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Curriculum-Based Peer Tutoring
Programs: A Survey

Margot Soven

".. . in colleges or universities today, peer tutors as a group, acting
collaboratively, are potentially among the most powerful agents for edu-
cational change, because peer tutors learn the most important tool for
effecting change, the art of translation—the art of conversation at the
boundaries between communities."

Kenneth Bruffee

To celebrate the tenth anniversary of its Writing Fellows Program, the first
curriculum-based peer tutoring program to achieve national recognition,
Brown University held a national peer tutoring conference in April 1993. In
his keynote address, "Lost in Translation: Peer Tutors, Faculty Members,
and the Art of Boundary Conversation,” Kenneth Bruffee focused on the
relationship between peer tutors and faculty. Although Bruffee did not
intend to compare curriculum-based peer tutoring programs to writing
center-based peer tutoring programs, in fact, by emphasizing the role that
peer tutors play in their conversations with faculty, not just with students,
Bruffee was doing just that. The potential of curriculum-based peer
tutoring programs to create contexts for conversation between faculty and
peer tutors, inaddition to providing tutoring services to students, may help
to explain increasing interest in them.

The interactive quality characteristic of curriculum-based peer tutor-
ing programs (often called Writing Fellows or Writing Associates pro-
grams, hereafter abbreviated as WF programs) makes themn one of the most
promising activities in Writing Across the Curriculum. Proponents of these
programs believe that because peer tutors are assigned to individual
classes, they enter into conversations with students and faculty in which
multiple voices negotiate the crossings between the rhetoric of the disci-
pline, the students' "dialect,” and the language of the peer tutoring commu-
nity. If one of the basic tenets of Writing Across the Curriculum is to put
rhetoric back in its rightful place at the center of the curriculum, then WF
programs may have a major role to play. Communication becomes
inseparable from content when peer tutors are in the mainstream of the
curriculum, rather than on its periphery, as they are often perceived to be
when housed in a writing center.
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The purpose of this essay is twofold: to describe the varieties of WF
programs and to provide some help for those who want to start one. To
provide up-to-date information on these programs, I administered a
survey, the results of which form the basis of this report. In addition, I offer
several observations based on my experience as a director of a six-year-old
Writing Fellows Program.

Philosophically, many WF programs, such as the one at La Salle
University, are the first descendants of the Brown University Writing
Fellows Program. Because Tori Haring Smith, the founder of the Brown
Program, so effectively articulated the principles on which it is based and
developed a structure to carry them out, Brown became the model for other
similar programs, although this was not the first program to assign
undergraduate writing tutors to courses (e.g., The Illinois State and San
Diego State University programs preceded Brown's). Most programs
based on the Brown model agree that all students can benefit from draft
review by peer tutors and that peer tutors should avoid comments on the
accuracy of contentin an essay. Admittedly, the line between content and
expressionis often hard to draw, but WFs try to comment on students' work
asareader would, noting areas of confusion and weakness in organization,
coherence or style, and then suggesting ways to improve expression.
Students who receive assistance may accept or reject the WF's suggestions,
usually without penalty from the instructor.

Structurally, the programs surveyed exhibit a certain amount of
variation, although there is surprising uniformity in administrative prac-
tices. Brown, with 80 tutors, is probably the most diverse in terms of the
services it provides. Most of the programs responding are considerably
smaller than Brown's (except for Swarthmore with 88 tutors), regardless of
the size of the institution that sponsors the program. Several realities, such
as budgetary constraints, seem to explain the relatively small size of most
programs.

The Survey

The survey was mailed to ninety-five schools that had either requested
information from Brown University or had participated in workshops on
WPF programs held at the Conference on College Composition and Commu-
nication meetings in 1988 and 1990. If there are other such programs, not
on these lists, then they did not receive the survey. The reports received
reveal similarities in all WF programs and some significant differences as
well.

Of the twenty-six surveys returned, eighteen indicate that their
institutions have some version of curriculum-based tutoring, although in
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some cases {e.g., Lawrence University) peer tutors are assigned to both the
Writing Center and to individual courses. Two-thirds of the institutions
that responded are four-year liberal arts colleges; the others are large state
universities (see Appendix for a complete list of the programsy),

The survey asked questions in four areas: development and admin-
istration of the program, selection and training of peer tutors, faculty
participation, and operation of the program (see Appendix for a sample
survey). To verify the accuracy of the information, this article was sent to
all of the institutions described. Ambiguities were resolved during phone
conversations.

Who These Programs Serve

The largest number of WF programs included in the survey make tutors
available to courses in all departments (e.g., Brigham Young University,
Brown University, Swarthmore College, La Salle University, Western
Washington University, University of Michigan, Wesleyan University),
although often with priorities. The Swarthmore program is linked in part
to their Primary Distribution courses offered in all disciplines. Western
Washington University favors courses designated as writing proficiency
courses. LaSalle gives priority to Freshman Year Experience courses in the
core curriculum designed for at-risk students. Brown and Swarthmore
encourage requests for tutors from foreign language departments, and at
Brown, Rhetoric Fellows, who receive special training, assist courses
involving oral presentations. Rhoda Flaxman, director of the Brown
program, believes that Brown is still the only program that includes this
kind of training.

Freshmen writing programs and developmental reading and writing
programscomprise the next largest constituencies using WFs, AtLawrence
University (Wisconsin), peer tutors are assigned to each section of Fresh-
man Studies, a two-term "great works" course required of alt freshmen and
taught by faculty from all disciplines. Geoff Gajewski, director of the
Writing Lab, says that because a writing course is not required at Lawrence,
the feeling is that the freshmen studies course must prepare freshmen for
writing demands that they will face in other studies. Pomona College
(Claremont, California) is developing a similar program. At Illinois State
University, students who may be at risk in introductory composition are
placed in tutorial sections of the course; at California State University,
Northridge, one group of WFs is dedicated to the developmental reading
and writing program. Assistance may be requested by instructors who
teach other courses.
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Seattle University assigns all WFs to an activity situated within a
course. The fellows work with students who are completing a senior
project developed by the School of Engineering. Each project team,
consisting of four or five students, meets with the tutor to produce a
proposal, progress reports, and a final report. The Seattle program
illustrates a trend toward assigning peer tutors to specific projects and
populations, which sometimes grows out of a more broadly based pro-
gram, like the one at Brown. For example, at La Salle several WFs are
assigned to the senior writing project in Biology. Atsome institutions, like
Seattle, targeted curriculum-based peer tutoring develops from the Writ-
ing Center.

The Budget

Most programs are funded by the central administration or from a writing
center budget. Rhoda Flaxman (Brown) comments that the independence
and autonomy of these programs is enhanced when they are not funded by
the English Department. At California State University, Northridge, the
program is funded by state funds earmarked for developmental English
and Mathematics programs. At Brigham Young, the General Education/
Honors Department controls the budget. Some programs began with
limited funding of a pilot project, a strategy that worked at La Salle. The
budget gradually increased as the program grew from ten to twenty-five
peer tutors over a three-year period. A more permanent commitment by
the institution was sought after the pilot project was evaluated.

Tutors receive monetary compensation (in some cases in addition to
course credit) in all of the programs that responded to the survey, except
at Beaver College. Salaries vary. In programs where students receive an
hourly wage, salaries range from $4.65 to $7.00. The number of hours per
week they work varies from 6-10 hours, depending on the school. At
schools where students are paid by the semester, the range is from $250 to
$500. At La Salle, students receive $300 for approximately sixty hours of
service per semester. At Arkansas College, students are paid from work-
study funds.

All but one of the directors who responded to the survey as full-time
faculty receive a one-course reduction to administer the program. Part-
time instructors receive the equivalent compensation for one course. The
director is typically responsible for all aspects of the program: recruiting
students and faculty, selecting, training, and supervising tutors, and
evaluating the program. Atseveral schools, the program is coordinated by
the writing or learning center director or staff (e.g., Seattle, Lawrence,
Illinois State). The program at the University of Michigan is administered
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by a three-person rotating faculty committee that receives no additional
compensation.

Most institutions seemn confident about renewed funding, except for
several state-related schools that are experiencing general budget cuts.
Increasing recognition of the value of peer tutoring may at least partially
explain the approval of curriculum-based peer tutoring budgets.

Starting a WF Program : Faculty Support

[Our program grew] out of discussion concerning a writing com-
ponent for a new variety of courses to meet distribution require-
ments, and in response to a general college concern for the quality
of student writing, I was asked to look into the Brown Writing
Fellows Program . . .. The major impetus for the program came
from the Provost's office and the all-college committees charged
with designing and proposing new or revised curricular ventures.
(Tom Blackburn, Swarthmore College)

At the initiative of an English Composition Board Member, the
Dean’s office appointed a committee on peer tutoring . . . . (Susan
Marie Harrington, University of Michigan)

The director of writing in the sixties initiated an Undergraduate
Teaching Assistant Program for Writing Classes. (Janice Neulieb,
Illinois State University)

Theseresponses to the question, "How did your program get started ?"
reflect various points of origin. Regardless of how and why the program
gotstarted, however, directors of WF programs agree that they cannot exist
without a reasonably strong faculty mandate. Barbara Sylvester (Western
Washington University) says, "Our program works because the interdisci-
plinary committee overseeing the program works." Faculty from the
disciplines feel a sense of ownership for the program at Washington State
because they help to run it.

