system.” Other writ-

ing centers try to balance or control the
professor-writer-writing center relation-
ship. One respondent said, “1f the faculty
have concerns . . . they can communicate
with us and we will deal with them in the
conference.”

It seems ironic to us, that in an effort 1©
assist the student, the student is left out.
They are rarely addressed in their own
conference follow-up, (We suspect that
respondents assumed that the written fol-

low-up reports filed in the centers are
open to the stadents, but cur information
doesn’t reflect whether students access
them.) Could this follow-up loop indi-
rectly imply that the students are not re-
sponsible for their own writing, but that
this respousibility is shared between
writing center staff and faculty? The low
percentage of student involvement may
also indicate a narrow view of follow-up
as a report card to an “outsider” rather
than a part of the student’s leamning.

Although time and reflection may re-
sult in a different picture of written writ-
ing center conference follow-up, our sur-
vey shows that writing centers are
integrated in the home institution; that
the majority of writing centers do follow
up writing conferences; that most of
those who don’t would if resources al-
lowed; and that most writien follow-up is
sent primarily to faculty. Our original de-
bate about the audience of written fol-
low-up is over. We are convinced that
faculty AND students should be included
as readers. The writing cemer, faculty,
and student can then form a triad to sup-
port writing.

Future work

Futare work should ask significant
questions such as whether follow-up is a
requirement imposed by others outside
of the center; whether directors and the
authors of follow-up share an under-
standing of the purposes and format; and
how and if centers would change what
they presently do to follow up their con-
ferences. We also would like to know
how the author of the follow-up (peer tu-
tor, TA, paraprofessional, faculty) affects
the nature of the follow-up. Further-
more, is there a writing center discourse
that can effectively communicate with
multiple audiences?

Since the migjority of writing cenfers
use conference follow-up, we want ta
know if it 15 an effective device for con-
fnuing a writer's education: s it worth
the time and resources to “help” writers
in this way when they are rarely included
in the follow-up? Most importantly, can

I

follow-up help the center achieve its
mission within the institation?

Anneke J. Larvance

St. Lawrence University
Canton, NY

and

Barbara Brady
Clarkson University
Potsdam, NY
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. East Central Writing

. Centers Association:
 New deadline for

~ submitting conference
. proposals

The East Central Writing Centers
Association conference will be held
March 1-2. Proposals for interactive
presentations and workshops on the
topic of the the writing center as
meeting ground are especially wel-

I come, but proposals on other fopics
- will also be considered.

The Call for Proposals in the No-
vember issue of the Writing Lab
Newsletter listed January 31 as a
deadtine for submitting proposals,
Please note that the deadline has
been changed to January 15, 1996.
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New learning assistance journal

The Midwest College Leaming Center
Association announces a new journal,
The Learning Assistance Review. The
first issue will be published in the Spring
of 1996. We ar¢ seeking submissions
for that issue (due December {3 and for
subsequent issues.

The Learning Assistance Review alins
to publish scholarly articles and reviews
that address issues of interest to a broad
range of learning center, writing center,
and reading center professionals. Pri-
mary consideration will be giver to ar-

student assessment, tuforing, and other
topics that bridge gaps in our knowledge
about the postsecondary learmner. The au-
dience includes learning, reading, writ-
ing center administrators, teaching staff
and tutors, as well as other faculty and
administrators across the curriculum
who are interested in improving the
fearning of post-secondary students.

I you would like to receive the Guide-
tines for Submission or more informa-
tion about the journal, please contact Dr.
Martha Casazza at National Louis Unt-

Rocky Mountain Peer
Tutoring Conference

If you are interested in attending the
Rocky Mountain Peer Tutoring Confer-
ence, “Crossing Boundaries: Peer Tu-
toring Possibilities,” at Brigham Young
University on March 1 and 2, 1996,
please contact Deirdre Paulsen at 122
HGB Brigham Young University,
Provo, Utah 84602 (801-378-7844),
E-mail: dmpaulse@adm1.byu.edu.
Call for proposals for fifty minute pre-
senfations by peer tuiors,

Deadhine: January 135,

ticles about program design and evalua-
tion, classroom based research, the
application of theory and research fo
practice, innovative teaching strategies,

versity at 312-621-9650, ext.3273 or !
meas@ whe2.nl.edu.

Writing and Communication Center Position:
East Tennessee State University

East Tennessee State University announces an opening i the
Office of Academic Affairs:

writing or oral communication center desirable.
Ability to establish positive working relations with
students, faculty and staff essential. Working knowl-
edge of personal computers, video equipment, and
other technology supporting writing and oral commu-
nication desirable.

