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From: "Comcast Mail" <mainst33@comcast.net>

        Date: May 20, 2010 8:17:07 AM CDT

        To: "Shannon Carter" <Shannon_Carter@tamu-commerce.edu>

        Subject: Re: Council of Basic Writing 2011!

        To Whom it may Concern:

        Attached is an abstract of the research project from my master's thesis that took place in 2002-2003 while attending Rowan  University to complete my degree on Composition and Rhetoric.  The project consisted of Basic Writers from four Writing Skills II classes at Camden County College, Blackwood, NJ.  You will note that both hypotheses were supported.  Since then, I have been teaching three to four writing skills classes each spring and summer as well as ENG 101 and ENG 102 at another institution.

        Please let me know if you have any interest in this topic for the CBW2011 meeting.  Any comments would be appreciated.

        Thank you,

        Kristine Stevens-Piazza’

ABSTRACT

Kristine Stevens-Piazza

LEARNING PATTERNS AND THEIR AFFECT UPON

COLLEGE STUDENTS IN REMEDIAL WRITING


Remedial writers, also, referred to as Basic Writers (BW), were examined to determine if those students bring to class their learning and avoidance patterns bases upon a self-report measure, the Learning combination Inventory (LCI), to test the following hypotheses:  first, whether remedial writing students (N=87) at a two-year college enrolled in Writing Skills II courses will reproduce a learning profile based upon the LCI that would impede their writing ability, either by the chosen pattern or avoidance of a pattern; second, in response to a YES/NO self-reflective measure (N=85) whether the students’ samples should indicate if knowing their pattern helped them with regard to their education.  The data collected supported both hypotheses.  The sample population indicated significantly higher technical learning patterns which would impede the development of writing skills.  Students mean scores who were high in the precise pattern received a final grade of “A.”  As the technical pattern mean increased, the grades decreased.  This new area of data in the BW research field should contribute to the knowledge already available to that community as well as make a contribution to understanding one aspect of what the BW brings to the class – his/her learning pattern.
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Shannon,        

        Here is our presentation proposal.

                Pease let me know that you get it.        

        Liz Bryant

        Lizbeth A. Bryant

        Associate Professor of English

        Purdue University Calumet

        219-989-2653

2011 Conference of Basic Writing

Proposal for Wednesday, April 6, 2011

Title: Building Coalitions with Students Support Services

Presenters:  
Lizbeth A. Bryant, Associate Professor of English and former Director of Writing, Purdue University Calumet

Jackie Reason, Director of the Skills Assessment and Development Center, Purdue University Calumet

Miranda Morley, Coordinator of English Supplemental Instruction Program, Purdue University Calumet

Overview:
We will examine how the Supplemental Instruction Program has been adapted and integrated with our developmental writing course at Purdue Calumet.   We see this as having three parts with handouts that we can deliver in 12 minutes.


1.  history of our basic writing program


2.  how supplemental instruction was included and adapted


3.  results of this partnership and how we plan to advertise and continue this success

Background:

Suddenly—our non-credit writing and reading classes that had been in place for over twenty years were cancelled by the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.  Four years ago, he decided that “developmental non-credit classes” would not be taught at PUC; the community college should teach these classes.  No one in the English Dept. was warned.  The entrance requirements to the university were not changed, and all of the students that were going into those non-credit classes were “dumped” into 104, our first-semester composition course.  


Before this decision, PUC was losing 33% of its students in the first and second semester writing classes to D’s, F’s, and W’s; and putting all of these students in 104 would just decrease the retention.   We needed a credit-bearing course for these students.  Liz pulled a credit class, English 100, from the inactive course list and with the assistance of the dept. chair put this course up for the next semester.  Engl 100 is a four credit class with five contact hours.  The other colleges were not happy with this addition of another writing class that would slow down their students.  It is possible for students to get two semesters of a first-semester comp course if they need it.  We created a stretch class that we will explain in our presentation.  Our dept. chair helped us to get the class through the curriculum committee and into place. 

Through all of this, Liz had been working with Jackie Reason, the director of the Supplemental Instruction Program.  For six years Jackie had been building a university wide program that puts experienced, upper division students into classes with low retention rates.  SIs are recommended by faculty for their writing abilities and their interest in working with peers.  Jackie trains the SIs to work with students and teachers.  The SI program is funded through University resources and not through the colleges.  Liz’s dean liked the idea of a support program that cost him nothing.   