WEF programs seem to functionbest when faculty work collaboratively
with the peer tutors assigned to their classes, and most directors suggest
that considerable time be set aside for this purpose. Faculty understanding
and cooperation are essential. "An extraordinary amount of collaboration
among faculty and student tutors makes this program work so well; a great
deal of good will is involved," says Patricia Murray (California State,
Northridge).
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Itisrecommended that a group of faculty be involved at the program's
inception. Ideally, they should be among those faculty who observe aneed
on campus for additional attention to writing. At La Salle, the program
proposal was jointly authored by a committee of faculty in the School of
Arts and Science and the Businesss School who believed thata WF program
would strengthen our Writing-Across-the-Curriculum program. Recruit-
ing our first group of sponsors was made easier by their support. An
interdisciplinary committee appointed by the dean still serves in an
advisory capacity to the director.

Selecting Peer Tutors

Kim Toomey did a really excellent job with my students. I am
grateful to her. Thanks. (Preston Feden, Education, La Salle)

I spoke to you about keeping Karen for a whole year with my
Honors Course, Please say this is O.K. (Joseph Volpe, Philosophy,
La Salle)

Rob has told me he will probably work with someone in Commu-
nications next semester. I understand his reasons completely and
encourage him to do so, but I am very jealous of this person! He is
80 conscientious to interact with, helpful to me, and gives thought-
fulsuggestions tothestudents. They respecthis comments. Hedid
a superb job! (Nancy Jones, Chemistry, La Salle)

Comments like these are not unique to La Salle's WF program.
Program directors who responded to the survey report almost unanimous
faculty satisfaction with the peer tutors’ performance. The weak tutor
seems more the exception than the rule. Admittedly, such agreement is
surprising. One possible explanation is that peer tutoring programs are
somewhat self-selective. As peer tutors at La Salle have assured me, the
stipend is insufficient motivation to participate in a program that is time-
consuming, somewhatrisky ("Will my fellow students hate me after this?"),
and usually requires enrolling in a rigorous training course (see below),
often outside the peer tutor's major field of study. An interest in writing,
a concern for one's fellow students, and the intellectual challenge bring
students to our doors.

Mere interest is not sufficient, however, to gain acceptance into most
WF programs. Most institutions that responded to the survey require
applicants tosubmit writing samples and perform well inan interview with
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supervising faculty. In addition, Swarthmore asks students to evaluate a
sample paper, and Brown requires applicants "to teach us something” and
describe their own writing process. Recommendation by a faculty member
is necessary at other schools (Pomona, California State at Northridge).
Seattle involves extensive role playing as part of the selection process.
Ilinois State requires a B+ average and a strong performance in writing
courses, although students need not be English majors. Students at
Wesleyan must submit a transcript. At some small colleges (e.g., Beaver),
the process is more informal because faculty are familiar with students'
work from courses they teach.

WF programs seem divided on the subject of class status as a criterion,
although at most schools students must be sophomores to begin tutoring.
At La Salle, students can apply as sophomores but cannot enter the
program until they are juniors. In our experience, juniors and seniors seem
to have less difficulty with interpersonal issues, and our applicant pool is
sufficiently large to enable us to limit the program to juniors and seniors.

Although most schools report that the majority of tutors are English
majors (University of Michigan and others), students from all departments
are urged to apply. Science majors apply in surprisingly large numbers
(e. g., Lawrence University, University of Southwestern Louisiana).
La Salle makes a special effort to recruit business majors, who have been
among our best tutors but who often have less confidence in their writing
ability than other students.

Program directors agree that a selection procedure must be practical
to be effective. The logistics of collecting writing samples, reviewing them,
and arranging interviews are formidable. A process that becomes too
complex may discourage potential applicants and frazzle the director. At
La Salle, some supportive and willing colleagues help select the tutors by
reading application submissions. Their assistance reduces questions about
objectivity and gives the director needed support during a process that
often takes several weeks.

Training and Supervising Tutors

Establishment of a mechanism for training tutors is integral to the process
of developing a curriculum-based peer tutoring program. Most schools
require tutors to enroll in a three-credit course that combines theory and
practice. The course requirement emphasizes the seriousness of the
program and also rewards students in training with course credit. Al-
though peer tutors sometimes question the necessity of a course, as
opposed to a brief workshop, to prepare them for peer tutoring, most
directors seem convinced that a course is a good idea.
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There is surprising agreement among program directors on what
tutors need to know: how to write effective comments on student papers
and conduct successful conferences, the specific demands of academic
writing, and the reasons many students have difficulty meeting those
requirements. On the theoretical side, courses emphasize the literature on
process approaches to writing, collaborative learning, the development gf
writing ability on the college level, and the nature of academic writing in
different disciplines. Some also include material on gender issues as they
relate to writing, black dialect, theories of communication and textuality,
and English as a second language. Most directors agree that a problem
surfaces in these courses when teachers who are overly enthusiastic about
theory allot insufficient time for practicing tutoring strategies, such as
commenting on sample papers and role-playing conferences. (Note:
Syllabi for sample courses can be requested from the schools marked by an
asterisk in the Appendix.)

Once WFs complete the course and receive tutoring assignments, the
method of supervising them varies by school. The University of Michigan
has the most extensive training program, requiring WFs to enroll in a
second course that meets one hour a week. At some schools (e.g., Illinois
State University, California State at Northridge, Wesleyan), students
attend weekly meetings during subsequent semesters. WFsatLaSallemeet
briefly with the coordinator when they receive a set of drafts. At Brown,
head fellows help with monitoring new tutors. Fellows in most programs
also meet periodically during the semester with their sponsoring instruc-
tors.

Program directors seem convinced that peer tutoring cannot be
"taught" quickly. It takes time to synthesize theory and method, practice
the recommended strategies, and receive feedback from classmates and
theinstructor. Atsomeschools, (e.g., Brownand La Salle, where the course
is taken simultaneously with a WF's first placement), the course also
becomes a forum for discussing the first tutoring experiences. At those
institutions where training is currently limited to a brief orientation or
workshop, directors feel that more extensive training is necessary.

Evaluating the Program

Writing program evaluation is never easy, and WF program evaluation is
no exception. The survey reveals that WF programs include extensive
evaluation procedures, perhaps because accountability is crucial when
peer tutors are involved. All programs that responded to the survey
include an evaluation component, usually consisting of surveys completed
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by tutees, faculty sponsors, and the fellows themselves. AtLa Salle, several
fellows with lighter tutoring assignments help tabulate survey results each
semester. (Sample survey forms can be requested from the schools listed in
the Appendix.)

Evaluation serves several purposes. Most important, it provides
immediate feedback to tutors and the coordinator, useful for improving the
program and also for boosting the tutor's sometimes wavering confidence,
("Most of the kids in my class really felt I helped them! Wow.") Evidence
from the schools surveyed indicates that all three constituencies—tutees,
fellows, and faculty—seem incredibly pleased with existing programs.
Some directors report a surge of strengthened administrative support once
the first reports on the program are in. When budget time rolls around
again, noargument may be more compelling than data gathered during the
evaluation process. These comments represent the general positive reaction
to WF programs:

Tremendous improvement in final products. (John Bean, Seattle
University)

Increased attention tostudentneeds and problems. (PatriciaMurray,
California State at Northridge)

Better writing. It definitely improved their papers. However, more
importantly I think it had a long lasting positive effect. Ibelieve
these students are now more conscientious about what they write.
Also, I'think it is important for students to get used to constructive
criticism. (Robert Vogel, Education Dept., La Salle University)

Improved performance of at risk writers. GPAs in these classes
[tutorial sections of the freshman composition course] equal those
inregular classes, though students placed in them have lower essay
and ACT scores. (Janice Neulieb, Illinois State University)

Directors conclude that most students served by these programs
believe their papers improve and, more importantly, report an increased
understanding of the writing process. The fellows experience the satisfac-
tion that comes from helping their peers and collaborating with instructors.
They say that participation in the WF program enhances their own writing
and interpersonal skills. By becoming translators of the conventions of
academic writing, they become more aware of the traditions of thinking and
expression in different disciplines that form their foundation. John Bean
(Seattle University) reports that tutors who work with the engineering
project experience increased job opportunities in technical writing.

\

Many faculty who work with WFs note changes in their assignments
as a result of discussions with the peer tutor. Focus groups with WFs
involved in specific projects at La Salle have provided faculty with
information about student attitudes toward assignments and their meth-
ods of accomplishing the assignment. Asaresult, we have modified several
major department writing projects.

Problems and "Solutions"

The surveys indicate that the administrator of a curriculum-based peer
tutoring program must be tolerant of the "less-than-perfect.” Despite her
best efforts to guide both faculty and tutors, she discovers that many
components in these programs are difficult to control. For example,
"getting students to commit the necessary time to work with tutors” (Geoff
Gajewski, Lawrence University) is a persistent frustration. Both fellows
and directors complain that some students submit carelessly written
drafts. Late papers and missed conferences cause irritation. The "difficulty
of inspiring writers to make the effort required by real revision rather than
real but minor improvements” is noted by Tom Blackburn (Swarthmore).

"Logistics” was identified as a key problem by several directors. ("My
draft is late; how can I find my Fellow? I lost my appointment time.") A
more serious problem, tutor credibility, is sometimes cited as an obstacle
to the program's effectiveness, especially in technical courses (Seattle) orin
upper-division courses (La Salle).

