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Section I
Writing Center Research and Evaluation












stories, be encouraged by their ability, and turn that skill to other types of writing assignments
they will encounter in their college careers. They may not learn to tell a story as Mark Twain
tells one, but they will learn that they can learn how to write.

NARRATIVE A
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I was once in a situtaiton like this or at least a little like this.
I'm not sure

I thought I was going to die

but I had this unreal totally terrifying experience.

It lasted only a few seconds

I will never forget it.

It happened at Topsailbeach, about 2 or 3 years ago.
We were skiing. ‘

My father was driving the boat

and my sister, Susan, was also in the boat.

I had just finished skiing

and I was trying to get back into the boat in a hurry
because it was about to storm

The sky was very dark

and the water was rough and choppy with whitecaps all up
and down the sounds channel.

Somehow the boat got turned around

or maybe I got turned around

and the boat was right on top of me.

The current was very bad

and it was pulling me under the boat.

I was drained of energy

because I had skied a long way

and I couldn’t fight the tide.

The motor was on so

Daddy could not hear me yelling.

Luckily, Susan heard me

and grabbed my arms to pull me to the outside of the boat.
It was a really scarey experience

and the thing was

my father never really realized

what a big deal it was.

NARRATIVE B

a

b

I used to live in northwest New Jersey, -

which is quite mountainous.

One day a few of my friends and myself were running along
a ridge with woods sloping down on one side and about a
60 sheer rock formation sloping downward to where it
abruptly ended about 20 feet down

and then there was a drop of about 300 feet.
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Anyway, I tripped

and fell onto the sheer rock

and started sliding down.

I kept frantically grabbing for any little ledge to hold onto
but the rocks were too smooth.

Then I could tell

I was getting close to the edge

because my friends were standing on the ridge

watching me

and they seemed very far away.

Anyway, [ slid by this fairly small pine tree

which was growing inbetween the rock about a couple of
feet away.

I grabbed one of the branches

and it broke

but it didn’t break cleanly.

Part of the branch was still connected to the tree.

This stopped me from sliding

and my legs were over the edge all the way up to my knees.
I pulled myself up very slowly

and then reached for the tree trunk

and I hugged

and kissed it,

which my friends thought was pretty funny

and after I carefully climbed back up to the ridge

I thought

it was pretty funny too.
















dents on revision and editing procedures using the microcomputer. This procedure will be con-
tained in one-hour sessions once each week for eleven consecutive weeks.

This research will examine the following hypotheses: (1) students’ learning disabilities must
be treated differently; (2) although students are limited by the fact that the composed writing
scrolls off screen, not allowing students to view the essay as a whole, the microcomputer does
create the potential for the students to take risks (i.e., make numerous revisions) in writing
that they may not otherwise take; (3) the tutorial offers students the personal interaction that
enhances their willingness to finish assignments asked for by the researcher; (4) the language
that students use to describe their proceses of composing becomes more sophisticated as the
semester progresses; and finally (5) the overall writing performance, as seen in a pretest and
a posttest of each of the three LD students, demonstrates a reduction in errors and improve-
ment in syntactic maturity as a result of tutorial and microcomputer instruction.
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What's Going on in There?
Paradigms and Problems in Measuring Writing Center Effectiveness
David H. Roberts

Many, and perhaps most, innovative writing programs have never been objectively evaluated
for their effectiveness in helping students achieve writing fluency. Three of the four writing
centers I am most familiar with are no exception, including the writing center at my present
institution, which serves more than 1,000 students per year. Our writing center, in operation
for several years, is seldom even visited by faculty outside the writing center staff. And a writ-
ing center I directed for four years at another institution was never evaluated in any way by
anyone other than the students and the director, and those evaluations were rather subjective.
Indeed, no administrator and no other faculty member ever visited that writing center for more
than a few seconds at a time. The evaluations of that writing center, and the one in operation
at my current institution, have all been subjective, informal, and achieved through question-
aires, like the evaluations of most forms of the writing lab (Steward & Croft, 1982).

Paradigms and problems in evaluating composition teaching methods are illustrated by a lit-
tle story—told as truth, though it probably isn’t, at least not in the sense that it actually
happened—that surely makes a clear statement of the problem: A teacher using some non-
traditional techniques was scheduled for an evaluation of his classroom procedures, that annual
S-minute visit from the department chair that is supposed to be a fair opportunity to judge
an entire year's classroom activities. The chair, a literateur and current-traditionalist who uses
the classroom lecture method of presentation and who grades Themes as Products, duly in-
formed the instructor of the date and time of the impending classroom visitation, as though
to warn the instructor to wear a crisp, ironed, white shirt, necktie, and conservative suit—even
to wash his Nikes. The stage is normally set by telling the audience (usually students or a sym-
pathetic colleague) that on the day of the visitation the class members were working in groups
in writing center fashion, engaged in collaborative composing, as the instructor wandered from
group to group, aiding in the writing process in whatever way he could, and generally just
sticking his nose in the students’ creative processes. About that time, as the tale is told, the
chair came in, looked around at the students bunched in groups, actually enjoying writing,
called the instructor aside and rather apologetically announced, “I must be here on the wrong
day; I'11 come back when you're teaching!”

Now, this little tale brings out several problems in evaluating writing instruction, problems
shared by all writing programs, especially the non-traditional approaches to writing instruction
found in writing centers.

The first, and perhaps the most obvious problem, is that evaluating writing instruction, like
evaluating writing, often takes place on only the most superficial levels. An annual §-minute
classroom or writing center visitation that stresses classroom demeanor, the instructor’s speech

- and appearance, and how quietly and obediently the students sit in their straight-as-arrows rows
of desks is no more valid than assessing a student’s writing and cognitive abilities by how pre-
cisely the student conforms to the modes of discourse or rhetorical patterns, a practice that
has been under attack for at least 50 years (Conners, 1981).

Conceptual changes come about after higher-level evaluation; but with lower-level criticism,
only lower-level, cosmetic changes are made, if any. English teachers are all too often ignorant
of good methods of evaluation, so they take on the role of proofreader, almost compulsively
marking every mechanical error (Miller, 1982). Heavy-handed surface detail criticism of stu-
dent writing serves only to lower the student’s self-esteem (Brimmer, 1982) and cause a decline
of fluency (Shaughnessy, 1977); similarly, the annual §-minute classroom visitation serves only
to reinforce the evaluator’s previously{onceivcd notion of the instructor’s effectiveness as a teacher
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The last stage of the research focus 1s the monitoring of the new program. Instructors should
keep systematic notes of problems which arise and of how they handled the problems. The
administrator should encourage instructors to bring problems for discussion as they arise. Peri-
odically, a list of problem areas and a list of success areas should be compiled and collated for
further study by researchers. At the end of each testing period (whether midterm or final ex-
amination), the administrator should have computer personnel tabulate pass-fail ratios and grade
level ratios. The combination of instructor input and computer-generated tabulations will serve
as monitoring methods.

In short, an administrator who wishes to establish an ongoing program of unified research
to improve student writing should carry out the following steps:

1) target appropriate areas of research,

2) have research conducted,

3) collate results of research,

4) plan and implement appropriate changes,
$) monitor the revised writing program.
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Results of the Essay Tests

Both the control and experimental groups improved on their essays. Mean pre- and post-
essay scores for the sentence combining group were 4.38 (SD = 1.82) out of a possible score
of 8 and 5.67 (SD =1.89), while mean pre- and post-essay scores for the control group were

3.76 (SD =1.33)and 4.76 (SD = 1.13). As Table C indicates, the sentence combining group,
which

Table C
Results of Essay Tesst

Mean Mean Mean
Pre-Test SD t-test Post-Test SD t-test Change SD
Sentance Combining 4.38 1.32 5.67 1.39 1.29% 1.27
Group % * 20
1.578(NS) 2.446
Control Group 3.76 1.33 476 13 1.00 1.41

*NS = Not significant
**Significant because greater than the 2.02 t-table value

initially had scored higher on the pre-essays than had the control group, also performed signifi-
cantly better on the post essays. A t-test confirmed the statistical significance of the change.
Table D depicts the results of the post-essay test.

Table D
Results of the Post-Essays

(Hinimum score possible = 2; maximum = 8)

Number of Students Sceres Number of Students Scoxes

8 l 16 .

2 3 4 s 6 7 8 2 ] 4 5 6 1 8
Average 5.67 (SD = 1.39) Average 4.76 (SD = 1.13)
Sentence Combining Group K = 21 Contzol Group N = 25



Table E reflects the change of scores for both groups.