Before the 100 class, Liz and Jackie had decided to put SIs into English 104.  SIs in 104 followed the established model for SIs at PUC.   The SIs sat in on the 104 class and held workshops and office hours outside of class for students.  Our 104 students didn’t come to see the SIs outside of the class.  So Liz approached Jackie about adapting the traditional model when the 100 classes came into play.  Jackie agreed and also gave us a ¼ time graduate assistant to work with Liz and the SIs.  This is the position that Miranda Morley currently holds.   Miranda serves as a liaison between the writing program and Student Support Services.   She trains and observes the SIs.   


Under the new model, English SIs are more than just observers in the 100 class. They work in the classroom as a bridge between the instructor and the students, offering peer support.  The SIs are responsible for three main tasks: facilitating in-class group work, offering mini lessons, and their primary task, tutoring writing. The new model has benefits for both 100 students and SIs. 100 students get the benefit of one-on-one interaction with knowledgeable peers.  SIs reap a myriad of skills that will benefit them in their transition to career.


We have been collecting data that shows a benefit of English 100 and the SI Program to the retention and grades for our first-year students.  Our loss of students to D’s, F’s, and W’s in 104 dropped from 33% to 24% in 100. We’re currently working on newer data to provide at the conferences. 


Not only are our students more successful in the 100 class, we have built a partnership with other facets of the university.  

Our presentation will share this story and discuss the facets of building a successful coalition.  
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From: "Michael Hill" <MDHill1@hfcc.edu>

        Date: June 15, 2010 5:10:03 PM CDT

        To: <Shannon_Carter@tamu-commerce.edu>, <hashley@wcup.edu>

        Subject: CBW 2011 Proposal Submission

        Hello Shannon and Hannah,

        I am submitting my proposal for CBW 2011 in the hopes that your request for submissions before 6/15 actually meant you wanted submissions before 6/15 was completely over.   I have attached both a copy with my name on the proposal and a blind-submission copy.

        Please forgive the last-minuteness of this proposal.  Thanks for putting this together.  I'm looking forward to next year.

        Mike

        Michael D. Hill, Instructor

        English Division

        Henry Ford Community College

        (313) 845-6368
CBW among the Natives, or How to Change a Program from the Inside

The infrastructure at Henry Ford Community College is decidedly old school.  As a campus locked between the University of Michigan Dearborn on one side, a freeway on another, a river behind us, and Ford Motor Company in front of us, our physical plant is severely limited in its potential for growth and development.  As a school, we steadfastly plod on accomplishing our mission—the education of the community—but we plod along constrained by the demands of higher education, the city that speeds beside us, the natural forces that sweep around us, and the needs of our industry.  Such diverse, and at times contrary, demands dampen the ambition of our mission and the enthusiasm of those who would enact it.  As an institution, we simply hope to meet some of our local demands, stay afloat, and get through the day.  

This metaphor of our physical plant, then, applies directly to our policies and programs.  Nowhere is this metaphor more clearly evidenced than in our Basic Writing program.  Our curriculum, our placement practices, our tutoring, our faculty, and our divisional rhetoric are all held immobile by both the expectations of and our fears of the culture around us.  While we have a dedicated full time and contingent faculty, most of the practices of our faculty are steeped in skill and drill and modal writing.  Our placement is based on standardized testing of grammar and mechanics.  Our help for students outside the classroom centers mostly on surface level issues.  Our full time faculty frequently voice disdain at the ability of our students to write correctly and worry that our fellow faculty members in other divisions are finally going to hold us accountable for our students’ writing.  And, yet, most suggestions for changing policy or programs—from a suggestion to change the required textbook list at the committee level to a plan for creating a writing center at the administrative level—are met with resistance, warning, and rejection.  We are, then, as locked into our program as we are into our campus.

Besides the working metaphor here, the issues detailed above are fairly common, particularly among two-year college faculty.  As a newly tenured teacher of writing at HFCC (likely as of 01/11), I want to explore how teachers whose pedagogies and values are in line with the CBW mission can affect change (or not) within a faculty that is resistant to current Comp/Rhet theory.  To do so, I will relate the beginnings of a program I have initiated with our lead teacher of Reading that combines our first level of BW with our first level of Developmental Reading into a hybrid designed to accelerate developmental coursework.  While the program itself (still in development on 6/09/10) is interesting enough, the point of this presentation will be to detail the divisional and institutional context that surrounds the program.  That is, I want to explore how long-time faculty members and non-Compositionists react to a new program that challenges intrinsic departmental values.  I further want to explore how newer faculty members might build coalitions and partnerships amongst more established faculty to develop progressive learning opportunities for at risk students.  As such, this presentation will be mostly anecdotal and auto-ethnographic as it seeks answers for how CBW members might work within an atmosphere that is apathetic, if not hostile, toward the CBW mission.  Ultimately, then, this presentation hopes to identify what steps are necessary to move the boundaries of a department that sees its values and programs as locked and inviolable. 
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From: Nicole MacLaughlin [mailto:Nicole.R.MacLaughlin.1@nd.edu]