POSITION AVAILABLE: Director of Writing and Communi-
cation Center. Staff position; 12-month appointment,

EFFECTIVE DATE: July 1, 1996 or as soon thereafter as
possible. APPLICATION DEADLINE: The position is open until
filled. Candidates whose applications are complete by

RESPONSIBILITIES: Administer newly created center which March 1, 1996 are assured of full consideration.,

will offer students tutoring in writing and oral communica-

tion, In conjunction with the aniversity's across-the-
curriculum programs in these areas. Hire, train and super-
vise center personnel, including secretary and undergraduate
and graduate student workers, Propose purchase of equip-
ment needed to accomplish the center’s goals. Propose and
oversee center budget. Assess the center's effectiveness,

As other duties permit, tutor students in written and oral

communication. Report to the Associaie Vice President for

Academic Affairs.

APPLICATION: Complete applications will include
formal letter of application, vita, and the names,
telephonie numbers, and addresses of three references.
Applicants are encouraged o submit evidence of
teaching effectiveness or other relevant supporting
materials. Send application material 1o
Drs. William Kirkwood and Kevin O’ Donnell
Co-chairs, Search Committee
Office of Academic Affairs
Box 70,733, ETSU
Johnson City, Tennessee 37614-0733
FAX 423-9929-3800

QUALIFICATIONS: Master's degree in English, communica-
tion or related field required: doctorate desirable. Knowl-
edge of and commitment to both writing and oral communi-
cation pedagogy required. Strong supervisory and organiza-
tional skills required; experience administering a university

East Tennessee State University is an Affirmative Action/
Equal Opportunity Emplover,

‘ 8
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7 UTORS COLUMN

She sat alone at a table in front of me.
When our eyes met, she flashed an un-
certain smile, then quickly lowered her
head.

“Are you waiting for a tutor?” [ asked.

“Yes,” she said, her dark eyes peeking
through shiny, black bangs.

“What are you writing about?”" I asked.

“My home country,” she said as she
pushed her paper toward me. 1 glanced
at the name in the top comer—Manami.

As Manami read her essay aloud, [
knew we were in for a difficult session.
Her sentences were so confusing that 1
couldn’t understand the first paragraph.
She omitted articles and prepositions.
She switched from past to present tense.,
Her sentences were fragmented, and
some of her word choices were inappro-
priate. Itook a deep breath and read the
first sentence: I moved as I was ten
vears pld.”

“What other word besides as could
you use in that sentence?” | asked.
Seeming puzzled, she propped her palm
against her temple.

“T can't use as?” she asked.

“When is more appropriate,” T said. “Tt
inroduces a point i time.”

“What is difference between when and
as7” she asked.

“That’s a good question,” T thought.
“How am I going to explain this?”

Explaining errors is, for me, the most
challenging part of wtoring. And stu-
dents who are learning English as a sec-

. Manami and me

ond language (ESL) are the most diffi-
cult 10 tutor, Yet, T find myself drawn to
ESL students like Manami from Japan. 1
enjoy working with them because they
are $o eager o learn. [ admire them be-
cause they have many obstacles to over-
come and yet they persevere,

Moving to a new country and learning
a difficult language requires a tremen-
dous adjustment. And even native En-
glish speakers find the college environ-
ment an uncertain place. I was
overwhelmed with anxiety my first day
on campus. ESL students must adapt to
college life in spite of cultural differ-
ences and a langoage barrier. That
surely takes courage.

Tutoring alse takes courage. When [
was asked to tutor in the Writing Lab at
Harrisburg Area Community College, T
felt unqualified for the position. Ididn’t
see myself as an “English expert,” and |
waorried that my knowledge was not
good enough. “What if a student asks
mic a question I can’t answer?. . What if
1 must read an essay about an unfamiliar
subject?” Doubts and fears plagued my
mind.

Then I thought about al} the other
times I had been afraid to do some-
thing—afraid to open my own business,
afraid to be « mother, afraid to start col-
lege at 30. Each time I had moved
through my fear, and [ was rewarded for
it. Tutoring would probably be another
rewarding experience if I could just get
past the fear,

Fear is undoubtedly the greatest de-
stroyer of one’s growth, It prevents us
from reaching our potential. If we want
{o Jearn and reach full bloom, we must
move ahead in spite of our fears.

I decided to move ahead and go
through with my tutor training. The
class consisted of seven creative and car-
ing students with whom I quickly be-
came friends. Ilooked forward 1o En-
glish 113 for tutors, even though I had a
tough instructor. He expected the very
best work from each one of us because
he cares about the Writing Lab and the
students who use it,

I believe caring is the most important
quality of a teacher. And although tutors
are not teachers, they also must have a
caring attitude in order 10 be effective.
Foreign students such as Manami need
more than an English expert, they need
encouragement and individoal attention.