According to the surveys, although never completely eradicable,
students being students, these problems occur less frequently in classes
where faculty voice strong support for the program and adhere conscien-
tiously to the program guidelines. They must clearly indicate that the WF
program is integral to the course, not a penalty for having unknowingly
enrolled in a Writing Fellows' assisted course. Directors agree that when
faculty underscore the importance of the writing process as a mode of
learning and communicating about the course material and the value of
having a non-expert read assignments, students seem more apt to adopt
behaviors that help them benefit from the program. When procedures for
submitting papers and signing up for conferences are clearly spelled out,
students are less likely to be confused.

Other problems, such as poor assignments, faculty who want the
fellow to become an editor, and faculty (often in the English Department)
who are too critical of the fellow's performance, can also undermine the
program. At La Salle, we have found that an informal conversation with
the offending faculty member, to which the fellow may be invited, can set
matters straight.
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Qccasionally, but very rarely, a WF may turn in a disappointing
performance or simply decide midway through the semester that he wishes
to leave the program. At La Salle, since all fellows are not given assign-
ments each semester, we are usually able to substitute another peer tutor
in his place. This possibility should be made clear to faculty when they
agree to sponsor a fellow.

Recruiting faculty and peer tutors was cited as time consuming and
at times frustrating (e.g., University of Michigan, Beaver College). Direc-
tors agree that there is no substitute for continuous publicity and personal
meetings with both interested students and faculty. Also, appropriate
placementof the peer tutorsis a prerequisite for creating a positive campus-
wide attitude towards the program.

The WF Program Director

Directing a curriculum-based peer tutoring program is like nothing else I
have ever done, although as co-director of La Salle's composition program
and coordinator of the Writing-Across-the-Curriculum program I have
twelve years of experience asa WPA. Perhaps the intense involvement with
the peer tutors makes the difference. My own diplomatic skills have been
considerably honed by serving as the meeting point between the fellows,
their faculty sponsors, the committee that oversees the program, and
school administrators.

I endorse Tom Blackburn's (Swarthmore) and Patricia Murray’s
(California State, Northridge) recommended qualities for WF program
directors, although at times it is difficult to live up to them:

I would urge that the leadership of the program be vested in
someone who believes in and can articulate the goals of the
program, who understands the particular institution and its inter-
nal politics, and who has or is given a position not easily
marginalized. (Tom Blackburn)

Hire knowledgeable, hard-working, self-sacrificing enthusiastic
people to run it [the program)]. (Patricia Murray)

Final Observations

"All you need are a few willing students, someone to train them and
administer the program, and most important, the cooperation of an
administrator who will provide the funding." This statement by Tori
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Haring-Smith echoes the optimism and confidence in students and the
concept of curriculum-based peer tutoring that inspired many of us to
attempt our own versions of the Brown program. The results of this survey
suggest that the process of developing such programs may be more
demanding than Tori Haring-Smith's statement implies; however, this
survey also indicates that institutions which have developed WF programs
have not been disappointed. Additional research is needed for a more
accurate assessment of the effects of WF programs, but for now, faculty and
student reports suggest that these programs seem to strengthen writing
instruction and enhance performance. By creating contexts for "conversa-
tion at the boundaries between communities,” they also foster a sense of
collegiality between students and faculty, often cited as a primary but
elusive goal on many campuses. They bring people together to pursue
common objectives: good writing, enhanced understanding of the writing
process, and commitment to the power of peer collaboration.

Appendix 1

This essay is based on survey information and materials gathered with
grant support from La Salle University. Contact these schoools for
additional information about their programs.

Schools responding to the survey that have Writing Center Peer
Tutoring Programs are not listed. I thank their WPAs for their responses.
See Muriel Harris' chapter, "The Writing Center and Tutoring in WAC
Programs" in Writing Across the Curriculum: A Guide to Developing Programs,
eds. Susan McLeod and Margot Soven (Sage Publications, 1992) for a
comprehensive discussion of these programs.

*John C. Bean, English, Seattle University, Broadway and Madison,
Seattle, WA 98122, (206)296-5421.

*Thomas H. Blackburn, English, Swarthmore College, 500 College
Ave., Swarthmore, PA 19081-1397, (215) 328-8151.

*Jo Ann Bomze, English, Beaver College, Glenside, PA 19038, (215)
592-2105.

*Rhoda Flaxman, Rose Writing Fellows Program, Brown University,
Box 1962, Providence, RI 02912, (401) 863-1404.
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Geoff Gajewski, Director of Writing Lab, Lawrence University,
Appleton, WI 54912, (414) 832-6797.

*Ann Green, Wesleyan University, Middletown, CT 06459, (203) 347-
9411/ext. 2448.

*Susan Marie Harrington, English Composition Board, University of
Michigan, 1025 Aneglee Hall, Ann Arbor, MI 48109-1003, (313) 763-4912.

Ann Johns, Academic Skills Center, San Diego State University, San
Diego, CA 92187, (619) 594-6331.

James McDonald, English, University of Southwestern Louisiana,
Lafayette, LA 70504-4691, (318) 231-5487.

*Patricia Murray, English, California State University, Northridge,
1811 Nordhoff, Northridge, CA 91330, (818) 885-3410.

*Janice Neuleib, English, Illinois State University, Normal, IL 61761,
(309) 438-7858.

Deidre Paulsen, Writing Fellows Program, Brigham Young Univer-
sity, Provo, UT 84602, (801)378-7844.

Beverly Wilson Palmer, Writing Program, Pomona College, Claremont,
CA 91711, (714) 621-8000, ext. 3443.

*Margot Soven, English, La Salle University, Philadelphia, PA 19141,
(215) 951-1148/1145.

*Barbara Sylvester, English, Western Washington State University,
Bellingham, WA 98225, (206) 676-0610.

*Karen Vaught-Alexander, English, University of Portland, 5000 N.
Willamette Blvd., Portland, OR 97203-5798.

Virginia Wray, Arkansas College, Batesville, AR 72501, (501) 698-
4347.
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Appendix 2

A SURVEY: CURRICULUM-BASED PEER TUTORING
PROGRAMS

Please return to: Margot Soven
La Salle University
Phila, Pa. 19141
(215) 951-1148/664-0491

This survey is designed to gather information about curriculum-
based peer tutoring programs, often called Writing Fellows or Writing
Associates Programs, in which peer tutors are assigned to individual
classes to help students with their writing.

Name
School Address

Phone

. Development and Administration of the Program
1. How long has your program been in existence?
2. How did your program get started?

3. Who does your program serve? [s your program related to a
writing across the curriculum program? Please explain.

4. Do tutors receive a stipend? If so, how much do they receive per
semester?

5. How is your program funded? (external funding, English Dept.,
Central Administration, etc.)

6. How is your program administered? Who controls the budget?
Who does the training? Does the coordinator receive compensa-
tion?
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7. How do you evaluate your program?

II. Selection and Training of Peer Tutors

8. How many tutors are in the program?
9. Are most peer tutors English majors? If not, please explain.

10. Which of the following are required for application to the pro-
gram?
a) attaining (frosh, soph, junior) status to apply?
b) submission of writing samples
¢) an interview with faculty
__d} an interview with students
____e) nomination by a faculty member
f) other

11. What kind of training do you provide for tutors? (a course,
workshop, etc.)

12. Which topics are emphasized during training?

13. How are tutors supervised after the training program? (e.g., How
often are they required to meet with the supervisor?)

III. Faculty Participation

14. What percentage of the faculty participate in the program?

15. What are the requirements for participation?
specific kinds of assignments

meet periodically with the tutor
other?

IV. How Does the Program Work ?

16. How many hours does the peer tutor work during the
semester?

17. How many students does the peer tutor assist during a
semester?
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Does the program emphasize the value of written comments on
the students’ papers or conferencing (or both)?

What are the major benefits of the program?
What are the major problems associated with the program?

Is there a unique feature of your program that these questions
have not brought out? If so, please describe.

What kinds of advice would you give faculty and administrators
whoare interested in developing curriculum-based peer tutoring
programs?

In order for this survey to be complete, it would be useful to have
the following information about your institution.

a) Number of students

b) Number of faculty

Please circle the description that best fits your institution:
a) Community College

b) Two-year College

¢} MA granting University

d} PhD granting University

e) Other (please describe)

Please circle whether your institution is:
a) Public
b) Private

Please indicate the writing requirement at your institution:
_—___a) one semester of freshman composition

____b) two semesters of freshman composition

.___¢) an upper-division writing course

—_d) a writing emphasis course requirement

____e) other. Please explain.

Thank you for your time.
Margot Soven
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ComPost: A Writing Program
Newsletter and Its Rationale

Dennis R. Hall

Writing program administration is inexorably shifting from pursuit of
coherence to pursuit of consensus. The maturing of writing as a research-
based academic discipline, the diffusion throughout academe of graduates
of programs in composition and rhetoric, and the expanding disciplinary
consciousness among teachers of writing have yielded this change. The
diversity of people, theory, and pedagogy resulting from the solid study,
research, and experience of practitioners must be recognized and acted on
by the community of individuals who constitute the program.

In the 1990s, this common effort is one of developing writing program
consensus—a continually evolving agreement, sufficiently flexible to meet
the needs of students, teachers, and the discipline, yet sufficiently cohesive,
stable, and orderly to meet the demands of complex and often large
organizations. Policies and practices and the means to implement them
now derive from the people most intimately involved in the work, pro-
pelled by program consensus rather than administrative directive.