Sent: Tue 6/15/2010 4:02 PM

To: Shannon Carter; hashley@wcup.edu
Subject: CBW conference

Dear CBW Conference Organizers,

I'm writing to submit a proposal to present a paper at the 2011 CBW Conference in Atlanta. Please note that, although my name is the only one on this abstract, I am very hopeful to have a co-presenter from  the administrative staff of  the Academic Services for Student Athletes unit  at my institution.We have not yet been able to confirm that my co-presenter will be funded to attend the conference, but we do hope to hear in short order. As soon as I am able to confirm, I will send you an amended proposal. We are open to co-authoring a joint paper or serving as separate panelists.

Thanks for reviewing my proposal. I look forward to hearing from you.

Nicole MacLaughlin

University Writing Program

University of Notre Dame

Presenter: Nicole MacLaughlin, Assistant Professional Specialist, University Writing Program, University of Notre Dame

Abstract: My presentation narrates the development of a Basic Writing Tutorial and Summer Bridge First-Year Composition program at our institution. The genesis for this program was a joint recognition by the Writing Program and Academic Services for Student Athletes that a small population of our students was underprepared for the rigorous reading and writing demands presented by their required coursework; we recognized that they  needed more writing support than was offered by our traditional one-semester First-Year Composition curriculum. Our program started with an intensive summer course with a built-in studio component and individualized instruction. Building on our success with this approach, I developed a Tutorial Program to support underprepared students with their writing throughout the first year of enrollment. The program builds on much of what has come to be recognized as best practices in basic writing instruction: students learn grammar and organization in the context of their real writing assignments; instruction is individualized and personalized to the students' needs; reading and study skills are taught in tandem with strategies for each stage of the writing process; students are invited to participate in a culture of writing by developing relationships with faculty members, an experienced undergraduate tutor, and fellow student writers.  While the summer bridge program initially served at-risk student-athletes prior to their first year at the university, the Tutorial program has grown to include ESL writers, first-generation college students, and other at-risk students who are seeking additional support. My presentation will briefly describe our program, and then go on to discuss the how the partnership I've developed with Academic Services for Student Athletes has been crucial in identifying the needs of basic writers at our institution and gaining the institutional support to meet those needs. Finally, we will discuss our working partnership with other units in the university and issues we are currently facing related to placement and assessment as we attempt to reach and support the students who most need our help.
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-----Original Message-----

From: Jessica Schreyer [mailto:jessicaschreyer1@gmail.com]

Sent: Tue 6/15/2010 10:51 PM

To: Shannon Carter; hashley@wcup.edu
Subject: CBW Proposal - Schreyer

Thank you for considering my proposal for the CBW.

Jessica Schreyer

Please submit abstracts to Shannon_Carter@tamu-commerce.edu and hashley@wcup.edu.

Proposal for We Are Not Alone: Strategic Coalition Building Across (Contested) Spaces Serving Basic Writers

Jessica Schreyer

Assistant Professor of English

University of Dubuque

Dubuque, IA

563-589-3742

jessicaschreyer1@gmail.com
Empowering Basic Writing Faculty and Students through Strategic Relationship Building
This 8-12 minute presentation will discuss strategies used for implementing and sustaining relations with contingent faculty to provide them a voice within the English Department and the university. It will also cover ways that contingent faculty were encouraged to empower basic writing students within the classroom and throughout the university system. 

Carter (2008) explored how basic writing classrooms are often constrained by demands by administration and other faculty to “fix” struggling writers, even though composition scholars understand that “real writing instruction is not about repair work” (2008).  This problem has occurred since the inception of basic writing programs, usually to the detriment of student success. In addition to a fix-it style often mandated by universities, basic writing is often staffed by contingent faculty who have few resources and little voice on curriculum. However, in an era where universities need to enhance retention of all students, and students have more demands to be productive writers, it is crucial that programs and resources are provided for students and teachers in basic writing programs to be successful. 