Several months after our first session,
I tutored Manami again. When I sat be-
side her, I noticed something different.
She held her head shightly higher, and
she make eye contact with me as she ex-
plained her assignment. She appeared to
be making peace with her new environ-
ment.

Perhaps I enjoy working with ESL stu-
dents becanse I can relate to their
struggles. 1have felt the need for en-
couragement many times, and I wrestle
with anxiety each time I face an unfamil-
iar task. Life 1s filled with uncertainties,
but whenever I meet someone who en-
courages me and shows genuing com
cern, the struggles become more man-
ageable, and 1 become more confident
and determined. That is what I hope to
do for each student I tutor. Caring and
encodragement are great motivators.

Danelle Leitzel

Harrisburg Area Community College

Harrisburg, PA
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The invisible couch in
the tutoring of writing

My first Writing Center director once
warned me, “No matter how prepared
you think you are, fearn to expect the un-
expected.” I've always taken this as
sound advice, but along the way I have
often overlooked some of the roles I may
be called upon to perform in the Writing
Center. The role of counselor in particu-
lar is one that deserves far more consid-
eration. The literature on tutoring has
long dealt with why tutors have to be
counselors, but how to effectively incor-
porate this role into our everyday tutor-
ing has not been so clear.

In a recent discussion in my tutor train-
ing seminar, T asked students o think
about the different roles they believed
they would play as beginning tutors in
the Writing Center. They quickly
Jumped on the more obvious—editor, re-
sponder, coach, critic, listener, etc. Their
responses confirmed for me what
Geoffrey Chase addresses in his article,
“Problem-Solving in the Writing Center:
From Theory to Practice”™: we are de-
manding of our tutors. Chase offers a
detaited account of the specific demands
we place on them:

We want them to respond (o many
students from a variety of disci-
plines, working on a variety of
assignments for teachers and
instructors who have wildly
different denands and expecta-
itons. We want them to help
students become more aware of
their own writing processes, We
want them to diagnose and suggest
strategies rather than to edit and to
proofread. We want them 1o treat
writing as a mode of inquiry. And
we want them to do all of this very
quickly. (19}

As we discussed Chase’s article and
the multiple tasks involved with tatoring,

one student spoke up and argued that tu-
toring from this perspective only ad-
dressed a student’s writing and not the
whole student. He posed the question:
“What happens if a personal problem or
crisis surfaces during a session?” An-
other student responded, “Send them to
Academic Counseling; it’s not our place
to deal with people’s personal prob-
lems.” Having tutored students at virtu-
ally every level for several vears, 1
lended to agree with this response. 1

ever believed myself qualified to ad-
dress the loss of loved ones, suicide at-
tempts, or past {even present) abuses,
Nor did I believe I should counsel stu-
dents who felt they were mistreated aca-
demically, eithor by instructors or by fel-
fow classmates. I was supposed to help
students become better writers.

In fact, I had read dozens of articles
that supported my behef, In “What the
College Writing Center Is—and Isn’t,”
Richard Leahy savs it best. He notes
that the Writing Center is “a place wherg
people get together, usually one-to-one,
and talk about writing” (43), This
sounds to me like a clear, albeit generic,
statement of purpose for any writing cen-
ter. However, a deeper part of me hag
come to believe that it s our obligation
to provide at least some form of counsel-
ing if the situation presents itself. In
fact, the need for us to engage in on-the-
spot counseling often becomes

inevitable,

For example, a young man came o me
with a paper he had written for his com-
position tastructor. He needed help re-
vising. The paper was given a C- and
came 10 me withoat instractor com-
ments, | was apprehensive because 1
usually had an assignment sheet or com-
ments from the instructor o help me
guide the session, I had neither but de-

; 10

cided to read the paper anyway to see if
there was some way I could help.

1 had barely finished reading the intro-
duction when I glanced up and realized
this student was crying. A breakdown so
serious that I could no longer funcrion as
this young man’s tutor had just occurred.
My initial reaction was internal. Re-
membermng a famous quote by the doctor
to the captain from the Star Trek series, |
thought, “Dammit Jim, P'm a tutor not a
doctor!” This helped ease the mounting
tension inside me, but it did little to re-
solve the situation at hand. My mpulse
was o get up and leave. Soldid

Moments later, I retumed with a tissue
and an alternate game plan. 1 remember
offering words of encouragement while
at the same time silently cursing my tu-
tor trainer for not preparing me for such
an emotional situation.