Teble €

Ascunt of Pretest to Posttest Change on Essays

Number of Students Scores Number of Students Scores

8 . 16 .

o T e e ] 1 2 3 4 5 =5 ke =3 =20 <% 0 1 2 3 4 5
Average: 1.29 (SD = 1.27) Average: 1.00 (SD = 1.41)
Sentenoe Combining Group N = 21 Gontrol Group N = 25

This improvement can seemingly be artributed to the impact of sentence combining on stu-
dents’ writing, since the other variables in both the writing center curriculum and the develop-
mental English course were, for the most part, controlled.

Results of the Sentence Combining Analysis

The difference that occurred in the sentence combining post-essays as indicated by holistic
scores was not apparent in the analysis of units of sentence maturity. Both the sentence com-
bining group and the control group increased the mean number of T-units and the mean num-
ber of clauses they wrote in their post-essays. Although the control group had averaged more
clauses in their pre-essays than had the experimental group, there was little statistically signifi-
cant difference in the number of clauses at the end. Little difference was also reflected between
the two groups in the number of T-units averaged on the post-essays.
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As Table F indicates, in certain other key measures of

Table F
Mean Pre-Post Change in Measurement Units of
Syntactic Growth for Sentence Combining Group

Units Pre SD Post SD Difference SD
No. of

T-units 9.52 4.15 14.90 4.22 + 5.38 4.70
Words per

T-unit 17.24 4.28 15.81 3.37 - 1.42 5.02
No. of

Clauses 15.57 7.39 24.71 8.97 + 9.14 10.08
Words per

Clause 11.10 3.69 9.67 1.76 - 1.44 3.35
Clauses per

T-unit 1.66 .43 1.65 .30 - .01 .49

Mean Pre-Post Change in Measurement Units of
Syntactic Growth for Control Group

Units Pre SD Post SD Difference SD
No. of

T-units 11.12 6.62 15.84 5.02 + 4.72 5.06
Words per :

T-unit 16.52 5.93 15.62 2.74 - .90 5.86
No. of

Clauses 19.80 10.42 24.00 8.63 + 4.20 10.83
Words per

Clause 9.64 3.58 10.06 1.88 + .42 4.50
Clauses per

T-unit 1.93 .56 1.54 .34 - .39 .53

syntactic growth, the sentence combining group did not perform statistically better than the
control group. For example in the number of words per T-unit, a factor which Frank O’'Hare
has suggested is the most accurate indicator of syntactic growth®, no substantial difference oc-
curred between the two groups; in fact, both the sentence combining and control groups showed
a slight decline in the average number of words per T-unit. Similarly, in another key factor—
the number of clauses per T-unit—the statistically significant difference between the two groups
at the beginning was closed in the post-essays. That is, even though the control group averaged
more clauses per T-unit on the pre-essay than did the sentence combining group, the slight
decline that occurred for both groups made them homogeneous in that area on the final papers.
Only in the number of words per clause did the two groups reflect a slight difference at the
end, and the difference was not in favor of the sentence combining group. Whereas the control
group increased their average number of words per clause from 9.64 on the pre-test to 10.06
on the post-test, the sentence combining group declined significantly from 11.10 words per
clause on the pre-test to 9.67 words on the post-test. These data suggest, therefore, that the
sentence combining group did not differ to any measurable degree from the control group in
typical factors of syntactic maturity and that in actual fact, the sentence combining group declined
slightly on some measures.
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pectations in Sentence-Combining Practice with College Freshmen,” Research in the Teach-
ing of English, 12 (1978), p. 243.

¢D. J. Menendez, “The Effect of Sentence-Combining Practice on Remedial College Students’
Syntactic Maturity, Punctuation Skills and Reading Ability,” Diss. Indiana University, 1978,
pp- 104-106.

"Barbara MacMichael Tomlinson, “The Influence of Sentence Combining Instruction on the
- Syntactic Maturity and Writing Quality of Minority College Freshmen in a Summer Pre-entry
Preparation Program,” Diss. University of California, Riverside, 1980, p. 68.

SO'Hare, p. 46.

*O'Hare, p. 55.

'*Maimon and Nodine, p. 233.

'Menendez, pp. 104-106.

?’Maimon and Nodine, p. 243; Menendez, p. 104.

“Tomlinson, p. 100.

*Mary Ann Jones, “Sentence Combining: Measuring the Rate of Syntactic Growth in Fresh-
man Composition,” (Tuskegee, Alabama: Tuskegee Institute College of Arts and Sciences, 1979),

p- 12

“*Irvin Hashimoto, “Writing Laboratory ‘Image’ or How Not to Write to Your Dean,” The
Writing Center Journal, 3 (1982), p. 3.
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test but declined in their essay scores. The third group (Group C), consisting of 14 students,
improved on the editing test but showed no change in essay scores. The two students compris-
ing Group D declined on the editing test but improved on the essay, while the two remaining
students (Group E) showed no improvement on either test.

The mean scores for the total writing attitudes of the five groups are listed in Table 1. An
analysis of variance test (ANOVA) of the hypothesis found no significant difference in the atti-
tude scores among the various groups [F=4,60)=1.85;P=.13].

Table 1

Mean Attitude Standard
Score Deviation
Group A
(Improved on both tests) 92.43 9.14
N=30

Group B

(Improved on Editing 89.29 10.68
but declined on Essay)

N=17

Group C
(Improved on Editing
but did not change 89.71 10.21

on Essay score)
N=14

Group D

(Declined on Editing

but improved on 82.50 3.53
Essay score)

N=2

Group C

(No improvement

and/or no charge 106.00 16.97
on both tests)

N=2

Even when the Writing Attitude totals were divided into the subsets of attitudes toward the
usefulness of writing in the past, in the present, and in the future, the mean scores reflected
little significant difference.

Furthermore, as noted in Table 2, Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficients showed
virtually no relationship between the Writing Attitude Total of students and their performances
on either the essay tests or the objective Tests of Editing Skills; this finding was not surprising
in view of the little variance in attitude scores among the various groups. The only correlations
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confirm Daly’s observation noted earlier about the lack of a substantial relationship between
writing attitudes and actual performance.

To acknowledge the seeming unimportance of students attitudes toward writing on the ef-
fectiveness of the compositions that result is not, however, to suggest that attitude should be
disregarded altogether. For developmental students in particular, many of whose writing ex-
periences have been infrequent and unsuccessful, effecting a change in attitude would seem desira-
ble. More effort could, or should, be made to convey to these students for whom writing is
so often a source of extreme anxiety the true significance of writing skills. For example, helping
students to see that writing is important in the world of work, even in those disciplines often
not associated with verbal skills, such as engineering, may make their mastery of writing skills
seem more significant. Similarly, focusing on those larger skills - organization, clarity of pur-
pose, and audience - that are essential both in their college careers and in their prospective jobs
afterward should make students’ writing tasks more meaningful to them (Aldrich, p- 285). Even
more important, assisting students in seeing that, as Donald Graves has indicated, “Writing is
most important not as etiquette, not even as a tool, but as a contribution to the development
of a person, no matter what that person’s background and talents” (p. 62) should be a vital
part of the curriculum.

Certainly student attitudes toward the usefulness of writing will be changed neither by a few
lectures nor by a single writing course. However, students can receive a strong message from
a class that emphasizes not only the extrinsic importance of writing skills, but also the intrinsic
value of grappling with the writing process in order to clarify and communicate ideas. As de-
velopmental students begin to write more themselves, to gain confidence in their work, and
to see the larger significance of what they do, a link may possibly be found between more
positive student attitudes toward writing and an improved quality within the writing itself.
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Appendix A

WRITING QUESTIONNAIRE

Name Date
Last, First

Rocti - on Race Class,

Is this your first term in college?

Have you had a writing course at this university before?

Are you taking a reading course now?

The following questions ask you about your attitudes to writing. Please respond honestly
by checking the category that best describes your reaction to the statement listed.
Note: Your answers will not affect your work in courses you are now taking.

5 4 3 2 1
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree

-P 1. Writing was never

emphasized during
my high school
days.

+ P 2. During high
school I was re-
quired to write
either a book
report, an essay,
or a short paper
almost every
month.

+ P 3. My English classes
during high school
should have re-
quired me to do
more writing.

*Note:  The P refers to past writing experiences, the N to current writing experiences, and the F to fu-
ture experiences. The pluses and minuses denote statements that reflect positive or negative atti-
tudes toward writing. None of the labels existed on the questionnaires given the students.

5 4 3 - 2 1
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

-P 4. Before this year, [
never wrote many
letters for personal
reasons.

+N 5. College freshmen
should be required
to take writing
courses.
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+N 6.

+N 8.

+N 10.

+N 11.