Participation and communication, it perhaps should go without
saying, are processes central to developing and sustaining writing program
consensus. However understandably, we have to date attended more fully
to strategies that promote participation rather than to those that improve
communication. Composition programs generally are increasingly open to
the participation of instructors, support staff, and students, often despite
rigid and hierarchical institutional contexts in which they may operate. At
the University of Louisville, for but one among many examples, we have
made a concerted effort to capitalize on the intimate link between graduate
study in composition and rhetoric and the writing program. We are
seriously engaging as many people as possible, in a wide variety of ways,
in a host of essential functions: defining course goals and objectives,
developing curricula and selecting texts, conducting basic and program
research, revising course guidelines and model syllabi, determining the
agendas, as well as designing and delivering staff development work-
shaps, visiting one another's classes, developing assessment norms and
practices, and formulating and executing administrative policy.

Although strategies for expanding participation in program develop-
ment are a much discussed concern among writing program
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administrators, the matter of communication remains relatively neglected,
and unhappily so; it is crucial that knowledge of this work be shared
systematically with program colleagues and with colleagues throughout
the institutional community. Sure symptoms of the need to attend to
communications are the expressions of surprise by a program colleague, a
chairperson, a dean, a vice-president, or a president—anyone who should
know—on learning about a particular program development or a special
undertaking by a group of teachers and students or a distinction earned by
a member of the program. Even more serious signs are misconceptions of
the program's ends and means expressed by teachers in one’s own or other
departments or by people working in an advising center or a tutoring
program or a student services office.

People commonly do not know that important work is being done in
the writing program, who is doing it, and how they are going about it. This
situation results, as many of us are painfully aware, in squandered morale
and in isolation of instructors, both of which have unfortunate effects on
teaching and learning. This particular failure to preserve psychological
capital is especially common in larger programs where substantial efforts
may be known to relatively few or may even be lost to anyone’s attention,
an ignorance singularly debilitating to the process of consensus building.

Among the many uncharted duties of a writing program administra-
tor are those of chief information and morale officer. They are, however,
among the most important and worthy of the time and effort they require.
Because they are so close—or, perhaps not close enough—to the people
they work with, writing program administrators too often tend to think that
the ordinary news, the common knowledge of the program "goes without
saying." What goes without saying, however, is precisely what needs to
be said, perhaps noisily so, when the aim is consensus building. Many are
the ways of promoting morale and dispensing information, but [ have
found one device that makes a particularly effective contribution to the
effort. While not a terribly novel undertaking, our writing program
newsletter has proven worth the effort. I'd sooner give up my job than
ComPost.

The first number of ComPost appeared in August 1991 when I began
serving as director of composition. Now, every Thursday, August through
May, its four to six pages find their way to every member of the Compo-
sition Program, the English department faculty and staff, and the Writing
Center (a related but independently administered developmental writing
program) and to all graduate students in English who request it. ComPost's
circulation also includes a large secondary audience: the dean and
associate deans of the College of Arts and Sciences and the Graduate
School, the Academic Advising Center, the Preparatory Division, the
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Multicultural Center, the Women's Studies Center, the university's presi-
dent, provost, vice presidents, and assistant vice presidents, the director
of academic computing, any university faculty who request it, the writing
programs at colleges and community colleges in the immediate area and,
finally, graduate student alumni who have taken jobs or are doing doctoral
work elsewhere, At present, we distribute some 170 copies a week. While
Iwill foistiton anyone, the primary audience remains the sixty or so people
who teach composition, most of them graduate teaching assistants (GTAs)
and doctoral students in Composition and Rhetoric, with the remainder
part-time lecturers (PTLs) and tenure-track English faculty.

Ostensibly ComPost began as an effort tosavea treeand a dollar or two
by consolidating and cataloging the host of separate announcements,
warnings, and pleadings that it had become our habit to send to all hands.
I sought especially to end the execrable practice of bumping a memoran-
dum by scribbling "copy all instructors” across the top and giving it to a
hapless student worker for distribution. Communication had gotten lost
in the mailbox clutter that democratizes the crucial, the interesting, and the
trivial along with the immediate and the remote. ComPost announces
required staff meetings; availability of desk copies; due dates for teaching
preference, book order, and payroll forms; changes in schedule, offices
hours, and phone numbers; inevitable reminders of all kinds; and routine
messages necessary in an increasingly complex academic environment.

The environment at the University of Louisville, for example, is
complicated by the fact that the writing program offers eight different
courses in 120 sections per term, conducted by sixty different people who
teach and confer with students and take their own classes between 8:00 a.m.
and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and often on weekends, on two
campuses, and have their offices, such as they are, in five different sites in
three buildings—a not uncommon pattern. In a considerable exercise of
self-discipline, ComPost has become the only vehicle for distribution of this
kind of information. To make reading ComPost an unavoidable routine,
however, is less an exercise of administrative efficiency than an effort to
expose people to the newsletter's other contents because the primary
motive for this effort is to promote program consensus.

From the outset, ComPost sought to do and be more than a bulletin
board and so to include information of every description about the
program's instructors and of possible interest to them. The program has
only one standing committee, the Composition Committee, but many ad
hoc committees and interest groups. ComPost is used to recruit participa-
tion in these efforts, which, often as not, are initiated, designed, and carried
out by members of the program rather than by program administrators.
ComPost reports on the work of people reviewing and recommending texts;
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using portfolio grading; developing multicultural approaches to English
102; sharing techniques in computer assisted instruction (CAI); organizing
a symposium on the relationship between creative and expository writing
instruction; designing a staff development workshop on responding to
student writing; preparing a series of workshops on using computers;
consulting in the schools of law, engineering, or business; participating in
a university writing-across-the-curriculum project; and the like. ComPost
makes these activities available to more people and, as people are moved
to undertake activities that interest them or meet their immediate needs, it
seems to generate more enterprises of this kind. As in any small town
weekly, ComPost is careful to put people's names in the paper, printing
them in boldface and trying to spell them correctly. We try even harder
never to let appreciation for a job done go without saying and saying so as
publicly as possible.

ComPost also chronicles the successes of individual members of the
program. When I began as director of composition, I was alarmed at how
little I and others knew about accomplishments of the program'’s people.
The "Congratulations” section is a direct assault on what I took to be a
serious impediment to good morale and consensus building. ComPost
routinely honors completion of every graduate program requirement.
When people have passed language and doctoral exams, it notes the
achievement. When a thesis or dissertation prospectus hasbeen approved,
ComPost publishes the name of the writer and the title of the project,
soliciting any help colleagues might be in a position to provide. Notes of
congratulation mark the defense of every thesis and dissertation and the
awarding of the degree, with an account of where the person will nextstudy
or work, and the new address and phone number. ComPost details as fully
asitcanall successes: awards, attendance at professional meetings, special
teaching activities within or outside the university, reviewing for publish-
ers, papers read at conferences, poetry readings, papers accepted and
published, and the like. In the beginning, ComPost had to overcome an
understandable reluctance among many, who perhaps feared being seen as
tooting their own horns, by resorting to what I suppose might pass for low-
level investigative reporting. In time, however, the convention has become
established, and people with good news, or their close friends, readily
provide it. Success, obviously, begets success, but only if it is known. And
knowing it begets a sense of community and program consensus.

However well disposed we might be, we are in a position to help one
another only when we know what one another is doing or what a person
specifically needs; and many people—perhaps it is a function of American
culture—are reluctant to ask for help. Some are even crestfallen when
desperately needed help is not provided, despite their not having asked for
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it. From the beginning, ComPost has served as a forum for expressions of
help and thanks.

To establish the precedent, I appealed for help on two papers [ was
writing that term and received very useful information in return from
people I would never have thought of asking. I coaxed a couple of other
people to do the same, and the practice caught on. The help sought ranges
widely: people needing to borrow a copy of a book or wanting to briefly
use a book checked out of the library, looking for a bibliography on a given
subject or author, considering a writing assignment onlocal politics for 102,
needing someone to take their classes so they can attend a conference or
have surgery, hunting someone to exchange classes with in order to
accommodate a change in child care arrangements, wanting to talk to
somebody about statistics, looking for a roommate or someone to share a
ride to CCCCs, needing to find a new apartment or a good VW mechanic,
wanting to unload free kittens, looking to get a group together to go to
Shakespeare in the Park. ComPost helps to articulate a commonality of
problems, interests, resources, and solutions and to reduce the reinvention
of wheels.

ComPost's function as a help-line has evolved in other ways. For
example, it publishes each term the schedule for doctoral exams, with an
appeal for support of the people named who are taking them, in the form
of well wishes, or of an offer to take a person's classes during exam week.
Indeed, it has assisted in the formation of a variety of interest groups: exam
takers, CAI writing teachers, computer and software users, people using
portfolio grading, people developing panels for conferences, poets and
fiction writers, business and technical writing teachers, and people sharing
interests in social and political issues.

Exchanges of this kind, of course, have been among the most fruitful
and enjoyable parts of academic life since time out of mind, and no
newsletter will replace the discourse of the corridor and coffee room. But
ComPost is a useful supplement, particularly to the benefit of those new to
the program, those who are shy, or those isolated by their teaching and
academic schedules or the geography of their offices or classrooms.
ComPost provides some order to what is inevitably a fragmented discourse;
to a degree it fixes, externalizes, and makes more accessible the program's
ongoing conversation.

Moreover, ComPostis atthe disposal of a very active English Graduate
Organization (EGO), which uses its pages for work on a speakers program,
professional development workshops, computer workshops, work with
the Twentieth Century Literature Conference, administration of graduate
school travel money, social activities, improving benefits and working
conditions, and defining and solving problems. I think it is safe to say that
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EGO'’s efforts have both expanded and improved since, and in at least a
small part because of, the advent of ComPost.