The student eventually met with bis in-
structor to work out their differences.
Looking back, though, I realize that we
do at times transcend our roles as futors,
trained to help students with their writ-
ing. Issues in tutoring do arise that are
maore immediate than developing a clear
thesis or suggesting improvements writ-
ers can make in their papers. Too often
we forget that attached o every paper is
a real person, complete with fears, anxi-
eties and desires to perform well in the
university. While most students react
less dramatically than the young man
who broke down in front of me, students
often come fo us distressed about issues
other than their immediate performances
as writers. The verv writing they bring
us, though, otten lustrates their lives
quite clearly, Their writing may aciually
provide insight into their problems, and
mn some cases what we read may actually
be a cry for help.
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Tutors can learn a great deaf about a
person through her writing, and what we
learn may actually help if a crisis situa-
tion arises. Our insight may also help us
to better expect the unexpected and de-
velop strategies in advance. In a recent
Writing Lab Newsletter article, John
Parbst suggests that “it is always good 1o
have a prescribed “plan for control”
ready to spring for any awkward tutoring
moments” (5). Although Parbst does not
address crisis situations in his article, T
agree with his suggestion. And what we
learn from students and their writing
could very well be a part of such a “plan
for control.”

T have also found several occasions
where competition between studenis has
forced me into the precarious tutor-as-
counselor role. Jackie, for example, a
student I tutored on a weekly bagis, came
to me one day completely hysterical.
She had written a personal narrative
about her favorite subject, horses. She
brought the paper to class that day for a
peer response. What follows is the ac-
tual written response given her by a fel-
low writer:

Horses and Horse Racing never
appealed to me. Tt seems like a
bland activity called a sport. This
story reinforced these feelings and
even magnified them. T really
didn’t see where this story was
going until the very end when it
was 100 late to salvage. 1don’t
think this story succse (sic}
succeedes (sic).

Similes and metaphors are practi-
cally nonexistent, so it is basically
a straight, no frills kind of story, T
don’t want 10 deem this paper as
“BIRD CAGE MATERIAL” or
anything, but T looked again and
again and really couldnt (sic) find
anything in this story that inter-
ested me. The spelling was poor
and mechanics average at best,

! read every paper with an open
mind, and I like most papers, but
this one lacked any pizzaz (sic) or

attention getting qualitics that can
make a story into an epic. I have
no interest in this subject, so T have
absolutely no questions about any
vague areas.

L. too, was upset by the tesponse. Tt
took weeks of encouragement from me
and from her instructor to convince the
student that her writing was better than
her peer had so needlessly indicated. It
has taken even longer for me tocon-
sciously see that T automatically slip into
the role of counselor when the need
arises.

This example has since become an im-
portant part of my tutor training course.
I gse it in a role-playing situation, where
new tutors must decide quickly, almost
immediately, how to respond to a student
who comes 1o the center under these or
similar circumstances. The lesson even-
fuadly leads mto discussions related to
making a “plan for control,” and the
need for appropriate tutor feedback.
Such on-the-spot planning, though not
directly related to the student’s writing,
may actually heighten a tutor’s sense of
whit shoold be the most immediate o~
cus in a session. a lesson that does trans-
fer directly to the problem-solving strate-
gies addressed in writing, The point here
is that tutors are counselors and must be
prepared to tackle difficalt situations that
may arise. This sometimes forgotten
iole should be addressed and openly dis-
cussed in tutor waining senvinars and
during writing center staff meetings.

1tis not enough, however, that we
identify and examine this under-
emphasized totor role. 1 we dre serious
about helping students who come to the
writing center, then it is our obligation to
offer our ttors problem-solving strate-
gies that not only address writing, but
strategies that address emergency coun-
seling situations, Problem solving is sel-
dom represented in a neat, linear fashion,
And studenis who come to us from any
field can “relate to problem-solving
when it is removed, at feast emporarily,
from the realm of composition” (Chase
31). While most problem-solving strate-

g it )

gies are specific to the tutoring of writ-
ing, they also speak directly to problems
that transcend the “realm of composi-
tion.” U such a plan helps tutors move
writers through writing problems, then it
may also become good advice for work-
ing through the kinds of problems not
immediately evident in a student’s paper,
the unwritten problems that detract from
successful tutoring sessions,

Perhaps the first step in aiding students
through crisis situations is to help them
understand and accept the problem. If
students take their problems seriously,
then our chances of helping effectively
solve problems will increase. The futor-
ing session [ illustrated at the beginning
of this paper is a good example. In that
particolar session it was obvious by the
student’s reaction that he was serious
abouat the problem. Students don’t nor-
mally lose their composure in front of an
unfamiliar person if they haven’t given
the issue some serions thought, as 1 was
convinced my student had done. The re-
sponsibility of accepting the situation,
though, was mine too, since [ would be
the one talking him through it. Had I not
taken him seriously, he may never have
addressed the issue at all.