+N 12.

+N 13.

-N 14.

=115

-F 16.

I would like to
improve my writ-
ing because it is
an essential skill.
I would never
have chosen to
take a writing
course at college.
I am pleased with
the progress that I
have made in my
current writing
course.

My main goal in
my writing course
is to get a better
grade.

Because writing is
important to me, I
spend at least two
hours on each as-
signment.

I write better on
essays done out-
side class rather
than on essays
done in class be-
cause I can spend
more time on the
assignments.

The emphasis that
my writing course
has placed on
both pre-writing
and revision has
helped my work
to improve.

I make many
changes in my
papers before I
turn them in.

I dislike having
my writing
graded.

I would never
choose a major
that requires much
writing.

Wiriting will prob-
ably not play a
major role in my
life once I
graduate.
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=N-17.

=N,

+N 20.

B2l

+F 22, .

-N 23.

- N 24.

+F 25.

-F 26.

[ have great
difficulty in or-
ganizing my ideas.
My frequent mis-
takes in grammar
hurt my writing
grades.

My most common
mistakes are in
punctuation and
spelling.

I often write let-
ters to family and
friends.

Writing will prob-
ably be an impor-
tant skill for me
in the rest of my
college work.
Writing will prob-
ably be essential
for the major I am
likely to choose.

I dislike writing,
and I am always
glad to finish any
writing as-
signment.

I do not like to
have other stu-
dents read my
papers.

I will probably
have to write me-
mos, reports, or
similar documents
in my future
career.

In the future I am
likely to conduct
my personal affairs
by telephone
rather than by
writing.
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Question

Total

from
each
column

Appendix B

WRITING ATTITUDE STUDY

Student Name:

The number of the column students have checked is recorded beside the designated question.

PAST - NOW FUTURE
+ - + - + -
1) 5) 15)
2) 6) 16)
3) 7 21
4) 8) 22)
9) 25)
10) 26)
11)
12)
13) 14)
17)
18)
19)
20)
23)
24)
+ + - + -

Add together the plus totals:

Combine the plus totals with + 78 for a combined score:

Add together the negative totals:

Subtract the negative total from the combined score:

Attitude total:

Pre-Grammar Score
Post-Grammar Score

+
Difference :

Pre-Essay Score
Post-Essay Score
+

Difference
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Section II
Writing Center Tutors













dialogue—a dialogue among faculty, among students and between faculty and students. Be-
cause the entire academic community should be a place of collaborative learning, it would seem
wise to provide a place where we, as collaborators, can study and learn about this process.
Students and teachers are, in a final analysis, as Kenneth Bruffee puts it, “an association of learners,”
and perhaps we must begin to learn how to learn from one another. We hope that Mercer’s
Teaching Learning Center can provide this kind of atmosphere and structure, and perhaps serve
as a model for other learning centers.

Any learning center, to be true to its name and to be effective, must be founded upon a
sense of individual integrity —that is, respect for the personhood of all those who walk through
the doors.

d % ok ok ok %

Jourard, Sidney. The Transparent Self. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1964.
Rogers, Carl. A Way of Being. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1980.

Rogers, Carl. On Becoming a Person. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1961.
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The Joys and Rewards of Recruiting and Implementing
a Volunteer Tutorial Staff
Ina H. Steinberg

Every writing center director at one time or another has fantasized about a Writing Center
Promised Land. We all dream wistfully about it, seeing it as what should be. Share a vision
with me for a few minutes:

Look at the educational bardware, lined up in neat rows within a suite of large, cheery rooms. Here
is everything that a center needs, from “quite” rooms for testing to large cubicles that allow for stu-
dent/tutor conferences.

And students? Rows and rows of eager faces, receptive to all suggestions, willing to work additional
bours in order to learn as much as possible. Their gratitude is often overwbelming, as evidenced in
the stacks of grateful letters which the center receives.

And tutors? Because there are more of them than any center can possibly use, students receive as
many bours of one-on-one belp as they need. As for the ability of the staff in the Promised Land, all
bold graduate degrees in student development and growth as well as in rbetoric and composition.

Here in the Promised Land, writing center directors are welcomed wherever they go. In fact, journeys
across campus are much like royal progresses, with both praise and flowers strewn across our patbs.
Administrators love us, for improved retention rates are directly attributable to our ability to make
acceptable college students out of any raw recruits— and all within one semester. As for admissions officers,
they adore us, for note bow we bave enlarged their recruiting possibilities. Because of us, all types of
students are fair game for recruitment, ranging from learning disabled, emotional problems, non-English
speakers, and under-achievers. Remember, writing centers in the Promised Land are places where mira-
cles do take place—and quickly too.

Faculty? As they pass us, their cries of gratitude and awe are usually loud ones. Once more the class-
room has become a place for real teaching, as they say. No more surly students, no more student illogic
or illiteracy. Remember, writing centers send motivated and skilled students back into the classroom —
and quickly too.

Finally, as each day ends in the Promised Land, we directors close the doors to our centers, ending
another day of belp, breathing a sigh of contentment, smiling beatifically, and murmuring a soft, “All
is good.”

A lovely dream, but not reality. If you are in a position similar to mine, problems such as
facilities, staffing, and student remediation, motivation, and development are areas in which
you are still scrambling for answers. However, I do have some specific ideas to share with you—
ideas that I believe will improve one aspect of our centers and lead us a few steps closer to
the Promised Land.

First of all, I would venture to guess that all of us look upon the individual conferencing
aspect as the most vital ingredient of any writing program. As we all know, frequent private
sessions with a student afford the opportunities which we need to reshape a student’s processes
of thinking, generating ideas, organizing, and editing. However, the practicalities of such in-
dividualized help are often more than our budgets will bear. What I would like to suggest to
you today is a way whereby you can have all the talented tutoring staff you will ever need,
and all without having to use one penny of your budget. Lest you think that we are once
again back in a dream, let me hasten to tell you that there is a way and that it is in use at
the writing center which I direct.

One year and a half ago, I faced a dismal prospect. Either I found another way to handle
the increased load in students using the center, or I would have to start turning students away.
Part of my problem was that I had been an excellent publicist, too excellent, for now that
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education, what is? It does require continual supervision and constant tinkering. Not all who
apply have either the ability or the personality to be effective tutors. And, at times, [ have
made mistakes in my choices for tutors. However, as soon as I observe that someone isn't provid-
ing the level of tutoring that I expect, I have learned that I must quickly separate that person
from the writing center.

I must confess that the selection, training, and supervision aspects of a volunteer program
are time consuming, for as director, it is also my responsibility to let these people who volun-
teer their time and their love so freely know how much the university appreciates them. That
appreciation and interest in them and what they are doing has to be there on my part; in return,
my volunteers teach me a great deal. The information that only they can extract from the spe-
cial relationships which they have with students is often indispensable if a writing center is to
meet the needs of the student community.

For all of us, each day at the center is a busy one. However, by the end of each semester,
I can look back at the many contributions which the tutors have made. As a gesture of appreci-
ation to our tutors, we hold an end-of-the-year banquet at which we present a certificate to
each tutor. After our dinner last year, one tutor best expressed the message that I leave you
with today by stating that the real reward she received was the gratitude her students expressed.
That warmth, that indefinable factor of caring, that is what volunteer tutoring is all about.
And that, indeed, is the closest that I have ever been able to come to the Writing Center Promised
Land.
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The Peer Tutor as Principal Benefactor in the Writing Center, or
It Isn’t Just for Teaching English Anymore
Elizabeth S. Bell

No writing center can perform successfully with a poorly trained or unprepared staff. In a
very literal sense, the effectiveness of the writing center depends on the quality of its tutors.
As a result we require many kinds of skills, competencies, and attitudes from our tutors, as
Joyce Steward and Mary Croft point out in The Writing Laboratory: Organization, Manage-
ment, and Methods (1982). They list six philosophical commitments that are fundamental
for any lab teacher. Although they are quite accurate, their statements are deceptively simple.
For example, one posits the undeniable basic premise that lab staff members should be commit-
ted to teaching writing as a process; others of the six statements are just as indispensable and
primary, but the implications that follow from them are, nevertheless, quite momentous. In-
herent in these commitments is the underlying assumption that the writing tutor can function
as diagnostician, teacher, facilitator, evaluator, audience—handling such diverse concerns as analyz-
ing student writing, discovering the most effective means of dealing with each student, con-
fronting student writing anxiety, evaluating stages of the writing process, knowing when to
intervene and when to let a student struggle, and deciding whether a face-to-face conference
or a small group discussion would be more effective in a given situation. These are rather sophisti-
cated skills, yet writing centers across the nation are training staff members, many of whom
are undergraduate peer tutors, to fulfill these roles.