ComPost also includes, for want of a better expression, a lot of
miscellaneous stuff that adds to its usefulness and character. Announce-
ments of events on campus likely to be of interest to writing teachers and
their students: the meetings of the critical theory forum, the several events
of African-American History Month and Women's History Month, the
schedule of the multicultural video series, and poetry readings, lectures,
films, plays, concerts, and the like—anything that the editors think of
interest or any reader brings to our attention. ComPost also runs notices of
recent acquisitions to the program's Bonnie Collection of books, periodi-
cals, and materials on composition and rhetoric; information on job
openings; announcements of new journals or special issues that might offer
a publishing opportunity; calls for papers and conference announcements
with notes on application procedures and deadlines; and creative writing
contests.

ComPost is prepared by the director and associate director of compo-
sition, both of whom are full-time faculty members, and two assistant
directors of composition, who are GTAs. EGO copy is provided by the
organizations's officers. Since the editing chores are rotated weekly, no one
voice dominates ComPost. Each of us is free to impose his or her own style
on the issue. We try to get as many people involved in the creation of copy
as possible and try to keep the tone light. We run engagement, wedding,
and birth announcements and handle the general social calendar. The
newsletter's title is the result of a name-the-newsletter contest, the first of
many such competitions after the precedent of those in New York Magazine.
When necessity requires a general remonstrance of some kind—that people
need to return overdue books, stop using the Modern Languages photo-
copier or, get marks in on time, or the like—the word comes from Ensign
Pulver, the program'’s chief laundry and morale officer, a persona whose
directives are easy to grouse about and make fun of, and, on that account
perhaps, a little easier to follow. Eachissue ends with a summary of dates,
times, and places, with eachitem coded so thata reader can refer to the issue
that describes the event in greater detail.

ComPost also runs stuff in each issue simply for the sake of amuse-
ment: shortnotes or observations or reprints of poems or short prose pieces
fromanyone who cares to submit them, especially for special holiday issues
that strain to be as funny as our collective wit can make them. We always
find space for a cartoon or two, scavenged from the likes of the New Yorker
or The Chronicle of Higher Education or the funnies, that more often than not
have something to do with writing or academic life, ComPost serving as the
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communal office door on which we seem compelled to post such reminders
not to take ourselves too seriously.

While teachers of composition are ComPost's primary focus, the
substantial secondary audience is also important to the process of consen-
susbuilding. [have noillusions that the university's president or any of the
others on the vast distribution list eagerly await their copy of ComPost every
week or even that they see it or read it, but l want them to be able to. While
on the university meeting circuit that is the lot (curse?) of all writing
program administrators, I tout ComPost shamelessly. When questionsarise
that reading it would answer, [ do not hesitate to note the value of being a
regular ComPost reader.

Indeed, ComPost is read. 1 get feedback from people throughout the
university who are no longer surprised at the work our people are doing
and who have a better idea of what we are about and how we are going
about it. While most of the response is positive, I also get some anxious
inquiries and complaints, which suggest that in some quarters more than
passing attention is paid; and that is a step in the right direction. These
responses also allow me to explain further or defend our practice long
before something might develop into formal controversy. Everyone, it
seems, has atleast a curiosity about the composition program, although too
seldomis it founded onreal knowledge or activeinterest. One "subscriber,"
a professor of Music History, has started attending some of our staff
development workshops. For ComPost to prompt exchanges of this kind is
a useful start.

Some few of our secondary readers even get involved by contributing
an article on good writing, a cartoon or a squib, or by asking that we run
an announcement of an event they are interested in promoting. ComPost
has become in effect the principal source of information about the Depart-
ment of English as well as the composition program. Tenure-track faculty
members are just as pleased to have public notice taken of their conference
presentations or the printing of their articles as are GTAs and PTLs.

The principal motive for maintaining this secondary audience, how-
ever, is to serve the primary audience of composition instructors because
it is vital to their sense of community to know that the larger academic
community is aware of their work. Given the current hierarchical organi-
zation and economic reward structures of universities, the place of writing
teachers in them, and the slow pace of the evolution of those structures,
members of a composition program, who know the value of their work in
teaching, research, and service, need to know that others in the university
community are aware of it. ComPost can contribute to a sense of collegiality
by presenting their contributions as colleagues to colleagues.
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A full sense of collegiality and genuine program consensus in writing
programs are long-term goals, and thebarriers torealizing these conditions
are substantial. A composition program newsletter alone cannot achieve
these goals, nor should it serve as a salve to hide underlying sores. Buta
vehicle like ComPost can promote the communications that contribute to
accomplishing these ends, as weil as the cohesiveness and stability any
complex program needs. That is no mean thing and something well worth

doing,.
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WPA on Campus

What About the TAs? Making the Wyoming
Resolution a Reality for Graduate Students

Susan H. MclLeod and Fred S. Schwarzbach

While much attention has been given to what the Wyoming Resolution and
the subsequent CCCC statement on professional standards say about the
use of part-time and temporary instructors to teach composition, there has
not been much focus on the use of graduate students, a situation also ripe
for potential abuses that may contribute to poor teaching. The two of us, one
the chair of the English Department, the other director of Composition,
would like to share our efforts to comply with the CCCC Statement of
Principles and Standards with regard to working conditions of teaching
assistants. We hope that our efforts might help others struggling with
similar agendas, particularly those who are being told that establishing a
comprehensive training program for TAs (and thereby reducing their
teaching load) can't be done. We know it can because we did it.

First, we will review what the Statement of Principles and Standards
says about the use of graduate students to teach composition. The
document states that the teaching experience of graduate students should
be taken as an essential part of their training for future professional
responsibilities. Institutions should provide adequate training and super-
vision; the special status of composition TAs (being fully in charge of the
class) should be recognized and class size and course load adjusted
accordingly; teaching loads should not interfere with graduate students’
progress toward their degrees. Teaching assistantships should beawarded
only to students who are superior writers themselves and who also have
had experience or training in teaching composition (see "Statement” 332).

In a research institution like ours, the model for delivery of most
lower-division instruction is the apprenticeship model; TAs across the
institution teach 100- and 200-level courses as part of their training to
become professionals in their field. Part of the challenge in maintaining the
quality of instruction in freshman composition, then, is to make the TA
program the best apprenticeship program possible, one that will help our
graduate students realize their full potential as students and as teachers.
How can this be accomplished?
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We began by examining our TA training program. Although the
program was in many respects an enlightened one (we did at least have a
program), it needed improvement if we were serious about maintaining a
high quality of instruction in composition. We already were doing some
things that the Standards document suggested. Superior writing ability
was one of the criteria for acceptance into our graduate programs, for
example, and we had already used the argument of the special status of
composition TAs to get them a three-course-per-year teaching load, but
clearly we could do more. First, although we looked for teaching experi-
ence among our applicants for graduate study, there were always some
(mostly in our MA programs) who came to us with no teaching experience.
Second, although TAs attended a required practicum (Teaching Appren-
ticeship) and those new to teaching were encouraged to enroll in an
additional graduate seminar (Theories of Composingand their Pedagogies),
they took these courses simultaneously with their teaching during the first
semester they were with us. Thus, as many as half of our new TAs in any
given fall were inexperienced teachers trying to teach and to learn how to
teach (and also learn how to be graduate students) all at once, something
like trying to repair a train while it is going down the track at full speed.
While the program was better than the sink-or-swim method that the two
of us experienced as TAs, this was very far from ideal.

At the time we were examining our TAs'situation with an eye toward
improvements, our campus, like many campuses, was discussing the
quality of student writing and what could be done to improve it. The
Faculty Senate, the university provost, and the Board of Regents had
recently endorsed a comprehensive seven-part plan to improve the quality
of undergraduates' writing across the campus. One component specifically
called for continuing improvements to the quality of instruction in English
101, the required freshman writing course. Clearly, then, this was an
opportune environment in which to ask for support for a new TA training
program and for the addition of several new TA positions that would
enable us to implement the program. The new positions would allow us to
reduce new TAs' teaching load the first year from three to two courses, the
extra course to be made up in an apprenticeship program that would result
in the improvement of composition instruction.

First, the faculty of the English Department had to support the
request, which it did unanimously when it became clear that the new TA
positions would benefit all of us, not just the composition program, by
supporting more graduate students. Then, we had to secure the endorse-
ment of our dean. We started the process, inevitably, with a memorandum
elaborating our argument, followed by an interview that served as a
valuable dry-run for our major challenge, the provost himself. The chair,
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the dean, and the head of the Senate’s All-University Writing Committee
(as it happened, a senior English professor) met with the provost to make
our case. The provost asked for clarification about three key issues:

1. Would funding such a training program set a precedent for TAs
across campus? In other words, why did English Department TAs require
special training opportunities? (We argued that their role as instructors of
record, rather than assistants to faculty, in a required general education
foundations course distinguished them from other TAs. The provost,
familiar with Ernest Boyer's declaration that writing proficiency is the
foundation for success in the undergraduate experience [73 ff.], agreed.)

2. What good would our proposal do if it were implemented? (It
would make our TAs better teachers of writing, thus improving student
writing in general; moreover, it would enable us to recruit additional, high-
quality graduate students from our existing pool of applicants, students we
were now turning away for lack of such awards.)

3. How much would it cost? (We calculated that sum—$50,000—by
determining that we would need five new TA positions to make up the
classes not taught by TA trainees the first semester.} The provost acted as
any senior administrator worth his salt would; he took the matter under
advisement. Two weeks later he approved it.