My instinct then was one born out of
my ability to effectively tutor writing
problems. T asked specific questions
which led him back into the text (the
problemt) where hie couid more thor-
oughly analyze it. The wdea is to get the
student to see the scope of the conflict
more clearly and to understand the
events that make it up. It was my re-
sponsibility to ask thought-provoking
questions, as opposed to those which
generate little more than yes/no answers,
This open-ended question asking will
generally lead students to ask questions
of and for themselves. The technique is
important i any problem-solving pro-
cess because once the student has been
able to analyze the problem, she can de-
fine it more clearly for herself. Initially,
the student in my tutoring session articu-
lated the problem as one where the in-
structor did not like him and so gave him
low grades. After a brief analysis, he de-
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fined the problem more clearly for him-
self: “My instructor is giving me low
grades with no reasons and no comments
o improve the next paper. What am |
supposed to do?”

Once he had adequately defined the
problem, we were able to discuss the
possible choices that would help solve
the problem. My first question was:
“What are your options?” First, he con-
sidered several ways in which he might
approach the issue with his instructor.
Then he chose the best option and con-
fronted him. My role here was to guide
him through the decision-making pro-
cess and offer my own suggestions on
how he might effectively solve the prob-
lem. The ultimate decision, of course,
was his to make.

A week or two later, | met with the
same student for another tutoring ses-
ston, Before beginning, we discussed
the outcome of the confrontation with
the instructor. Though we didn’t actu-
ally evaluate how the problem wag
solved, the student was satisfied with
the instructor’s response to his concerns.

1 don’t mean to suggest here that we
should require tutors 1o follow rigid
guidelines whenever 3 conflict arises.
We have enough to think about in help-
ing students improve themselves ag writ-
ers without becoming full time counse-
lors as well. Operating with an
awareness that problems not divectly re-
lated fo writing may be addressed in this
manner will at least give tutors a plan for
control when situations present them-
selves.

It is also important to understand timt
we are not, nor should we be in the bus
ness of routinely conducting therapy ses- |
sions. While I find it essential to answer
a student’s cry for help, our ultimate %
mission and focus remains writing cen- |
tered. We need 1o advise tutors that ‘
counseling long term personal and emo- ‘é’
tional problems is beyond the scope of |
our operations, Most universities offer
services equipped to accommixdate stu-
dent needs that we cannot, and it is cn-
tirely appropriate to make referrals when
problems arise.

i
i
i
i
i
3
i
i
H

For our part, we must acknowledge
that on-the-spot counseling is sometimes
inevitable. And while 1don’tthinkit |
necessary to install crisis hotlines in our
writing centers, a little preparation can |
make all the difference in how effec- §
tively we fultill our roles. Our commit-
ment to effective tutoring will only be
strengthened by acknowledging and act-
ing upon that realization,

Robert W. Barnett

University of Michigan—Flint

Flint, M1 ;
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National Writing

- Centers Association
- Membership and
Publications

The National Writing Centers Associa-

| tion has two publications, the Writing

Lab Newsletter and the Writing Center
Journal. I your subscription to the

| Writing Lab Newslerter is part of your

membership in the Nattonal Writing
Centers Association, then you also re-

. ceive the Writing Center Journal. 1t
| you are not an NWCA member, you

may want to consider joining. Dues are
$35/vear, which includes U.S. subscrip-

| tions to both the WLN ($15) and WCJ

($10). {(Rates for sending the publica-

t tions outside the ULS. are higher.) Send a

$35 check (for membership and both

Journals}, made payable to NWCA, o

Alan Jackson, DeKalb College, 2101
Womack Road, Dunwoody, GA 30338

The Writing Center Journal is a refer-
eed journal that publishes articles on

| wriling center theory, research, and prac-

tice. Itis published twice a year, in the
spring and the fall. Subscription to the
WCJ only is $10/year (315 for Canadian
and overseas subscribers). Send sub-
scriptions and submissions to Dave
Healy, Editor, Writing Center Journal,
General College, University of Minne-
sota, 128 Pleasant St. §.E., Minneapolis,
MN 55455-0434

For a subscription only to the Writing

i Lab Newsletier, please sce the informa-

tion in the box on page 2.