To date, most research and scholarship on the peer tutor has centered on the vital issues
of training and evaluating: Muriel Harris's Tutoring Writing (1982), for example, offers valua-
ble suggestions for both, and its essays reinforce, time and again, the need for flexibility and
competence in the lab staff. Yet there is another issue, more rarely examined, which has far-
reaching implications, not only for the peer tutor, but also for the writing center’s relationship
to the university as a whole: In addition to all of its other services, the writing center offers
its trained staff professional skills that can be advantageous in careers ranging from the traditionally-
related one of teaching to the more unfamiliar ones of business and other professions. If we,
as English faculty members and/or writing center administrators, fail to capitalize on these side
effects of the writing center’s performance, we not only commit a disservice to our tutors, but
we also devalue the writing center’s role as a learning center for the university’s total program.
While improving our client’s writing skills and attitudes must remain our primary objective—
for it is our reason for being—we can provide services that have unexpected applications in
a variety of disciplines and can benefit our tutors regardless of their majors or chosen careers.
We offer a unique framework for training competent professionals with very marketable skills,
capable of fulfilling the growing leadership needs of our increasingly complex society. It is time
we made the university, the employment community, and potential staff members aware of this.

Traditionally, most peer tutors have been either English or English education majors, plan-
ning to move from college to graduate school or to teaching. Writing center staff experience
can be helpful in both cases. First of all, tutors who intend to pursue graduate degrees have
an advantage when applying for assistantships, for they already have firsthand practical experience
in conveying content and developing skills in other students. In a recent interview, a former
peer tutor from our program credited her tutoring experience with easing her adjustment to
her current role as graduate teaching assistant. Some of her colleagues, without comparable
experience or training, have expressed difficulty in conducting one-on-one conferencing with
students. They have been, to an extent, overwhelmed by the new demands of evaluator, authority
figure, and diagnostician placed on them. Our former tutor, however, could enter her new
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self” (p. 292). Clearly the goal of the tutorial extends beyond the meeting and involves the
tutor in attempting a permanent change in the client’s attitude or behavior toward writing.

Substituting the vocabulary of one discipline for another’s in this statement provides us with
a basic tenet of business Management, as quoted in Robert Tannenbaum, et al, Leadership
and Organization (1961): “Leadership always involves attempts on the part of a leader (in-
fluencer) to affect (influence) the behavior of 2 follower (influencee) or followers in a situation”
(p. 24). Wiriting center experience, then, provides leadership training, for the tutorial situation
is almost a paradigm of this definition. In fact, Thomas Scheidel and Laura Crowell (Discuss-
ing and Deciding, 1979), in breaking the leadership model into two interlocking parts, called
“inner work” and “outer work,” describe in some detail a process that approximates the func-
tioning of the tutor as diagnostician, facilitator, teacher: “The leader observes and analyzes si-
lenty the ongoing work of the group on its task . . . These inner assessments, which are constantly
altered by new observations, are the basis for the leader’s overt actions—what is said and what
is done; from the inner work springs the outer work. . . . We cannot, however, think of inner
and outer work as being done in turn, first one and then the other; both are done all the time
the [encounter] lasts” (p. 90).

Frequently at some part of this process the tutor must develop yet another.role—interviewer—in

description of lab methods. As central as it is to effective tutoring, interviewing is not a simple
skill to perfect. Keltner, in his speech-communication text, lists fourteen separate functions the
interviewer must be able to handle, from controlling the focus of the interview and creating
an atmosphere condusive to communication, to listening carefully and adjusting frequently to
feedback (pp. 276-80). Wiriting center experience allows the tutor to practice these skills regu-
larly and to use them with growing ease and confidence. Indeed, the amount of experience
the tutor receives is usually not available to the undergraduate in any other college settings,
including interviewing classes which can allow only a limited number of interview chances for
each student.

Clearly tutorial training and experience develop communication and leadership skills that cor-
porate employers as well as school administrators value, All of us—as administrators, faculty,
and writing center staff members—should be aware of the competitive edge our tutors have
earned with their work for us, and they should be shown how to market it for their career
plans. We must encourage our tutors as well as ourselves to develop new and non-traditional
perspectives in evaluating the advantages of tutoring, for it is valuable in today’s job market.

ed in tutoring or whose writing skills are borderline? Obviously, no; with vigor, no. Our first
responsibility is always to the writing center’s client—the student who needs or wants help in
mastering part or all of the writing process. Criteria for staff selection must focus on finding
as tutors those students who are themselves successful writers and who have the personality,
temperament, and desire to work with others. To accept anyone less qualified to be a tutor
would be a dereliction of our responsibility.

However, we can increase the already substantial benefits writing center experience and training
bring to qualified tutors; by leaming to analyze in terms of their perspective careers or future
plans the skills and expertise they develop by tutoring, we can significantly aid our tutors. In
short, as writing center administrators we need to do what we teach our composition students
to do: adapt to the specific audience the situation identifies for us. By using the appropriate
vocabulary or technical jargon, for example, we can enumerate our tutors marketable skills
in letters of recommendation to potential employers or in annual reports to the university ad-
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ministration in the terms most useful and suitable to the situation. Thus, a corporate employer
who really wouldn't care about a prospective employee’s knowledge of current composition
theories might be very impressed with her interviewing experience, while the university super-
structure, which might not be concerned with specifics, might be interested in the percentage
of former tutors employed and the variety of careers they represent. The tutoring experience
remains the same, but the way we describe it must be determined by audience and purpose.

From the beginning of peer tutoring, we have all recognized that it can produce immense
personal satisfaction and growth for tutors, and we have drawn on the obvious applications
of tutoring experience for prospective teachers. We need, however, to move beyond traditional
applications into the previously unfamiliar territory of a high-tech world. Our tutors do de-
velop skills in the writing center that transfer readily into the new environment and prepare
them to step into a wide variety of careers of status and authority. It is time that we advertised
that fact.
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The Perry Model Applied to the Training of Tutors:
Caveats and Implications
Lois More Overbeck

Think back for a moment to your first tutoring experience. I seem to remember that mine
happened at the age of eight or nine. While acting out the usual prerogatives of the “big sister,”
I was surprised to receive appreciation instead of hostility from my sibling. “You are a good
explainer,” she said. As my experiences with tutoring multiplied (helping a child to see all of
the letters in a weord, or attempting to guide an illiterate adult as he painstakingly learned to
write his own name), it became clear to me thar being a “good explainer” was not enough.
Teaching did not become learning until it was done by the learner.

Our tendency to take on the role of explainer is not entirely our fault, however. If, as Stephen
North says in “Training Tutors to Talk about Writing” (College Composition and Communi-
cation, 33, December 1982), students “seem to think tutoring is . . . getting something done
to or for them,” is it any wonder that tutors are tempted to supply the band-aids, or in some
cases, tourniquets? (434). Moreover, the immediacy of the tutorial situation may make tutors
feel that they need to have answers. Especially when we are confronted by an insecure student,

“'we may be tempted to solve the problem for him or to supply formulaic responses for individu-
al questions. In the tutorial situation it is easier to see the product than the person.

But if we understand that tutoring in writing is intervening in writing processes, then we
see that students “need help doing something” (North, 434). North recommends that tutors
be trained to discover the place “where the writer ‘is’ in the composing process” and begin their
work there (435). However, students often do not know what help is needed.

Writers will be . . . trying to ‘make an outline’ when they haven’t any
items to outline. Or they'll be editing a draft for spelling and punctua-
tion errors when it has no clear purpose or no discernible structure. . .
.What they want to do doesn’t account for where they are (North,
435).

Finding that place, however, does not suppose a static point; each new task may impose vari-
ables which challenge a student diffcrendy, just as a single assignment may generate widely
different responses within a class. For example a student may experience little difficulty with
organization when re-telling a well-known story, even though he may not have written it be-
fore; the same student may need to make very deliberate effort in order to organize an argu-
ment about 2 topic which has not been addressed previously (Cf. Sue Foster, “Manipulating
Cognitive Load in Writing Assignments,” unpublished, 1985).

a new way of seeing what has been written, or of thinking about audience, or of f_eeling about
the hard work of writing well. In this learning process, the tutor plays a supporting role, one
which lets the writer have most of the good “lines” (ideas). Certainly we must begin at the
writer’s level of concern and then guide expectations so that the student achieves both a satisfac-
tory immediate result and a continuing integration of skills which will allow him to continue
to improve even without assistance. The tutor needs to be reminded that “Growth in writing.