Here is the program we worked out.

1. Those graduate students with no teaching experience are paid a full
TA stipend for the first year of appointment, but they do not teach in the
classroom during the first semester. Instead, they tutor in our Writing Lab,
enroll in a graduate seminar on rhetorical theory and practice, and are
paired with an experienced mentor TA. They attend their mentor's
composition class, observe and take notes in a teaching journal (to be used
the next semester as a reference), and occasionally help the mentor teacher
with conferences or with small-group work in the classroom. (Mentors are
chosen carefully, and we specify exactly how the apprentice teachers can
take part in instruction; mentors are not allowed, for example, to ask the
apprentice teacher to take over the class for them or to put new TAs to work

as graders.!) Inexperienced teachers thus have an entire semester to study
composition theory, watch an experienced teacher teach a complete class,
read the selections their students will be reading, learn to conduct confer-
ences, learn how to use our computer lab, reflect on how they will teach
their class, and prepare their own syllabi based on that reflection. The
second semester, they teach two sections of our introductory composition
course; during this semester, they attend a weekly teaching practicum with

the director of Composition to discuss the day-to-day issues that arise in
their teaching.
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2. Graduate students with previous teaching experience may choose
to follow the same path as those with no experience—that is, no classes first
semester and two the second. We give experienced teachers another
option, however—teaching one class each semester in their first year—and
most choose it. These TAs also tutor in our Writing Lab, and they are also
paired with a mentor. Once they have observed a few of their mentors'
classes, however, they are free to discontinue their observations if they (in
consultation with the director of Composition) feel that they are ready to
launch out on their own. Most continue to keep close contact with their
mentors, even though they might not observe classes; some move around
and observe several different classes, finding that watching different
teaching styles helps them understand their own. Finally, these TAs attend
the first-semester teaching practicum led by the director of Composition.

Although the program is only in its second year, we have enough
evidence to suggest that it is preparing our apprentice TAs as we had
hoped. Evaluations by new and mentor TAs are uniformly positive—
indeed, enthusiastic—aboutits effects, and an examination of various other
measures (student evaluations, the percentage of "W" grades in the classes
of new TAs compared to those of experienced TAs, a comparison of the
grades given by new and experienced TAs) suggests that students are
better served under this new program. While it was devised with instruc-
tional improvement in mind, our apprenticeship program is based on a
larger premise: that graduate students should be treated like junior
colleagues who are given all the supportand help the institution can muster
in order to succeed at their chosen profession? To that end, English
departments should also (as we do) support graduate student travel to
professional meetings, ensure that graduate students are represented on
key committees {(including faculty search committees), and pay TAs a
reasonable amount for their work. Departments should also do whatever
they can to prepare students for the job market: encourage them to present
papers at conferences, advise them on submission of papers for publica-
tion, provide funding for research, give workshops on the job application
process, conduct mock job interviews, and in general provide appropriate
professional development opportunities as they would for faculty. A
comprehensive apprenticeship program should start with TA training and
continue until the graduate student has left us for a job outside our walls.
Such a program not only prepares students to teach composition well; it
prepares the professoriate of tomorrow. That s, after all, a central mission
of the research university.
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Notes

1. One of the surprises for us was learning that mentors found their work with new
TAs rewarding rather than burdensome (as we had feared it might be). Most
enjoyed having regular feedback on their own teaching and asked to participate
again. Informal visiting of one another's classes and subsequent sharing of
assignments have become part of the TA culture.

2. One reviewer of this piece asked if our university provides such rigorous and
mandated support for junior colleagues. We can't speak for the entire institution,
but our department certainly does. Each new faculty member is assigned a mentor
who helps the junior colleague become acculturated to the department and
involved in the profession. Specifically, the mentor advises about teaching
(perhaps serving as one of the two peer reviewers each faculty member needs in the
tenure and promotion file); about research, publishing and grant writing; and
about putting together materials for annual review, tenure, and promotion. We
also reduce the junior faculty members' teaching and committee loads the first few
years to give them time for new preparations and for their research, Thus, the TA
mentor system we set up in some sense mirrored a faculty system already in place,
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Draft Document

At their March 1993 workshop, a committee of WPA Consultant-Evaluators
reviewed the "Guidelines” which have directed campus self-studies for over a
decade, What began as editing turned into massive revision, as the committee
began incorporating recent conceptual and organizational changes in writing
programs into the document. Since thisdocument representsa WPA vision of what
is important about a writing program, the following draft appears here for all
interested members to make comments and propose changes. The document will
be revised in light of comments received and presented to the WPA Executive
Committee at their CCCC meeting in March. Send all suggestions by January 1,
1994, to Professor Edward White, English Department, California State University,
San Bernardino, San Bernardino, CA, 92407,

Guidelines for Self-Study to Precede WPA Visit

One month before the WPA consultant-evaluators are scheduled to visit your
campus, you should send them a self-study. The purposes of this self-study are,
through the process of writing it, to help you understand more clearly the reasons
for the visit and to acquaint the consultants with your institution,

Ideally, this self-study will be prepared by a team, including the writing
program administrator at your institution and others who are directly involved in
your writing program, not by one individual.

The self-study should be largely a narrative report that focuses on the main
concerns you have about your writing program. The questions below are intended
to help you think of all the possible facets of your program you might want to
describe in your self-study. You need not answer all these questions, and they are
not intended as an outline for your report.

The final self-study should be about 10 pages in length, not including any
supperting documents.

I. General Background

A. Focus of the Visit
1. What are the program’s current concerns?
2.  What changes in the program are being contemplated?
3.  What issues would you like the consultant-evaluators to address?

B. Current Institutional Conditions
1. Whatspecific institutional changes are affecting your writing program?
2. What specific characteristics of your student body affect your program?
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C. Missions
1. What is the mission of your institution?
2. What is the mission of your writing program?

3. How does the mission of your program support the mission of your
institution?

D. Philosophy and Goals
1. Whatare the principles or philosophy of the writing program(s) at your
institution?
2. What are the goals of your program?
How do these goals reflect the program's philosophy?
4. How do your program's practices enact the philosophy and goals?

W

II. Curriculum

A. Philosophy and Goals
1. What are the philosophy and goals of the writing program(s) at your
institution?
2. Do the goals of the writing program(s) accord with the goals of the
institution as a whole?
3. How are the philosophy and goals communicated to the teachers, the
students, and the appropriate administrators?

B. Courses and Syllabi

1. What writing courses are currently taught in your institution? By what
departments are they taught?

2. How are these courses sequenced or otherwise related? Which courses
are required, and of whom are they required?

3. If your institution identifies some students as "basic writers,” how are
their needs addressed?

4. Arethesyllabi for the courses uniform or different for each teacher? (Or
dosome teachers follow a uniform syllabus, while other teachers follow
their individual syllabi?) If the syllabus is uniform within each course
or for several sections within each course, who is responsible for
developing it?

5. If the syllabus is uniform within each course, what opportunities do
individual teachers have for experimentation with the syllabus? If the
syllabi are individual, what ties or links make the course cohere across
the sections?

6. What is the logical basis for the sequence of assignments within each

course? How does that sequence relate to the goals and philesophy of
the program? 89



How much writing, and what kinds of writing, must students do for
each course?

What kinds of reading are assigned in the writing courses? What
instruction is given to students in the reading of these texts? In the
reading of their own drafts?

C. Instructional Methods and Materials

1.

2.

What events or activities typically take place in the classrooms of the
program's writing courses?

What textbooks are used in each writing course? Why is the program
using these textbooks? What instructional materials other than text-
books does the program use? How do these textbooks and other
materials fit the goals and structure of the course(s)? Who chooses the
textbooks and other instructional materials used in the courses?

How much time do teachers devote to individual conferences?

D. Responses to and Evaluation of Student Writing

1.

At what point{s} in their composing do students receive responses to
their writing? What kinds of responses do they receive? At what points
during the course(s) do students receive evaluation of their progress?
What procedures do faculty use in evaluating students’ writing (e.g..,
letter grades on each paper, letter grades on some papers only, no grades
until the end of the course)? On what bases (standards) do faculty
evaluate papers?

What processes are used to assure consistency across sections in evalu-
ation of students' writing? How does the program assure that the bases
for evaluation cohere with the goals of the program?

How does the evaluation of students’ work reflect their achievement of
the stated goals of the course?

E. Assessment
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1.

What tests and testing procedures are used in the writing program for
such purposes as placement, exemption, determination of readiness to
exit from a course or from the program, determination of eligibility to
enter a more advanced program? What procedures are used to correct
errors in placement? How do these procedures relate to the goals of the
program?

Under what conditions are the assessment procedures conducted? Who
conducts them? Who interprets and uses the results? What training do
those who conduct the assessment have? If tests are scored by humans
(i. e., not machines), what training do the scorers have?

What methods are used for continued monitoring of the assessment
instruments to assure their current reliability and validity for the
students and the purposes they are to serve? How frequently is the
monitoring conducted?

III. Faculty

A. Status and Working Conditions

1.

What percentage of full-time faculty at each rank, adjunct faculty, and
graduate students teach writing? How many writing courses do faculty
ateach rank or status teach? What percentage of the writing courses are
taught by faculty at each rank or status?

What are the qualifications for writing faculty, and how are they
established? What training and experience in teaching writing do the
writing faculty have? What professional organizations do they belong
to? What is their record of research, publication, conference participa-
tion, and professional activity in composition and rhetoric?