Writing Center Position: Clarke College

Clarke College, a Catholic liberal arts college in Dubugue,
Towa, secks qualified candidates to fill the following perma-
nent, full-time position: 1/2 time teaching as co-director of the |
coliege’s Writing Center and 1/2 time teaching in the college’s |
five-member English Department. Candidates should possess |
at least a master’s degree in writing or literature. ABDs, Ph.D.,
and MFAs preferred. Candidates should have experience
teaching in a writing center, training tutors, and working with
faculty in Writing Across the Curriculun, Members of the

5
E
1569, Clarke €

English Department regularly teach writing classes in a com-
puter-mediated, Power PC Macintosh-based classroom. Re-
sponsibilities begin with the 1996-97 academic year., Evalua-
tion of candidates begins immediately and continues aniil the
position is filled. Send a cover letter, a current cv/resume,
copies of academic credentials, 3 letters of recommendation,
and the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of 3 refer-
ences to Katherine Fischer, Writing Center Director, Box
College, ﬁubuqug, 1A 52001-3198. AA/EQE,
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Last month 1 talked about differences
between the “sharers™ and the
“seclusionists” in writing centers,
“sharers” being those who believe it is
ethically acceptable to share tutorial in-
formation with faculty members and
“seclusionists” being those who believe
that tutorial conferences should remain
private and confidential. This month 1
want to talk about a somewhat tangential
but nevertheless related issue: whether or
not writing centers—as physical
spaces—should be similarly “open” or
“closed.”

QOpen writing centers are characterized
by the absence of walls between confer-
ence areas, and tables where students
and tutors can meet in full view of others
both inside and outside the center. In
closed writing centers, tutors generally
meet with students in cubicles or carrels
where conversations can take place be-
hind partitions and in private. Advo-
cates of both types of center tend to be
rather forceful in their expressions of
preference, and they each offer compel-
ling rationales for why one arrangement
is better. or at least preferable, t the
other. On this level, at least, we can say
the controversy is an ethical one, tied ag
it is to assessments of relative pedagogi-
cal utility and value,

But value judgments are inevitably
tied 10 personal standards, and the nature
of those standards will vary from person
to person, tutor to tutor, writing center
director o writing cender director. What
is the most important benefit to be de-
rived from room arrangements? fs it
comfort? Quiet? Community? Privacy?
What effects are these arrangements
likely to have on student writing or on
the quality of tutoring? Should we be

7RTING CENTER ETHICS

Walls

thinking about short-term concrete goals
when we consider how room artange-
ments will affect ttor-stadent interac-
tions, or should long-term abstract goals
be weighed more heavily? Should we be
concerned about meeting the needs of all
students and all learning styles and all
preferences in tutorial sessions? Or
should we accept the fact that no writing
center can be all things to all people and
settle upon one room arrangement as
“the best sotution for the most people?”
And how do we determine whether the
benefits we want are the ones we're ac-
tually getting? T expect that different
people in different institations will have
different—and equally rational—an-
swers to all of these questions, but I also
expect that personal preferences and in-
dividual pedagogical philosophics will
shape our stances 10 a groat exient,

Take my own case, for example, 1
can’t help but think about open vs.
closed writing centers except in light of
my own behaviors as a writer, and for
that reason my opinions are probably bi-
ased by my own habits, preferences,
guirks, and proclivities for getting writ-
ing done. When I write—when I think
about and talk about and do my writ-
ing-—1 generally work better when I can
reduce the number of distractions T have
{0 cope with, I tend to focus better when
it’s quiet or when I can pay attention to
one conversation at a time,  Writing, i
my case at least, requires concentration,
demands attentional focus, and forces
me o follow sometimes convoluted
mental paths and make rather dramatic
leaps of logic. These mental activities
are a lot harder to accomplish when there
are other people nearby engaged in tanta-
fizing conversations or when the general
buzz of activity that surrounds the writ-

ing center deflects my attention and cap-
tures my interest every twenty or thirty
seconds or 0. I'm not saying it's impos-
sible to work in such circumstances (hey,
I've written papers on airplanes and in
noisy playgrounds), and I'm not saying
that the papers that emerge from open
writing cemlers are qualitatively worse
than those which come out of writing
centers with more private spaces. 'm
just saying that my behef, filtered
through my own sensibilities, is that
many writers will find the working envi-
ronment of open writing centers distract-
ing and inefficient.

Further, as I listen to the arguments
about tearing down walls and having
conferences with students at big tables in
large open spaces {well, large for writing
centers, that 18), what [ tend to hear is
abstract theoretical discourse about the
need fo modify attitudes about the wrii-
ing center, not necessarily to help ste-
dents improve their wriling, and that
grates on me —perhaps a litle more than
it should. Openness advocates fre-
quently express their desire “to give stu-
dents a sense of community with other
writers engaged in similar writing
projects,” to “show stadents that they are
not alone in their struggles with the con-
ventions of written text,” and to “help
stadents and faculty see that many
people—at many levels of ability—use
the writing center” and thereby lessen
the stigma of remediation that is 30 often
attached to the center’s activities.
Though this openness may provide some
useful affective benefits for student writ-
ers, and 1 certainly wouldn’t deny that
such benefits are important, T can’t help
but wonder whether this “let’s- let-every-
one-see-what-we re-doing” stance is
more heavily invested in a writing
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center’s administrative and status goals
than in the writing-related needs of the
students it works with.