This presenter teaches at a small, private, Midwestern university with a large population of at-risk, minority, and first-generation students. These students are placed in the basic writing program, often with advisors noting that they need to quickly improve their “writing skills.” Communication to students about what the program could offer them as college students lacked cohesiveness. The basic writing program needed stronger leadership, an improved system to cultivate student success in the program and to retain quality adjunct faculty, and a way to train administration and other faculty about appropriate pedagogy for a composition program. This necessitated a move from skill and drill programs to a more sophisticated and research-based program. In order to help improve retention rates and success in the developmental English series, the university, in collaboration with the Academic Success Center and Writing Center, developed a variety of programs for students to connect to campus resources early. However, to effectively reach students, it was crucial to develop a program to help connect contingent faculty with campus resources. Training and professional development opportunities were created to help contingent faculty understand the needs of at-risk, minority, and first-generation students. They were encouraged to discuss, share, and evaluate pedagogical strategies for the basic writing population. The campus resources were provided to assist them in supporting their students learning goals. Further, materials and ongoing contact with teachers allowed them to understand how students were performing as a whole in their education. This allowed the teachers to reach out to struggling students, as well as to celebrate student success. 

The presenter will discuss the strengths and successes of this program, as well as needs for improvement. Following the presentation, Writing Center and WAC administrators, and leaders of composition programs, may be able identify ways that they can enhance their outreach and support of contingent faculty to help cultivate student success in basic writing programs. In addition, contingent faculty may be able to identify ways that they could connect with campus resources to help improve their own working conditions and to enhance student success.
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On 6/10/10 9:16 AM, "Melissa Ianetta" <ianetta@english.udel.edu> wrote:

    Please find attached a paper proposal for this year’s CCCC pre-conference CBW workshop. I have put my name and contact information on the document. Of course if you prefer it another way, let me know and I’ll be happy to revise.

    Best, Melissa

    Melissa Ianetta

    Director of Writing

    Associate Professor of English

    University of Delaware 

Melissa Ianetta

ianetta@udel.edu
2011 CBW Proposal

8 June 2010

Strategic Collaboration Across Disciplinary and Institutional Cultures:

Coalition Building, Strategy Instruction, and Grantsmanship

Among the questions you pose in this year’s call for the CBW workshop, you ask:

· How might CBW help build and sustain productive relations and coalitions across campuses, communities, and regions—especially as these “relations” share and build upon BW’s core values? 
· In what ways can the conversations and innovations of our field engage current stakeholders in the higher education reform movement (such as state legislatures, private foundations, and the Department of Education)?”
This paper uses one example, a successful application to the DOE for an $880,000 Basic Writing curriculum improvement grant, to frame one response to these questions. By so doing, this presentation works to explore the relationship between successes in building coalition and in acquiring resources.

To these ends, the presenter takes a two-part approach to strategizing coalition building. In the first section, she describes how multiple stakeholders from a community college and a flagship research university joined together to create a successful large grant application. Grant participants necessarily drew from the differing disciplinary and institutional cultures they represented. Thus, this project has to navigate the frequently occurring divide between Schools of Education and Writing Programs as well as the disjunction of community colleges and research institutions. This portion of the paper, then, will describe the possible pitfalls of such work and the strategies that foster successful collaboration.

The second portion of this paper will describe the product of this coalition. A curriculum based in a strategy-based instructional pedagogy, draws together the grant participants’ classroom experiences, perceived challenges and pedagogical goals. This paper thus concludes with a description of the grant’s implementation and the success of the curriculum it is funding. At the end of this presentation then, audience members will have an improved understanding of both large grant development and strategy-based pedagogy. 
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Hi Shannon and Ashley,

Apologies for the lateness. I hope you might still be able to accept my proposal for the 2011 CBW conference:

Another Open Admissions Context: Basic Writing in the 21st-Century Community College

Though most basic writing classes are taught in community college settings, most research and scholarship on basic writing focuses on university programs, practices, and pedagogies. This session moves to both interrogate and remedy-to re-assess-this omission by examining this othered open admissions landscape. Drawing from a state-wide survey and other data collected on basic writing programs in WA state community colleges, I describe and assess the story of basic writing from this perspective. In particular, I look to how the complex relationships among a confluence of factors-the policies and politics of open admissions institutions, assessment procedures, labor and hiring conditions, and pedagogical practices, to name a few-shape and define basic writing in the contemporary two-year college setting.