What are the salary ranges by rank and category? How do these salary
ranges compare to comparable departments? To neighboring, compa-
rable institutions?

How are teaching, administration, and research in composition re-
warded in terms of salary, promotion, and tenure?

How are adjunct faculty appointed? By whom? When in relation to the
opening of a term? How are they evaluated? What is the length of their
appointment? How are they reappointed? What percentage have
multiple-year contracts? How are the adjunct faculty compensated in
terms of salary and benefits? Are there step raises or cost of living
increases for adjunct faculty? Are adjunct faculty compensated for
preparation if a course does not fill or is covered by a full-time faculty
member? Is there a departmental policy on percentage of part-time
faculty? Do adjunct facuity attend department meetings and writing
program meetings? Serve on departmental or writing program commit-
tees? What oportunities exist for adjunct faculty to develop curriculum,
choose textbooks, formulate policy and procedures? What arrange-
ments are made for office space, telephones, mailboxes, and clerical
support for adjunct faculty?

B. Faculty Development

1.

How is faculty development defined as a goal of the institution, the
department or administrative unit, and the writing program? What are
ongoing plans for faculty development in teaching writing?

9f
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What courses, speaker programs, workshops, teaching awards, etc.
does the writing program offer or support to encourage excellence in
teaching writing?

What opportunities for faculty developmentin teaching writing already
exist? Who uses them? How do faculty find out about them? In what
ways are faculty encouraged to avail themselves of these opportunities?
Are these opportunities available to adjunct faculty and teaching assis-
tants?

Are issues of race and gender addressed in faculty development?
What financial resources are available for travel to workshops, confer-
ences, and institutes related to teaching writing?

What avenues exist for writing faculty at each rank and status to design,
implement, and evaluate faculty development programs best suited to
their needs and interests? How are faculty encouraged to develop their
skills in composition research and teaching writing? What opportuni-
ties exist for learning about faculty development programs in writing at
other institutions?

Does the department or institution support faculty development by
offering paid leaves or sabbaticals for further education in composition
studies and rhetoric, by publishing journals, by developing software or
other media for use in teaching writing?

What support does the department or institution give for development
of institutional and individual grants to improve writing instructionand
curricula and for released time, overhead, and other support tocarry out
the grant?

IV. Program Administration

A. Institutional and Program Structure

1.
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What writing programs are there on campus (e.g., first-year composi-
tion, writing across the curriculum, technical writing)?

What is the size and make-up of each of the departments or administra-
tive units in which these programs are housed? What is the governing
structure of each? How are these related administratively?

What are the internal governing structures of the writing programs? Are
there writing program administrators{e.g., director of first-year compo-
sition, composition committee chair, director of the writing center)? If
so, what are the WPAs' administrative relations to other levels of
administration? To whom are the WPAs responsible?

If there are night school, continuing education, or non-degree programs,
who determines how writing is taught in those programs? How is

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

controlexercised? Whois responsible for the teaching of writing in other
departments or colleges within the institution?

How are the teaching and tutoring of writing funded? Who controls
these funds? On what are these funds spent? How does the funding of
the writing programs compare to the funding of other programs on
campus?

Are 'institutional grant funds available for program development (e.g.,
curriculum development and assessment)? If so, have WPAs applied
for and been awarded any of these grants?

Who hires, promotes, and tenures the writing faculty throughout the
institution? Who determines their salaries and assigns courses to them?
How are new teaching positions determined and by whom?

Who determines such things as class size, curriculum, and teaching load
in the various programs?

How are internal problems solved? Who decides on syllabi, testing
procedures, textbooks, ete.? What procedures are in place for full-time
faculty, adjunct faculty, teaching assistants, and students to shape
policies?

What permanent or ad hoc committees related to writing programs
exist? How are these committees appointed? Who serves onthem (e.g.,
full-time faculty, adjuncts, students)? What do these committees do?
What are the procedures for negotiating student and faculty complaints
about grading, teaching, harassment, learning atmosphere, and admin-
istrative processes and policies?

What administrative, clerical, and technical support is there?

How are the writing programs' histories documented (e.g., annual
reports, status reports on progress toward multi-year development
plax:is)? Who writes these histories and who reads them? How are they
used?

B, Writing Program Administrators

1.

2.

How are the WPAs chosen and what are the lengths of their appoint-
ments?

What are the terms and conditions of appointments of the WPAs? Are
these terms in writing?

What are the academic and professional qualifications of the WPAs?
What are the WPAs' ranks and tenure statuses? Who decides the WPAs'
tenures, promotions, and salaries?

What are the WP As' teaching loads and how do they compare with other
faculties' loads?

How much and what type of research are WPAs expected to do? To
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what extent are the WPAs' efforts in program development and institu-
tional research considered scholarship?
6. How and by whom are WP As evaluated? How are WPAs rewarded?

V. Related Writing Programs and Instructional Units

Inmany institutions the English Department's composition program is not the only
place where writing instruction takes place. Others sites charged with teaching
writing may include many of the following: writing centers, reading centers,
learning centers, testing centers, disabled student centers, Writing-Across-the-
Curriculum Programs, ESL and bilingual programs, tutoring services, correspon-
dence and extension courses, telecommunications and leng-distance learning
courses and programs, high school bridge programs, writing proficiency pro-
grams and exams, and discipline-based writing programs in colleges of education,
business, nursing, law, and engineering.

Please address the relationships with the programs that are most pertinent to
this visit. (Also include relationships that may become significant in the immediate
or long term.) Briefly tell how you perceive the relationships between your
program and the other academic units charged with writing instruction.

A. Administration
1. To what extent do services offered by the writing program and other
units overlap?
a. Do their common goals and procedures reinforce each other
or conflict?
b,  In what formal and informal ways (through scheduling, a
coordinating committee, etc.) is each unit related to the
writing program?
How is each unit funded?
How does each unit follow up on students who have used its services?
How is credit determined for work in these units?
What arrangements exist for the evaluation of each unit?

@

B. Curriculum

How many students and faculty are associated with each unit?

What is the profile of the students?

How are students placed in or referred to each unit?

What kinds of materials (books, computers, television) and techniques
(tutoring, workshops) does the unit use?

5. How do students learn about the unit?

Ll e s
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C. Personnel
1. What are the job descriptions for the director and teaching staff of each
unit? How are the director and staff selected?
2. What is the institutional status {faculty, full-time, part-time, graduate
student, etc.) of unit personnel?
a.  How are they compensated for their work?
b. How is their work evaluated?

3. Whatprovisions exist for training and professional development of unit
staff?

Youmay not want to overwhelm consultants with background materials, but
you may want to include the following in an appendix to the narrative report:

* Statistical information for the previousand current academic year: enroll-
ments, class sizes, composition of the teaching staff, final grade distribu-
tion.

* A description of each course within the program(s} to be evaluated
(objectives, syllabuses, texts, placement and exemption procedures, grad-
ing criteria).

* Copies of evaluative instruments.

¢ Materials pertaining to teacher training (both faculty and graduate stu-
dents or adjuncts), including orientation meeting agendas, workshop
descriptions, and syllabuses for training courses.

* School catalogues, department handbooks, and departmental student
materials.
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KISE & AXELAOL
CHARLES B COOPER

READING CRITICALLY,

WRITING WELL

A Reader and Guide

Third Edition

RISE B. AXELROD,

California State University, San Bernardino
CHARLES R. COOPER,

University of California, San Dicgo

Teaches students critical reading skills 8 Provides strategies
for students to apply critical skills to their writing

W Organized around the major kinds of discourse W Contains
52 examples of classic, professional, and student writing, 33
new to this edition

Paper / 549 pp. / 1993
Instructor's Manual availlable

THE CONCISE GUIDE
TO WRITING

RISE B. AXELROD,

California State University, San Bernardino
CHARLES R. COOPER,

University of California, San Diego

An introductory text that incorporates a systematic
methodology for integrating thinking, reading, and writing
B Explains personal writing, informative writing, and
argumentative writing

Paper / 237 pp. / 1993
Instructor's Manual available

Sublect i
Stratcgy

A Rhetorle
Reader

Jupl Exchhol
“xlmd Ragd

SUBJECT AND STRATEGY

A Rhetoric Reader

Sixth Fdition

PAUL ESCHHOLZ and ALFRED ROSA,

both of the University of Vermont

Collects 74 readings, with 30 new to this edition 8 Focuses
on the role of reading in the writing process B Includes a
new casebook on language, race, and gender

Paper / 655 pp. / 1993
Instructor's Manual avallable

with Texts from SMP!