Now, I do have strong sympathies for
the behavioral-change agenda. I can cer-
tainly see the point of demystifying the
center, and I can appreciate the long-
term benefits that might result from
showing students that the writing center
is not a scary or threatening place. But 1
also have to say that I'd feel more com-
fortable if I heard more talk about how
an open center actually helps student
writing and how it addresses the needs of
students who aren’t particulaly thrilled
with having to talk about their writing in
full view of the rest of the world.

That's pretty much my take on the is-
sue, but even so, I recognize that there
are probably a lot of students who would
welcome more open spaces for writing
conferences and who would prefer work-
ing in such an environment to being
boxed up for an hour in a confining, ster-
ile cubicle with only a Webster's and a
Roget’s to provide any distractions. 1
must admit that I really like the idea—in
principle—of being able to kick back on
a comfy couch, put my feet up on a
table, and toss around ideas for a paper
with a tutor, That sounds like a great
writing environment to me, particularly
at early stages of the writing process.
Comfortable surroundings can go a long
way toward reducing writing anxiety and
getting the old creative juices flowing.
So, even as I tend 1o prefer a closed writ-
ing center overall, T can certainly under-
stand the attraction of open centers.

Interestingly. this discussion puts me
in mind of a study Gail Hawisher and [
conducted several vears ago regarding
the “optimal” ergonomic arrangement
for computer-mediated classrooms. We
polled the editorial board of the journal
Computers and Composition about what
type of classroom layout they preferred,
and we got exactly the same type of di-
vided response that I find among writing
center people over “open” or “closed”
spaces, About half the people we polled
preferred to have computers lined up

along the walls of the classtoom for
easier instructor mobility, better eye-con-
tact with students, and simpler wiring},
and about half preferred to have compat-
ers clustered into “pods” (for easier stu-
dent collaboration, an enhanced sense of
privacy, and betler use of space). As
Gail and I thought about how (o explain
these findings, we conclidded two things:
(1) different people ascribed to different
pedagogies and they often used different
classroom arrangements fo implement
them more effectively, and (2} some-
times people were stuck with room ar-
rangements they inherited through no
choice (or fault) of their own, and they
Justified the pre-existing condition in the
best way they knew how.,

The same may be true for open vs,
closed writing centers. Preferences for
one type of working space over another
may be expressions of different peda-
gogical philosophies, each with its own
set of strengths, and each with its own
set of drawbacks. Or, on the other hand,
they could just be a matter of architec-
tural and financial realism. If we have
relatively hittle choice about how our
rooms are arranged, we may fend to fo-
cus on the benefits of the arrangements
rather than dwell on the shortcomings.

Michaet A. Pemberton
University of fHinois, Urbana-
Champaign
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South Central Writing
Centers Association:
Extended deadline for
submitting conference
proposals

The deadline for submission of pro-
posals for the 1996 SCWCA conference
in Austin, Feb. 29-March 2, has been ex-
tended o December 15, For further in-
formation, contact Elisabeth Piedmont-
Marton, Undergraduate Writing Center,
FAC 211, University of Texas at Austin,
Austin, TX 78712 (512-471-6222).
epiedmontmarton@mail. utexas.cdu

WCenter: Electronic
discussion group

WCenter is an electronic forum for
writing center specialists hosted by
Texas Tech University. The forum was
started in 1991 by Lady Falls Brown,
writing center director and list manager.

To subscribe:
send to:listproc@unicorn.acs.ttu.edu

no subject line

message: subscribe weenter <your
name>

WRIT-C: Electronic
discussion group

Dave Healy, at the University of Min-
nesota, is the list manager for WRIT-C, a
discussion group especially for tutors/
consultants/coaches and is an open list
for anyone to subscribe,

To subscribe:
send tor istserv@vinl spes.umn.edu

no subject line
message: subscribe writ-¢ <your

name>
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“T.E.A.C.H.”: Five steps
to applying the humanistic
approach to tutoring

Ever since T began working as 4 pro-
fessional tutor at the writing lab at
Brookdale Community College, I felt
that the warm, comfortable enviromment
created by the staff’s accepting attitude
towards students must be a major reason
for its success. It wasn’t until I was tak-
ing a graduate course in psychology that
I leamed this personal, caring approach
was found to be most effective in teach-
ing by the humanistic psychologists of
the sixties and early seventics such as
Carl Rogers, Arthur Combs, and Will-
iam Glasser, They proposed that stu-
dents. just as their patients, need to feel
accepted and respected. They discov-
ered that only i a warm, nonthreatening
environment, where students are given
opportanity 1o make decisions in their
learning. will Jearners assert themselves
and work to the best of their ability. Of
the humanistic attitudes contributing to
such a learning atmosphere, I would like
to share five, along with their paraliels in
writing center traditions, that have been
especially helptul in my tutoring ses-
sioms. For simplicity, I have arrange
them into the actonym “TEACH
Trust, Equality, Acceptance, Care, and
Honesty,