- requires risk taking and failure; changes in composing habits or processes [may] produce
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The dictionary regards tutoring as instruction and certainly we do “impart information.” But
I have been suggesting that it may be more helpful to consider tutoring as “education,” namely
a process leading out from the student which develops powers of reasoning and judgement
as it imparts information. “Empower” has become a jargon word, but as inviduals, we do know
what it means; the other day I had a chat with one of the tutors in the Writing Center and
I left feeling good—about myself. A student struggling to achieve standards imposed by the
writing class may look to tutoring for a “quick fix,” but the writing tutorial should confirm
him as a writer. To do so, the tutor needs a fairly broad understanding of intellectual growth
and development so that he will recognize various needs in his students. He also needs to un-
derstand himself in these terms so that his own problem solving strategies are not misappropri-
ated to students whose capacities and needs are different. i

The Perry Model, which refers to the work of William Perry, Forms of Intellectual -and
Ethical Development in the College Years: A Scheme (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Win-
ston, 1970), is very helpful in describing the intellectual changes of the college years, and thus
it helps account for individual differences which tutors frequently observe. Perry’s ideas deve-
loped out of 15 years of interviews with Harvard students who were questioned at several in-
tervals during their undergraduate years. Perry’s generalizations attempt only to describe. Thus
we should be wary about using his “scheme” or the “positions” within it to predict; rather, it
would be more helpful to consider it as a model which helps us see more clearly.

Perry describes leaning as a multi-phased and recursive sequence. He uses the metaphor of
“tabula rasa” to describe that cognitive position in which the student willingly accepts the authority
of the professor, the text, and the facts of knowledge; the student is essentially a “dualist” who
sees everything as right or wrong. This stance of absolute acceptance wavers when the student
encounters varieties of truth, even disagreements among truths; then it gradually evolves into
the cognitive position of “relativism.” Eventually this stage becomes further qualified when the
student realizes that some interpretations are more valid than others, so that multiple points
of view must be evaluated for their basis of support. Gradually, this position matures to recog-
nition that knowledge has a method of applying theory tested by validation, and that validation
must be made with each application and particular context. At its highest level, cognitive matu-
rity involves commitment and responsibility. “Committed relativism” suggests that the student
can be “wholehearted” about chosen values and yet be open to the change of situation or infor-
mation that would require him to re-examine his ideas; it also suggests that critical thinking
about ideas unlike his own can be done without jeopardy to his commitment to other ideas.

While it would be tempting to accept Perry’s Scheme as a vertical model of development,
some caveats must be applied. One is offered by Wayne Booth (‘Writing as the Creation of
a Self—Implications for Teaching,” 1983) who suggests that the Perry scheme also operates
in an horizontal axis and that the process of inventing the self (or persona) in writing is cons-
tantly recursive. Indeed we may recognize such a pattern in our own intellectual processes;
each time we write an essay, we are dualists about the issue, but as we become informed about
multiplicity and move toward committed relativism, we make assessments and compare sys-
tems which help us understand the issue and our position more fully. By taking this position,
however, we have not eliminated the possibility that new information may cause us to recon-
sider it. Ann Berthoff (‘Writing to Make Meaning,” 1983) suggests the necessity of recursive-
ness to the learning process; she argues that rather than a develomental analogue, one needs
to consider meaning as an unfolding Japanese flower of wood which expands in water as does
meaning within expanding social contexts. Both Booth and Berthoff suggest that higher order
reasoning is not only sequential, but that at all stages, we increase our capacity to understand.
Perry discusses recursiveness as not merely a circle, but more aptly a helix “with an expanding
radius to show that when we face the ‘same’ old issues, we do so from a different and broader
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perspective” (“Cognitive and Ethical Growth,” in The Modern American College, ed. Arthur
Chickering, Jossey-Bass, 198 1).

Another caveat very important to the application of the Perry Model to the tutoring of writ-
ing calls attention to individual differences in students and the need for tutorial strategies to

tiplicity” in political matters, and still be “committed relativists” as literary critics. If this is true
of our habits of thought, how much more might it apply to students who are Just acquiring

that extended analysis of a short story requires a more flexible organization. When she seeks
help, the tutor may help her consider alternative strategies for organizing her information. This
may solve the immediate problem, but success on one writing assignment does not neatly trans-
fer to the next. The student may be a dualist despite her introduction to the idea that organiza-
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have begun to make judgements characteristic of committed relativism have been able to un-
derstand the helpfulness of systems and patterns of thought and have the ability to be critical
of them. Such tutors should be introduced to a wide variety of textbooks and guides and should
be able to assess their asssumptions and methods. These tutors should be able to appreciate
the value of considering writing as a process and be willing to approach that goal in a flexible
way, considering always that the need of the student will dictate the priority of method. Such
breadth of knowledge will help them avoid giving pat answers to writing problems (e.g. Com-
ma splice? Take exercise 4 and tape B and bring your revision in the morning).

Less ideal, but perhaps more usual, will be a tutor who addresses the writing process as a
person primarily aware of multiplicity. But if the tutor suggests to the struggling dualist before
him that he can try any of these six options, he will overwhelm and frustrate rather than help
the student. This tutor should consider all of the ways that a single idea could find expression,
and perhaps he could encourage the student to discover some of these choices for himself (e.g.
how would that tradition change if your grandmother died? how would you need to change
this example if your audience was different?). A tutor who is comfortable considering the writ-
ing process as a series of choices can be effective by modeling the selection of alternatives; but
always the tutor should be aware of the needs of the student so that he will not misappropriate
his own learning strategies to guide a student who is learning in a different way.

The Perry Model is not a catch-all but a tool. It is an approach that demands active listening
to the student being tutored and active listening to ourselves as we tutor. How do we commu-
nicate concern and interest? How do we structure experiences for the student that will foster
learning? These are the questions which we must continually ask as we work with each in-
dividual. To adapt such an approach demands precise record keeping; changes in attitude and
activity might be subtle, yet planning requires attentive observation. Tutors must be trained
in assessment as a constant function of listening. Further, the implications of the Perry Model
to tutoring are that the relationship between tutor and student should be a constant, a continu-
ing partnership. If tutoring can be given only on a drop-in basis, then the classroom teacher
needs to have some way to monitor and to support continued growth.

The Perry Scheme reaffirms the value of tutorials. It demonstrates that transitions between
one pattern of thinking and another are vulnerable and uncomfortable passages. It warns to
expect apathy, anxiety, temporizing, and “retreat,” and challenges the tutor to model alterna-
tives that will encourage learning. As the caveats and implications of the Perry Model suggest,
the scheme both supports the tutorial programs of the writing center and challenges these pro-
grams to be more responsive and effective.
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Training Peer Tutors to Work in the Ideal Writing Lab
Teri S. Haas

I. BACKGROUND

The SEEK PROGRAM offers counseling, educational, and economic support to students
who might not ordinarily have entered the senior colleges of City University of New York.
At Hunter College, our SEEK Writing Lab serves 350 students registered in three course levels
of English as a second language writing, in two levels of developmental writing for native speakers
and in freshman composition.

Each semester, we employ 22 tutors who work an average of fifteen hours each. While we
offer special workshops in research papers, grammar, conversation for ESL students, and crea-
tive writing, the foundation of our lab is the one-to- one writing conference. Tutees come to
the lab regularly each week over the semester to meet with their tutors for an hour. The tutor-
ing relationship becomes important to many developmental students because the tutor plays
many roles: friend, counselor, teacher, collaborator, and interested reader. While all of these
may be useful, two roles are most supportive of composing efforts, according to our recent
research (Haas, 1985) and observations; we believe that tutors who emphasize the roles of “col-
laborator” and “interested reader” best serve the inexperienced writer's growth.

Collaborative learning, in which peers share power and responsibility, is valued for class and
writing lab by many theorists Bruffee, 1972; Hawkins, 1976). The concept of the “interested
reader,” whose nonevaluative responses facilitate rather than direct the writer's revisions, is sup-
ported by authors known for their work on responding to texts (Knoblauch and Brannon,1983;
Murray, 1979). Three years ago when we first evaluated our own research, we began to con-
sider alternative ways of choosing and training tutors.

We had always hired graduate students, retired school teachers, and housewives for the lab,
but now we talked about training peer tutors. Marilyn Daley-Weston, the director of the Learning
Center and I, the faculty member coordinating our writing lab, found that our successful part-
nership encouraged our belief in the value of collaboration for our tutoring dyads. We chose
peer tutors because they could better fulfill the collaborative learning functions stressed by Ken-
neth Bruffe (1972) and encourage tutees to be active participants; peer tutors might also be
more flexible in their constructs about tutoring, willing to learn to respond to writers as in-
terested readers concerned with meaning; and also peer tutors could act as positive models for
our students, often the first of their families to attend college Therefore, we sought currently
enrolled undergraduates, preferably SEEK students. At that time we shared assumptions about
composing which still guide our training.

II. ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT COMPOSING and TUTORING

Current theorists (Berthoff, 1981) contend that the writer strives to create meaning during
composing,to bring coherence to his ideas and experiences. Tutoring, therefore, should follow
the definition that Knoblauch and Brannon (1984) present for teaching; it “involves creating
supportive environments in which a competence they [students] already have can be nurtured
to yield increasingly mature performance” (15).

Inexperienced writers learn by writing and rewriting for, as Murray (1979) maintains, early
revisions are an integral part of this process. Murray’s discussion of internal and external revi-
sion differentiates between reformulating ideas to change or clarify them and tidying up exter-
nal mechanical features. The writer must move through drafts concentrating first upon working
out ideas and, finally, upon mechanics, grammar, spelling. However, Sommers’ research (1980)
shows that inexperienced writers often do not understand that revising is more than an editing
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task. They need support from tutors who first ask them about what Reigstand and McAndrew
(1984) have called higher order concerns,such as those of focus, organization, development.
Young writers must learn that they can add, delete or move chunks of copy in their work
and that early revising often entails this. Only after they have gotten the meaning clear for
themselves should they worry about correcting it for others. Because of our assumption that
composing is a process of formulating and reformulating meaning, we believe the best way
to help inexperienced writers is to respond to their ideas first,saving editing concerns for last.

However the type of response is also very important. For example, a tutor may either tell
the tutee specifically how to improve the text, or else help him or her decide upon one of
the many options available. Since the tutor may neither understand the unclear text, nor know
the author’s intention, the latter seems preferable to imposing a solution. The tutor must help
the author resolve the text. Open questions allow the author to compare his or her intention
with the text’s effect on a reader, but the choice must be left to the writer. Inexperienced writers
must learn to test their own ideas, rather than relying upon the tutor's directions.

In the past, those tutors at our lab able to share authority for the session with their tutees
(collaborators) and able to paraphrase or question the text (interested readers) offered unskilled
writers the most valuable support. Therefore we wanted to train tutors to play those roles and
also to stress meaning. At this time we began to develop selection and training procedures,
a process that we continue to refine.

II1. RECRUITMENT

We wrote letters to SEEK students who met our basic criteria outlined below. We also asked
for recommendations from the ESL and English Education faculty, and registered job listings
at the part-time placcment office and the English Department. ( We found that English majors
were sometimes not the best choices to tutor developmental students. Perhaps they felt little
empathy towards students troubled by a subject they enjoyed. Often they didn't want to learn
new ways of composing when they excelled at older methods. We found that students training
to be ESL teachers became excellent tutofs.) We now have an arrangement with the ESL Depart-
ment allowing student teachers to do some of their hours here. After the first year of recruiting,
we also got referrals from our own tutors and these people usually became fine tutors.

IV. CRITERIA

The prospective tutor must meet these basic criteria: a 2.8 cumulative grade point average;
one year of college or 24 completed credits; all remedial/developmental courses completed;
freshman composition and all other English courses completed with a “B” or better. During
the three years we've used this system we have found these adequate; however when an appli-
cant has shown unique qualities, we have hired him or her as an exception to the rules. For
example, Liz Rios, one of the more talented, motivated participants in a writing workshop was
recruited before she completed freshman composition. Liz did well in training and we hired
her, but didn’t assign her any tutees registered in writing courses beyond her level. Liz has be-
come an excellent tutor.

V. SELECTION

We ask a prospective tutor to write an impromptu composition about his/her composing
process and bring in additional writing samples. From these we can get some idea of each appli-
cant’s process and stage of development. From the impromptu, we can also gather some ideas
about the applicant’s conception of composing. Is the formal outline a must? Is revising a re-
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writing or editing process? Does the applicant know the difference between changes of sub-
stance and those of form?

We also have separate interviews with each prospective tutor, considering his/her previous
job or volunteer experiences and reasons for tutoring. Marilyn tries to discover if the applicant
has any experience helping others, including working at a summer camp or assisting siblings
with homework. She wants to know if the applicant has ever been tutored, and what she or
he thinks a tutor does. I question applicants about their composing practices, trying to ascertain
whether they have learned free writing, brainstorming, drafting; I also investigate whether they
believe in any procedure as 2 method which must be rigidly followed by all.

I ask the applicant to read a student’s composition and tell me what he or she would say
to the writer if it were a first draft. [ hope that perhaps a person stresses meaning and offers
positive as well as negative response. But the positive comment must seem valid and specific,
not the old cliche, “you've really got some great ideas here but...” Of course, the prospective
tutor may comment on mechanics because she or he believes that is what is desired, so I do
not weigh individual answers too heavily.

From these interviews we form general opinions and separately rank the candidates and dis-
cuss our rankings. Often we arrive at similar evaluations. Sometimes we agree upon an appli-
cant who is borderline, because we believe that training will make the difference. Also we know

cond thoughts after working together. Some prospective tutors drop out; others are eliminated
because their maturity seems questionable in areas such as punctuality, attendance, task com-
pletion, or they can not develop conferencing skills.

VI. AN OVERVIEW OF TRAINING

The initial training of eight weeks takes place during the semester prior to the time when
the applicants begin tutoring. Groups of eight to ten prospective tutors meet with us three hours
each week for paid training. Trai ing the tutors is a collaborative effort. I emphasize the com-
posing/responding process and Marilyn presents the communication skills necessary for the
job. Prospective tutors meet twice a week: two hours in a writing workshop; one hour in com-
munication skills. These are not disparate units, however; we organized the training together

each other’s workshops; always we discuss what happened. Most important, prospective tutors
keep journals about their training which we both read and answer.

After training, new tutors are asked to spend ten hours observing senior tutors in the lab.
Training then continues al year in once-a-week meetings of the entire lab staff.

VII. EVALUATION OF THE TRAINING PROCESS

During training we create a sense of community among the tutors and between the tutor
and the coordinator, Therefore when the tutor doesn’t understand or agree, he or she freely
questions or dissents. We evaluate our training informally by the tutors journals; what have
they understood of what we've been discussing. Reading a new tutor’s journal is an excellent
way to find out if the training makes sense.

After they finish, tutors respond anonymously to the question, “What would you recom-
mend for training future tutors” Six months after they've completed pre-service training, tutors
tell us during a short interview what they believe was most useful. From their journals and
recommendations, we refine our training procedure.
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VIII. TRAINING SESSIONS

We have agreed upon these goals:

1. Peer tutors must be collaborators who support active learners. They should perceive their
tutees as learners who have to test hypotheses and make mistakes, as all learners do, in order
for learning to take place. The tutee should be the only one writing on the text.

2. Tutors must respond to substance before form. They must concentrate on one or two major
issues whenever possible. Tutors must be readers who question the author’s meaning rather
than dictating a way of fixing it. =

3. Peer tutors must perceive their tutees as learners who come from various dialect and lan-
guage backgrounds, rather than as bad users of language. While their objective remains to help
tutees learn standard college usage, their attitude changes.

The following schedule presents a brief description of training and includes some of the as-
signments.

Week I: Writing Workshop (aims: To build collaborative rapport, and instigate discussion
of the nature of language and dialect)) Bineck Exercise (Enclosed A); To initiate discussion of
composing and individual differences, tutors answer Writing Profile (B) and compare answers
in pairs and then as a group. Tutors also learn to discuss these profiles with their tutees who
fill them out during the first session. Keeping an informal journal is discussed since new tutors
are required to keep one during training. A sample is included (C); they are asked to write
about the meetings and anything else they wish to share with the rest of us who will read
and respond each week:

Think of your readers as friends who expect informal writing. Write
about what you don't understand or agree with, what you want to
know more about. Write about your own composing/revising processes
or, perhaps, what makes a succesful tutor.

Week II: During the second week they receive a model of composing as prewriting, writing,
revising, and editing; they practice discovery techniques such as brainstorming or free writing.
After free writing, tutors meet in pairs or groups and help each other find a focus. Peter Elbow
(1979) called this the center of gravity and we use Elbow’s response form D).