Thanks for your consideration,

wo

________________________________

Wendy Olson

Director of Composition

Assistant Professor of English

Washington State University Vancouver

14204 N.E. Salmon Creek Avenue

Vancouver, Washington 98686

(360) 546-9513
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rom: "Rachel Rigolino" <rigolinr@newpaltz.edu>

To: "Shannon Carter" <Shannon_Carter@tamu-commerce.edu>, hashley@wcup.edu
Sent: Tuesday, June 15, 2010 1:15:31 PM

Subject: CFP: Council of Basic Writing 2011

Dear Shannon,

I hope you can accept this. I almost forgot about sending it!

Many thanks.

Rachel

-- 

Rachel Elliott Rigolino

Instructor, Composition Program

Director, SWW Composition Program

State University of New York at New Paltz

-- 

Rachel Elliott Rigolino

Instructor, Composition Program

Director, SWW Composition Program

State University of New York at New Paltz

Abstract for CBW 2011 
Building Campus Coalitions: A Case Study  
Declining state funds, in combination with higher demand by middle class students unwilling to 
incur private-college debt, have created what Scott Gelber calls “amoral market forces,” which 
are currently shaping who we teach and what we do at state colleges. While external market 
forces are powerful engines of change, the internal forces that are re-engineering the State 
University may prove, in the end, to be even more influential. The Education Trust’s 2010 study 
Opportunity Adrift summarizes what scholars such as Katharine C. Lyall and Kathleen R. Sell 
and James J. Duderstadt and Farris W. Womack have been saying over the past five years: access 
to many of our state universities is declining. And this is happening not only at flagship 
universities such as UNC, Raleigh and UMASS, Amherst, but also at smaller, regional colleges 
such as the one where the presenters teach, SUNY New Paltz. 
The presenters will examine the impact of this increasing selectivity upon their campus’ Basic 
Writing Program (called the Supplemental Writing Workshop Program) as well as analyze how 
their program’s intercampus structure has helped to mitigate potential problems. The program’s 
design brings together Composition faculty, tutors and Tutoring Center administrators, as well as 
administrators from the Educational Opportunity Program (EOP). One result is shared costs. For 
example, a TRIO grant, which the Tutoring Center receives, funds in-class tutors who meet 
weekly with Basic Writing students. Other results of this collaboration have included the ability 
to monitor student progress closely without increasing faculty workload; the re-design of a 
potentially detrimental assessment rubric (summer 2009); and the increased visibility of the 
program across the campus.  
An important aspect of the presentation will be to suggest ways in which WPAs can garner 
support for their Basic Writing programs on their campuses, especially during these troubling 
economic times. Because faculty were careful to document student success since the SWW 
Program’s inception in 1996, a quantitative history now exists of retention rates, student GPAs, 
and graduation rates. This record—supplemented by research, qualitative evidence, and special 
campus-wide events and publications—has formed the basis of several conference papers, 
publications, and workshops, which have, in turn, served to attract the attention of the SUNY 
New Paltz administration. This summer, the president has approached the Coordinator of the 
SWW Program about using the program’s success as part of a fundraising appeal for private 
scholarship dollars.  
Mina Shaughnessy once wrote, “I cannot imagine a group of teachers who have ever had more to 
say to one another.” Certainly, this observation is as true today as it was in the late 1970s. In 
recognition of the need for continuing dialogue, the presenters will leave time at the end of their 
presentation for questions and discussion.  
(Note: Presenters will be using PowerPoint as well as Animoto video from a student-reading, 
which students, faculty, and campus administrators attend each semester.) 
Work Cited 
Gelber, Scott. “Going Back: The Social Contract of the Public University.” 
 History of Education Quarterly (2007) 47.3: 368-376. Print. 
Submitted by: Rachel Rigolino, Coordinator, SWW Program, SUNY New Paltz 
                       Penny Freel, ESL Specialist, SWW Program, SUNY New Paltz 
Contact: Rachel Rigolino, 845-691-8205 / rigolinr@newpaltz.edu / Summer/home address: 229 
Hawleys Corners Road, Highland, NY 12528 
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Hello:

I have attached my panel presentation proposal. I have received financial support from CBW in the past and would very much like an opportunity to contribute my research to the CBW portion of the CCCC 2011 conference. Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. Thanks for your time and attention.