Trust is the attitude by which tutors
show confidence in students’ skills as
writers. When we employ Jeff Brooks’
“munirgalist tutoring” (1) approach and
show students our trust in their ability to
make improvements in their papers, we
reflect Carl Rogers’ “person-gentered
leaming” in which the instructor shows
“trust 6 the capacity of others to think
for themselves™ (299), Rogers believes
that only instructors who trust students”
innafe ahilities will allow them 1o be
self-directing and responsible in their

learning. By showing studenis our trast
in them as writers, we are, according to
humanist learning theory, preparing
them to be able to make responsible de-
cisions in other areas of their lives. I
have found that my confidence is conta-
gious to students, and when I show them
I believe they can do a good job (usually
by praising what they have done well
and allowing them to contribute) they
also believe in their skills as writers and
work harder,

The next attitude, equality, is best re-
flected in Sally Crisp et al.’s concept of
“assertive cotlaboration™ in which tators
assume t0 be “neither more nor less than
the other . . . on the basis of who ‘holds’
the knowledge™ (12). William Glasser
finds that once instructors “succeed in
shedding the “boss image™ (62), stu-

dents work harder and “fect empowered”

(128). By showing students we do not
assume control over conferences, truly
collaborative efforts are possible. Thave
found that when students feel we are
working together, they sense their input
is important and usually end vp taking
the mitiative and want to make improve-
ments themselves,

Another way tutors encourage students
to contribute during conferences is by
showing students they accept them for
who they are and where they are at in
their writing ability. A humanistic atti-
tude of acceptance involves remaining
flexible to the needs of students as those
needs present themselves. As Irene
Clark suggests, we must avoid formulas
in our practice and “deal with an indi-
vidual student at a given moment”™ (83},
Arthur Combs asserts that wachers who
accept students for who they are enable
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them 0 be “dynamic forces™ (102) in
their learning and provide “optimal con-
ditions for self-discovery” (74). When
we respond to the unpredictable wdeas
and information which students present
fo us, we meet therm at their level and en-
courage them to think and reflect more
deeply upon their attitudes and points of
view, When students realize that my
role is not to judge or criticize them, but
rather to meet and help them at whatever
level of ghility they are, they feel at eage
and willingly contribute their ideas. Tu-
tors also communicate their acceptance
when they show they care about what
students are saying.

The next attitude, “carc,” is especially
unportant when we listen, because, s
Janet Fishbain remarks, “sometimes
commurnication is emotional, not ratio-
nal” (100, 1 find that when 1 listen with
“patience and respect” (2) as Sylvia
Salsbury suggests, students feel what
they are saying is important. Glasser ad-
vises teachers to listen carefully to stu-
dents because it encoarages them o ex-
press themselves. I discovered that
when I show I am sincerely listening o
students, by maintaining eye confact or
taking nofes as they speak, they develop
confidence in what they have to say. As
aresult, they are not intimidated to form
and develop their thoughts as they free
themselves of fears which may inhibit
the writing process.

Hongsty 1s another attitude writing tu-
tors share with humanistic educators.
We show honesty when we are “our-
selves™ instead of assuming an air of au-
thority with students. Rogers (1990)
notes that when instructors meet learners
on a one-to-one basis without putting on
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a “front or facade™ (306), they are most
effective. As Crisp et al. reminds us,
there is no role-playing in writing cen-
ters, so “real talking and real listening
cart happen” (133, 1 have found that by
being myself, I am able to have comfort-
able discussions with students. 1can
voice my honest opinions with which
students feel comfortable enough to
agree or disagree, and even ask them
questions to which T may not have the
answers. When students see that T am
relying on them to provide solutions,
they are glad to provide ideas and inputs
which guide the conference. As positive
self-concepts are encouraged, I can more
casily employ the “minimalist tutoring”
approach as 1 show trust in students’
abilities.

Trust. equality, acceptance, care, and
honesty—practices which writing tutors
use informally evervday—actually have
a formal, scientific basis in humanistic
psychology. By using them, we provide
the atmosphere which allows stadents 1o

be self-directing in their leamning. If our
goal as tutors is, as Brooks suggests, to
improve student writers, not just papers,
I'believe the humanistic “TEACH ing
attitudes discussed here provide keys o
OUr SUCCESS.
Elisa Ham
Brookdale Community College

Lincroft, NJ
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