St Martin's Press « College Division

176 Fifth Avenue, Dopt, JR, New Yaork, NY 10010

| F11L.DS O
WRITING

Kobbgy b g s

'COMMON
GROUND

READING AHD WINTING ABCLIT AMBNICA' CLL TLRES

FIELDS OF WRITING
Readings across the Disciplines

Fourth Edition

NANCY R. COMLEY, Queens College, CUNY
DAVID HAMILTON, University of lowa
CARL H. KLAUS, University of fowa
ROBERT SCHOLES, Brown University
NANCY SOMMERS, Harvard University

Contains 78 readings, 30 percent of which are new M Stresses
cross-curricular reading, with selections drawn equally from
the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences

B Arranged according to four broad rhetorical categories

B New edition gives greater attention to issues of gender and
multiculturalism

Paper / 794 pp. / Just Published
Instructor's Manual available

COMMON GROUND
Reading and Writing about
America's Cultures

LAURIE G. KIRSZNER,
Philadelpbia College of Pharmacy and Science

. LAURN.G KESZNEL i STIPHIN A MANDELL

THECREATIVE
PROCESS

STEPHEN R. MANDELL, Drexel University

Focuses on the diversity of life in the United States

B Arranged both rhetorically and thematically W Includes
ethnically diverse student-written essays B More than 50
percent of essays included are written by women

Paper / 485 pp. / Just Published
Instructor's Manual availlable

THE CREATIVE PROCESS

CAROL BURKE, jobns Hopkins University

MOLLY BEST TINSLEY, (/nited States Naval Academy;
A process approach to teaching creative writing B Offers |
imaginative exercises and brief readings by professional a
student writers B Covers poetry, fiction, the essay

Paper / 186 pp. / 1993

St Martin's Press + College Division

T Fitth Avenuc, Dopt, JR, New York, NY 10040




NOTES ON CONTRIBUTORS

Rebecca Blevins Faery is a writer and writing teacher currently living in
Iowa City. During the past sixteen years, she has directed institution-wide
writing programs at Hollins College, The University of lowa College of
Law, and Mount Holyoke College.

Dennis Hall is Director of Composition at the University of Louisville
where he teaches Composition, History of Rhetoric, Teaching College
Composition, Bibliography and Research, English Literature, and the odd
course in Popular Culture. He has published articles in The Technical
Writing Teacher, The Wordsworth Circle, Social Epistemology, English Language
Notes, and The Journal of American Culture, among others. He is currently the
editor of Studies in Popular Culture.

Daniel Mahala is Director of Composition at the University of Missouri at
Kansas City. His work on the history of writing across the curriculum
reform has appeared in College English, and he is currently writing about the
historical impact of the discourses of colonialism and postcolonialism on
reform in literacy education.

Susan H. McLeod, formerly Director of Composition at Washington State
University, isnow Associate Dean of Humanities and Social Sciences at that
institution. Her most recent publication is Writing Across the Curriculum: A
Guide to Developing Programs (Sage, 1992), co-edited with Margot Soven.
F.S. Schwarzbach was Chair of the English Department at Washington
State University for five years; he is now Professor and Chair of English at
Kent State University.

Jeffrey Sommers, Miami University-Middletown, teaches courses in com-
position and pedagogy and has published articles on portfolio and teacher
response. Donald A. Daiker, Professor of English at Miami University, is
co-editor with Max Morenberg of The Writing Teacher as Researcher
(Heinemann/Boynton-Cook). Gail Stygall, Assistant Professor at the
. University of Washington, teaches courses in composition, rhetoric, and
. linguistics. Laurel Black is an Assistant Professor at St. John Fisher College,
teaching courses in composition, sociolinguistics, and assesssment.
Sommers, Daiker, Stygall, and Black are co-editors of New Directions in
ortfolio Assessment (forthcoming from Heinemann/Boynton-Cook}, and
they co-directed "A Project in Portfolio Assessment,” funded by the Fund
the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education.

Ma.rigot Soven is Director of the Writing Across the Curriculum Project, the
erltmg.Fellows Program, and Co-Director of Composition at La éalle
Umvgrmty. Her most recent publication is Writing Across the Curriculum:
A Guide for Developing Programs (Sage, 1992) co-edited with Susan McLeod.
Her text Write to Learn will be published by Wadsworth in the fall, 1993.

Michael Vivion is a former Director of Composition, a Professor of English
at UMKC, and a founder of the Greater Kansas City Writing Project. His
work includes The Writer's Circle, co-authored with Sarah Morgan, and

most recently, Cultural Studies in the English Classroom, co-edited with
James Berlin.

Announcements

Award Winners Announced

The Council of Writing Program Administrators is proud to announce the
winners of the 1993 WPA Research Grants:

Barbara Walvoord, University of Cincinnati, for a two-year study on
the effects of departmental pressures on faculty who may want to change
their practices after attending WAC workshops.

Wendy Bilshop and Gay Lynn Crossley, Florida State University, for
an .ef.hnographlc study of the intellectual formation and development of
writing program administrators within English departments.

Linda K. Shamoon, University of Rhode Island, fora one-day regional
conference on what should be the nature and design of a "rhetoric” course
that could occupy a central position in writing programs.

Sherl L. Fontaine, California State University—Fullerton, for a study
of hoyv different models of administration affect the training of graduate
teaching assistants and their initiation as apprentice WPAs.

Nedra Reynolds, University of Rhode Island, to examine how teach-

ers are portrayed through the discourses of instructor's manuals and
instructor’s versions of college writing textbooks.
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Pat Belanoff, SUNY-Stony Brook, to continue a survey of recent PhDs
in literature on how they make career choices on teaching writing and
rhetoric courses or on concentrating professionally in the field of compo-
sition and rhetoric.

Betty P. Pytlik, Ohio University, to analyze the writing assignments
given to teaching assistants in courses on graduate research methods.

To you winners, congratulations! Thanks for submitting excellent
proposals. WPAalso wishes to emphasize that we received many excellent
proposals that we were unable to fund. The WPA Research Grant
Committee urges you to resubmit your proposals for consideration again
(see Call for Proposals below).

Call for Research Proposals

The Council of Writing Program Administrators is currently accepting
proposals for its 1994 research grants. The Council will award several
grants (up to $1000 each) for research relating specifically to the concerns
of WPAs. Proposals should not exceed four single-spaced, typed pages and
should describe (1) the research problem and objectives, (2) the procedures
for conducting the research (including sample, design, instrumentation,
and personnel), (3) a time-line, and (4) a budget. Researchers planning to
conduct surveys may includein their proposal free use of the WPA mailing
list. All WPA grant recipients will be asked to submit their research report
to the Council's journal, WPA: Writing Program Administration, for possible
publication before submitting it to other journals. Please include your
name, affiliation, address, and telephone number on your proposal. The
deadline for submission is November 15, 1993. Award winners will be
announced at the CCCC in Nashville. Please send the proposal and two
copies to Professor Patricia Bizzell, Chair, WPA Research Grant Commit-
tee, Writing Programs, P.O. Box 1884, College of the Holy Cross, Worces-

ter, MA 01610.
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Me.lr.lbership in the Council of
Writing Program Administrators

s‘I’\;I:la)mbf.'rs.hip inthe Council of Writing Program Administrators includes a
scription to WPA: Writing Program Administration. The membership fee

is $15 a year in the United States and $1 i
: 6. i
*Institutional membership fee is $25. P1630 = year in ofher countries.

Toapply for membership, please fill out this form, and returnit witha check
gr nlloney order payable to the Council of Writing Program Administrators

end the form and 'fee to Jeffrey Sommers, Secretary-Treasurer WPA‘
Department of English, Miami University, Oxford, OH 45056. ’ ’

Date

Name

Institution

Address

Amount enclosed $15 $16.50 $25

'.*Membership in the council of Writing Program Administrators is organ-
ized by the academic year. Dues received before January 1 are credit(;‘d t
the previous academnic year and entitle you to that year’s fall/winter anc(:l)
spring issues of WPA: Writing Program Administration. Dues received aft
]'fmuary 1 are credited to the following academic year, and your sub ip-
tion to WPA begins the subsequent fall. ’ yOuTSRE

Change or revision of name and address. If the nam i

on your WPA mai_ling label is incorrect or has changecll?, ;Iieaaigrsisrfdp; lélc:Ed
of the current printed label along with the form above, indicatin t}l-:y
complete, corrected information, to Jeffrey Sommers, Secrc;tary-Treasgur f
WPA, Department of English, Miami University, Oxford, OH 45056. o
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ELEMENTS OF ARGUMENT

A Text and Reader
Fourth Edition
Annette T. Rottenberg

B new edition of the best-selling argument book for composi-
tion ®a text and reader — two books in one W text based on
the Toulmin model of argumentation & 122 readings (79 new)
in the text chapters and two anthologies m Opposing View-
points anthology of 77 readings on 9 (5 new) currently
controversial topics ® anthology of 9 classic arguments

& thorough coverage of writing and researching argument

THE
BEDFORD

PHEFCHFH f1 0y

s mnew extended treatment of MLA and APA documentation, 5 ,
Fall 1993/paper with annatated research papers in both styles : H ANDB()(_)K
%ﬁ&?mﬂ?sl%jﬂig:t “Excellent depth and scope for the course in ersuasion. . .. The ’ ]‘OR

entire text takes the students into productive critical thinking.”
— Michael Wittig, Waukesha County Technical College

ME R e ENY R )

A WORLD OF IDEAS

Essential Readings for College Writers

Fourth Edition

Lee A. Jacobus, University of Connecticut

B revision of the most successful great-ideas reader for composi-
tion courses M 35 selections (14 new) — including 5 contempo-
rary selections and two non-Western selections — by some of
the world’s most important thinkers m 6 thematic parts — each
organized around a provocative question of timeless significance
— from academic disciplines: politics, economics, psychology,

.. ) science, philosophy, and anthropology (new) ® now with greater

b 1R avoBUY emphasis on critical thinking and writing W extensive editorial
Fall 1993/paper apparatus

784 pages/$17 net

Instructor’s Manual “This is easily the best freshman reader I've used. The text ™
manages a chronological breadth while focussing astutely around d t C 0 1/. l t
philosophical points of inquiry.” .
—Daniel Bender, Pace Unsversity

Bedford Books of St. Martin’s Press Bedford Books of St. Martin’s Press

For exam copies, call 1-800-446-8923 . - For exam copies, call 1-800—446-8923
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