Week I Tutors write first drafts at home, bring them in and meet again in response groups.
Response to content or meaning is stressed while tutors read early drafts. Various kinds of response
models are used, acccording to the author's purpose. One is enclosed (E). However we also
recognize that models serve only some of our conferences. We really must learn a general process
of responding rather than specific questions/statements that fit every composition. Tutors write
second drafts at home and meet during the fourth week for further group response. If focus,
coherence, development,organization, and clarity, are clear, we move to lower order editing
concerns. During this time, we read and discuss articles about tutoring chosen from the book
edited by Muriel Harris (1982). 3

During the last four weeks, tutors are assigned a persuasive topic. Since this is the mode re-
quired in the Writing Assessment Test that all CUNY students must pass, we want our tutors
to gain some insights about the mode from their own composing practices. During response
to first drafts, tutors form triads; two take the roles of tutor and tutee while the third observes
and fills out a feedback form (F). Each one has a turn at all of the parts and also critiques the others.

While this method of composing and responding goes smoothly through drafts during our
training sessions, we also recognize that composing is not usually this neat, nor is tutoring.
Some writers,for example, need to revise many times before finding their focus. Again, the
tutor may never see all of the tutee’s drafts but only the first or the last. Tutors, therefore,
must learn to intervene in the composing process wherever the student needs help. We offer
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our tutors in training a general model of tutoring (G) and a few very specific rules, but we
recognize that each conference is unique. However we believe that when tutors gain knowledge
of their own composing processes, learn to function as interested readers and collaborators who
help inexperienced writers to create and revise their own compositions, they will have the skills
to be able to individualize as necessary.

During the last three years we've observed changes at the writing lab. More students sign
up and fewer drop out. The tutees are pleased, according to their midsemester evaluations.
“For the first time in my life,” wrote one tutee, “I can talk to Nancy about my compositions
and she asks me what I want to do instead of telling me how to fix them up.” Peer tutors
may not be ideal for every writing lab, but trained to understand composing and responding,
they offer a valuable alternative.
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A.

Appendix A

EXERCISES USED FOR TUTOR TRAINING

Early this morning, as I stood in the libstil, I thought “I wonder what makes a
person want to become a binneck? Is it the herob? I doubrt it. Is it fun to plem?
Maybe. At any rate I sure never want to be a binneck.”

Later, after I had been pleg duwe, Mary came smid and said, “George offered
me ten lidden if I would herob to become a binneck.” I burrew for a sned and
said, “you bask lud rassel.”

Are those strange-looking groups of letters words? What do they mean? How are
they ‘pronouncedP What if the words mean something to me, but not to you?
Perhaps your group should go over the passage and agree on the mean-
ing/ pronunciation of these “words.” Write your meaning for each word in this
list so that the passage makes some kind of sense and also agree on pronun-
ciation.
libstil
binneck
herob
plem
pleg
duwe
smid
lidden
herob
burrew
sned
bask
lud
rassel
Now that your group agrees on the words, use them in conversation.
Consider 1.foreign language 2. correct dialect 3.wrong language




WRITING HISTORY/PROFILE

I. What sort of writing do you enjoy most? Least?

2. When writing for class, would you rather have the teacher give you the subject or would
you rather find one yourself? Why?

3. Where do you prefer to write? When? Do you have any favorite tools?

4. What kind of writing did you do most often in high school?

5. How did your teacher respond to your compositions? For example, did the teacher write
comments, correct errors or mark a grade?

6. Do you usually rewrite your compositions? Why?

7. What does “revising” mean to you?

8. Are you willing to read your writing to other people? Who do you read it to?

9. Do you ever read your writing to another person before it’s finished?

10. What do you think the characteristics of “good” writing are?

(Adapted from Brannon,L., Knight, M.& Neverow-Turk, V. Writers Writing. Mont-
clair,N.J.: Boynton/Cook Publishers,1982.)

C LAURIES JOURNAL*
5/84

We accomplished a lot on Monday. The most significant exercise we did was on listening.
My partner and I did fairly well copying the pattern from the board. (My back was to the
picture and she had to describe it to me.) It made me conscious of how important listening
and verbal skills are. I noticed that everyone is a litle more comfortable with each other.

We also discussed study habits and I realized just how bad mine were unfortunately. It's ~
almost the end of the semester and I'm really behind in a lot of things (everything). I am a
procrastinator. It will get done but this is ridiculous.

5/5/84

Subway Story: Standing on the A, I'm holding onto a rail near a window. The window is
below my eye level. I lose track of the stops so I bend down to take a look—only 57th street.
I've got a way to go. I notice a pleasant face as I return to my original position. I do a double
take because he’s so striking . As the train starts, I glance out the window and see him wave
goodbye.

5/7
Saw my lifeline. It was more general than everyone else’s. Looking at my life in such general

terms, however, put things into perspective for me. I've been caught up with end of the year
hassles. But looking at everything I've done in black and white I'm satisfied with myself. It's

*Quoted with the author’s permission
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READER RESPONSE FORM

Offer feedback to the author by answering the following questions after you read the entire
draft. Give the author specific reactions.

1. What did you like best?
2. What does the author think was successful or unsuccessful?

3. Go back and reread the beginning. (Read the first paragraph or two.) What do you think
the composition is going to be about when you read only these?

4. Now go back and reread the rest. What is it about?

5. What strikes you as being the most important idea/feeling expressed in this draft?
6. Is that what the author intended?

7. What didn't you understand?

8. What do you think should have been left out or moved around? Why?

DEPARTMENT OF ACADEMIC SKILLS/SEEK WRITING LAB Teri Haas/Coordinator

TUTOR'S FEEDBACK FORM

Please get into groups of three. Pretend you're at a tutoring conference. One person will play
the tutee and present her first draft. Another will play the tutor and respond. The third person
will observe, using criteria on this form. Then switch roles until you've all had a chance to
play each role. Finally discuss what you noticed about each “tutor’s” style.

Which higher order concerns were discussed: (focusing on topic, developing ideas, organizing,

connecting or ?)

Did the tutor discuss 1 2 3 4 § 6 7 or more issues?
Did the tutor write on the draft? Did the tutee make notes?
Was there a time when you didn't understand the tutor?

Did the tutor ask mostly open or closed questions?
Closed questions have only one possible right answer which the tutor knows before a.skmg
Open questions allow for expanded answers; there is no one right answer.
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Who talked the most?

How could you tell the tutor was really listening?

What did the tutor do that you would like to copy?

Department of Academic Skills/SEEK Writing Lab

DEPARTMENT OF ACADEMIC SKILLS/HUNTER COLLEGE

At

Every Session

When your Tutee

Has an Assignment
But Hasn't

Started a Draft

When

Tutoring Model*
Establish or re-establish positive rapport.

Be sure your tutee has checked in at the desk; make
sure s/he signs the communication form.

If the tutee has no assignment, check the file to see
what you planned to work on.

Be sure you understand the assignment, its purpose,
the kind of writing (explanation, description,
summary, critical analysis, persuasion) and the au-
dience.

Help the tutee to find a subject through freewriting,
brainstorming, or talking.

Help the tutee expand the subject by focused
freewriting or questioning. Be text specific; try the
five “W’s.”

Help the tutee begin/continue/end a draft—Using
leads or stock beginnings... Repeating key words or

asking key questions...Stopping when finished...Check-
ing the thesis to frame a formal ending.

Point out a strength in the paper. (Be text specific.)
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A Tutee 2. Respond to higher order concerns first. Thesis/fo-
cus/controlling ideas; Development/details; Repetition
of ideas; Clarity; Logic; Organization.

Has A Draft 3. Respond to lower order concerns on the final draft.

Sentence Structure; Grammar; Usage; Punctuation;
Spelling; Repetition of single words.

(Adapted from Reigstad and McAndrew; Training Tutors for Writing Conferences; NCTE,
1984.)
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AVAILABLE OPTIONS IN “BULLETIN BOARD”

L1 Add Questions
Essay
Questions
™ Answer Questions
Add Questions
| M<cC
Quit Questions
Answer Questions
/ Add News
News
N
{ Read News
L
(Student-Instructor Access)
Main Menu ) e e s > = G S e e e D = e — ——— e
(Instructor-only Access
M-C Questions
Delete Essay Questions
M-C Questions
News
Backup : :
L Print +— Essay Quesuonsv
News
L M-C Questions
Squeeze | | Essay Questions

N News
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We Attitude

May T take this opportunity to express my thanks for the account you recently opened with
our store. We are pleased to furnish a wide variety of products for the home or individual.

We want you to take full advantage of our store services, for we have the largest stock in
the city. Also we make deliveries of our customers’ purchases free of charge within 30 miles
of our store.

We always like to receive visits from our customers, but we also fill orders by phone. Our cus-
tomer service department aims to fill every order within the same day we receive it.

When shopping at our store downtown, customers are invited to use the free customer parking
privilege provided just across the street from ws.

We welcome you to Bekinson’s. If we can be of additional service in any manner, please call on us.