-- 

Regards,

Leslie D. Norris

Old Dominion University

lnorr001@odu.edu
Leslie D. Norris 
Instructor, Rappahannock Community College 
Doctoral Student, Old Dominion University 
CBW/CCCC 2011 Panel Presentation Abstract 
757.646.1929 cell phone 
Lnorr001@odu.edu 
"Multiliteracies" and the Basic Writer: A Study of How Digital 
Technology is Impacting the Basic Writing Curriculum 
Scholars (Hawisher et al.; Selfe) have suggested that students need literacy 
beyond just word literacy and perhaps need "multiliteracies" (Cope and Kalantzis). 
During her presentation, Leslie Norris will provide the results of her empirical research 
study conducted at a Virginia community college in which she examined basic writing 
(BW) professors’ and their students’ experiences with digital texts and technologies 
inside and outside the academy and how those experiences might contribute to debates 
about what should be included in a BW course. For example, the results of the study 
indicated that the college organization’s processes required the BW students to have 
digital literacy when the students enrolled in the college. And, the study results indicated 
that the BW students believed that some computer skills training should occur within 
their BW class, but the BW professors believed that the computer training should take 
place outside of the BW class. Overall, the study’s results suggested that omnipresent 
digital texts and technologies within western culture are urging educators to expand the 
BW curriculum beyond word literacy. 
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Hi, Shannon and Hannah:

Attached is my proposal for the 2011 CBW workshop.  Two things:  I didn't see a length specified on the CFP, so I aimed for a page or so.  If that is too long/short, let me know and I'd be happy to revise.  Two, I wasn't sure if y'all wanted to do blind review or not.  I made a cover page so you could easily separate my name from the proposal if needed.  Again, if you want my name on the proposal itself, just let me know and I'll fix it.

Thanks!

Sara

Sara Webb-Sunderhaus, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor and W129 Coordinator

Department of English and Linguistics

Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne

2101 E. Coliseum Blvd.

Fort Wayne, IN  46805-1499

(260) 481-0153 (Classroom Medical 117)

webbs@ipfw.edu
ROPOSAL FOR:

Bearing Witness: The Short and Long-Term Survival of Ohio State’s Writing Workshop

Sara Webb-Sunderhaus, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor of English

Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne

2101 E. Coliseum Boulevard

Fort Wayne, IN  46815

(260) 481-0153

webbs@ipfw.edu

Bearing Witness: The Short and Long-Term Survival of Ohio State’s Writing Workshop

This speaker will discuss her experiences in working with two different types of coalitions—service-learning and class-attached tutoring—in the Writing Workshop, the basic writing program at The Ohio State University.  The 2002-2003 academic year was the last year in which Ohio State practice open-admission for any segment of the student population.  This was the speaker’s first year as a graduate teaching and administrative associate in the program; over the next three years, she would be a first-hand observer to the changes the new, selective admission policy brought.  

The speaker will bear witness to these changes and will argue that what helped the program weather them—at least for a time—was its strategic coalition building with both community and campus partners.  For over ten years, the Writing Workshop has included service-learning sections in which basic writers spend one class session a week tutoring first graders in reading; basic writing courses were among the first service-learning classes at Ohio State.  The speaker will illustrate how, in an age of rapidly rising admission standards and declining enrollment in basic writing courses, this partnership with the Columbus Public Schools allowed the Writing Workshop to redefine itself as a campus leader in service-learning and to extend its life, in spite of its perception as a home to “remedial” students who had no place at this newly selective university.  

Another coalition that has enabled the survival of the Writing Workshop is the program’s alliance with OSU’s Department of English and Center for the Study and Teaching of Writing (CSTW); this partnership has created a long-standing tutoring program.  During one class session a week, small groups of basic writers meet with a Peer Writing Consultant, an undergraduate student who is being trained in tutoring through an upper-level English course.  The tutoring program is administered by a graduate student holding a joint administrative appointment with the Writing Workshop and CSTW; as a director of this program, the speaker collaborated with the instructors of the basic writing and tutoring courses, the tutors, and the administrators of the Writing Workshop and CSTW to insure that the needs of all the various stakeholders were met.  In this portion of her talk, the speaker will address the challenges, as well as the rewards, that this kind of coalition can bring and how those institutional realities can be met—including those she faced when she attempted to create such a partnership at her current institution.    

This speaker will conclude on the sobering note that, since the end of open admission at Ohio State, the Writing Workshop has continued to shrink; the program has been absorbed by the English department and is in danger of disbandment, in spite of its long history of coalition building with community and campus partners.  The speaker will ask what we can learn from these developments and will offer the Writing Workshop’s story as both a representative case of, and cautionary tale for, basic writing programs across the country.