Compare it to the following example in which the writer focuses on the reader (again, the first
person pronouns are in italics and the second person pronouns are underlined):

You Attitude

Thank you for the account you recently opened at Bekinson's. Helping you meet your needs
for clothing and home furnishings is a pleasure.

You will find 32 departments at Bekinson’s stocked with a variety of quality items. And courte-
ous sales clerks are here to assist you in selecting the merchandise that best meets your requirements.

If you prefer to shop within the comfort of your home, instead of coming to the store, you
need only telephone 882-5555 and ask for “Personal Shopping Service.” A Personal Shopper
will gladly take your order for any number of items, answer your questions about brands and
sizes available, and see that the goods you order reach you by store delivery within a few days.

When you shop at our store downtown, you are invited to use the free customer parking lot
provided just across the street.

You are always welcome at Bekinson’s. Please call on us whenever you need additional service.

The computer’s “Search” feature helps students see the difference between I and You Atti-
tude. In this mode a word processor will hunt for and stop at every occurance of a specific
word or phrase, such as the pronouns I, my, we, our, and so on. Of course, I could simply
have students go through a hard (printed) copy of their text circling first person pronouns and
underlining second person ones. But since all my students learn word processing skills as an
integral part of my courses, I prefer to use the computer. Furthermore, I want to teach students
how to make use of the computer as a revision tool.

Initially, I ask the class to step through a sample exercise such as the one given above; as
they walk their way through the paragraphs with the search function, most students are sur-
prised at the discrepancy between the number of “you’s and ‘I’s. I next have them try the same
routine on a letter which they have written (all materials in my class must be produced on
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The graduate students handed in the tentative heuristics they would construct just after read-
ing the students’ papers; the graduate students also suggested appropriate theoretic bases for
each heuristic. These heuristics are included here.

A former high school teacher and a member of the Center’s staff, Daniel J.A. Wagner, returned
the following:

From Aristotle’s Rhetorica I, iii, 1358a (36-39). Rhetoric falls into
three divisions, determined by three classes of listeners to speeches.
For of the three elements in speech-making—-speaker, subject, and per-
son addressed—it is the last one, the hearer, that determines the
speech’s end and object (p. 1335).

Explanation: Although these questions pertain specifically to the ancient

Greek art of speech-making, these points carry an implied connection

into present-day rhetorical presentations in writing. :

Questions:

1) “Why have you sent the letter to the person or persons to whom
ou have sent it?”

2) “Why does this person need it?”

3) “When you revise, why would you leave some parts as they were?”

4) “Why and how does this letter apply to the person or persons to

whom you have sent it?””
©DJA Wagner 1985

This heuristic concentrates, in questions one and three, on getting the student-writers to un-
derstand the purpose of the piece of writing. In questions two and four, the self-interest of
the letter’s readers is the subject of the writer's concern.

The author of the following heuristic, Daniel Swaringen, is a former journalist who has returned
to formal studies. His suggestions based on the reading of Aristotle’s Rhetorica suggest an un-
derstanding of Young, Becker, and Pike’s particle, wave, and field perspectives (pp. 122-154)
as well as of the Aristotelian triad of appeals—logos, ethos, and pathos (Rhetorica I. ii. 1356a
(22-25). Mr. Swaringen seems to concentrate on the Burkean pentad as a reflection of the jour-
nalist’s focus on who, what, when, where, why.

Aristotle, Rhetorica
1) How can the letter be persuasive?

2) Which approach works best: logos, ethos, pathos? The nature of

the audience should help determine the answer to the second
question.
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Logos: Is charging a customer logical because a) it's cheaper? b) it’s
convenient? ¢) there are services available to charge customers not
available to others?

Ethos: What is the integrity of the business? Is it implied or explicit
in the letter?

Pathos: Will the product or services make the receiver happy? more
beautiful?

Kenneth Burke:

A. Identification: A Rhetoric of Motives, pp. 55-59. Who is the
letter writer? How does the letter writer “identify” with the
reader, the new charge customer? Is the letter writer himself a
charge customer? If so, why? What are the benefits the writer
has gained by being a charge customer?

B. Pentad: A Grammar of Motives, pp. xv-xxiii. What is the
motive behind the letter> Why a letter at all? Consider Burke’s
Pentad: Act, Agent, Agency, Scene, Purpose. The writer
should address each as a question. For example, ask the stu-
dent why writing a letter (act) is preferrable to a phone call?
And why write a letter at all (purpose)?

Below is the heuristic of Grayson Beane who volunteers time to the Center. He is a former
high school teacher of seven years.

Young, Becker, Pike. Rhetoric: Discovery and Change, (122-154).

1) Particle Perspective: how a thing differs from everything else—Who
is the person that you are writing to? What is his name? The salu-
tation should name the “you,” the customer, as a personal appeal.

2) Wave Perspective: how a thing can change and still be itself—Why
would the reader return to this store? Over a period of time, what
would be the services attracting reuse?

3) Pield Perspective: how a thing fits into larger systems of which it is
a part—What needs would your reader have in common with
other people in the area? How can this store help them? Why
would a customer tell others to use the store?

Statement of Problem:
Why do you need to write this letter? If it is to establish a bridge

in communication, then the writer's consciousness must be extend-
ed to the readers’ self interest.
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5)

sumer and businessperson? Why or why not? Is there any incon-
sistency in how your business appears to the consumer?

Main point—Is it clear> Would you continue to shop here? Would
this letter effectively persuade you or not? Why would you even
stop to read this letter> Was this letter helpful to you as a con-
sumer? as a businessperson?

Ms. Randall concentrates on group tutorial sessions and demands specific responses about
the customers as a group so that a real “you” can easily be imagined by the writer.

Dawn Dutka is a member of the Center’s regular staff. Because her heuristic implies knowledge
of Kenneth Burke’s identification theory, she insists that the assigned letter be seen as effective
business communication, not as an academic assignment. She begins by concentrating on sug-
gestions from Janet Emig.

D

2)

3)

4

5)

6)

We are all devastatingly familiar with the conscious student theme.
During dire weeks it seems no other kind finds its way into our
Out Box or under our Magic Markers. By conscious I do not
mean selfconscious in the sense of a style over-aware of itself;
among high school and Freshman English students, this form of
consciousness is not common. I mean conscious in the sense that
the theme seems to have been written from one layer of the self—
the ectoderm only, with student involvement in his own thought
and language moving down an unhappy scale from sporadic engage-
ment to abject diffidence. “The Uses of the Unconscious in Com-
posing.” College Composition and Communication 15 (1964), 6.

Student should identify with the writer. Identify audience as some-
one you are familiar with.

Who is writing this letter? You as a student? Do not look on this
as an assignment. Instead, consider that you have to get this store
to make a profit. As a professional, you must sell this store to keep
your job.

Think of your mother who has just opened a credit account at a
store. Why would she do this> What does the store offer her as a
career-housewife-retired woman? Were the salespeople friendly?
Were the prices on particular items good in comparison to other
stores’ prices.

Think of your girlfriend/boyfriend as the customer. What is more
important to him/ her in shopping? Prices, sales, quality of mer-
chandise, store personnel, store layout?

Think of your economics professor as the customer. Consider (2)
how he/she dresses, walks, talks; (b) what kind of car he/she
owns; (c) what is his/her age and marital status. Would the profes-
sor open a credit account at this store?
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All five graduate students have understood the need for preparing the “Practical Writing with
the Computer” class to ask appropriate questions which will help them switch from a “we”
attitude to a “you” attitude in their writing, thus focusing on “reader benefit.”

One of the problems that writing centers face arises when students bring varied assignments
to the tutors for help in writing. Tutors need to make quick but informed decisions on how
to help the students. Some tutors without training in discourse theory may come up with heuris-
tics much like the ones suggested here. But tutors with training in discourse theory may be
better prepared to compose constructive heuristics quickly and effectively.

To satisfy the needs of ASU’s students of composing on the computer, the Center has created
heuristics specifically to help students revise, so their wording emphasizes the readers’ benefit.
The ASU’s Writing Center expects to be prepared to tutor students of practical writing with
the computer because our training in discourse theory will be useful in devising heuristics.

Endnotes

'Richard C. Gebbardt. “Balancing Theory and Practice in the Training of Writing Tutors.”
College Composition and Communication 28 (1977), 134.
?Donald Nemanich. “Preparing the Composition Teacher.” College Composition and Com-
munication 25 (1974), 47.
*Donald Murray. A Writer Teaches Writing Boston: Houghton, Mifflin Co., Inc., 1968,
.19,
. “Readers may write to me to get the complete bibliography used in the course.
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