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ABSTRACT 

 

This study sought to form joint conceptions of success by creating a habits of 

mind orientational framework drawn from university administrative and practitioner 

scholarship and theory. Previous literature directed at university writing higher-level 

administrators and practitioners in first-year writing programs and writing centers was 

largely engaged in battle for control of determining what success means for incoming 

writers and how programs can support this version of success. This framework served as 

the basis for this study’s methodologies for the collection as well as analysis of data. Data 

was collected from twelve university stakeholders who support freshmen writers through 

first-year writing programs and writing centers at a small Catholic university in the 

Northeast. These data were collected using three different methods: semi-structured 

interviews, ranking activities and retroactive reflections.  I found that the members from 

the three groups of university writing stakeholders shared either cognitive, interpersonal 

or intrapersonal orientations when conceiving what habits make writers successful and 

what programmatic mechanisms can help writers form these habits. These three groups 

did not, however, largely prioritize writers possessing or learning the same habits within 

each domain. The main commonality between groups sharing a cognitive domain 

orientation are that the habits they privileged look to preserve conventions grounded in a 

white Western rhetorical tradition. Yet, writing instructors and tutors mostly do not 

explicitly teach these conventions because they are expected to have been acquired in 

high school. Thus, students of color and/or from low income backgrounds are pushed to 

prepare themselves to meet these conventional expectations and abandon their own 
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culture’s priorities and conventions if they are to succeed. Groups that had inter - and 

intrapersonal domain orientations privileged addressing each incoming writer’s 

individual needs through collaboration or teaching them an actionable process that can be 

continuously used in each new writing context. Based on these findings, I assert that 

utilizing a habits of mind orientational framework can benefit transitioning writers 

because university writing stakeholders can identify a single set of habits from each 

domain that can be consistently emphasized and reinforced through programmatic 

mechanisms. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

Over the last two decades, the heated debate about how to prepare students for 

writing as they move between high school and college has taken on new dimensions. 

Earlier, the open admissions policies of the 1960s vastly changed the higher educational 

student landscape. Today, a juggernaut of political and economic conditions is working to 

further change not only who is on college campuses today, but how they are being taught 

to write. A massive amalgamation of new stakeholders from administrative, corporate, 

political and private philanthropic organizational entities has now entered the fray.  

Much of this new stakeholder involvement has been attributed to the radical 

changes that have taken place in the American job market.  As American industry moves 

away from manufacturing and towards the production of intellectual and technical 

innovations, there has been a demand for employees to obtain a college degree in order to 

remain competitive and viable within the job market. According to Anthony P. Carnevale 

and others, “Employers will require college degrees or other postsecondary preparation of 

63% of their new hires” By contrast, those with only a high school diploma will meet 

employer hiring requirements for “only 36 percent of total jobs” and these jobs “will be 

clustered toward the low end of the wage scale” (109-110).  

The common response among secondary administrators and policy makers to the 

problem of low college entrance and graduation rates within schools and these new 

employment realities has been to develop educational initiatives that ensure college and 
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workplace readiness1.   Starting with Gordon Van de Water and Terese Rainwater’s 

recommendation in 2001 in What Is P-16 Education? A Primer for Legislators for 

“universal post-secondary education” by “providing all high school students with the 

skills required to succeed in college,” there has been a push by public school district 

officials and politicians to provide programs that help all students go on to college or 

certificate programs (15).  

This push for college has led especially to a sharp rise in college enrollment and 

placement within college composition courses. Edward M. White and others argue in 

Very Like a Whale: The Assessment of Writing Programs that, “Between 2006 and 2017, 

a period of only 11 years, enrollment is projected to top at least 19.4 million students, 

almost all of whom will be enrolled at some level in college writing courses” (12). This 

high composition enrollment rate is because most of these students have been deemed 

underprepared for college-level writing by the standardized assessments which students 

are now subjected to throughout their schooling and before they enter college.  

At the same time, many higher-level educational administrators and rhetoric and 

composition rhet/comp)2 researchers have relied on these large-scale assessments to 

 
 
1 The research and rhetoric surrounding the K-16 movement uses the words preparedness and readiness 

interchangeably.  

 
2 In 2010 Louise Wetherbee Phelps and John M. Ackerman in “ Making the Case for Disciplinarity in 

Rhetoric, Composition, and Writing Studies: The Visibility Project” chronicle their efforts through their 

Visibility Project to be recognized as an "emerging field" within the National Research Council's taxonomy 

of research disciplines by being assigned a series of codes with the Classification of Instructional Programs 

(CIP) utilized by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to document the number of 

postsecondary degrees earned yearly within the federal database named Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System (IPEDS). They rightly argue that “a disciplinary identity is necessary for such work 

to be taken seriously within the meritocracies of higher education and to . . . sustain the working identities 

of practitioners, scholars, teachers and administrators” (181). They call for doctoral students like me to 

make sure to select these codes to categorize their dissertations to further this documentation effort, so it 

accurately reflects the numbers of scholars identified with the rhetoric, composition and writing studies  
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purport that high school students have been and continue to be especially underprepared 

for college writing tasks. Rhet/comp researchers Arthur M. Applebee and Judith A. 

Langer concluded in “What is Happening in the Teaching of Writing?,” after examining 

the data gathered by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) from 

1998-1998, that high school “students are simply not writing enough to prepare them for 

the demands of post-secondary education” in that “‘40% of twelfth-grade students . . . 

report never or hardly ever being asked to write a paper of three pages or more’” (26). 

Although the Educational Testing Service (ETS) was and is responsible for the 

“develop[ment] [of] cognitive items [for all assessments] and scoring rubrics” for the 

NAEP, other testing companies have capitalized on this opportunity to reveal a lack of 

preparedness for a college administrative audience (Support to NAEP). For instance, in 

2005, ACT created a college readiness benchmark score where “students who score as 

well or better have at least a 50% chance of earning a B or higher and a 75%-80% chance 

of a C or higher in specific entry-level college courses” one of them being “college 

English composition” (“ACT Research and Policy”). Similarly, compositionist Patrick 

Sullivan in A New Writing Classroom: Listening, Motivation and Habits of Mind, used 

the findings based on the ACT college readiness benchmark in 2010 that “66% of all 

ACT-tested high school graduates met the English College Readiness Benchmark” to 

declare that, “roughly half of all high school graduates who took the ACT are not ready 

 
 

field. I honor their call for continued and wider recognition of our disciplinary field by referring to it by this 

name here. From now on, however, I will refer to this field collectively as rhet/comp and those within it as 

rhet/compositionists for brevity’s sake and because this is the shorthand way it is referenced by those 

within the field.  
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to be successful college-level readers, writers or thinkers” (123). Evidence of the 

infiltration of this view to other university faculty can be found in a 2006 article in The 

Chronicle of Higher Education that discussed results of a companion survey about 

perceptions of college preparedness, reported that, “Forty-four percent of [college] 

faculty members say students are not well prepared for college-level writing. . . . Just 6 

percent of professors view students as very well-prepared writers” (Sanoff ).  

Disputably, this public discussion about a lack of college preparedness and its 

attendant testing frenzy was prompted by 2002’s No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)3and 

has been blamed by stakeholders from the field of rhetoric and composition/writing 

studies for the large gap between high school preparation and college writing instructor 

expectations. Kathleen Blake Yancey in "Responding Forward,” part of the collection 

What is College-Level Writing? Vol. 2, cited a University of Washington Study of 

Undergraduate Learning that identified problems in undergraduate writing stemming 

from the fact that “students bring with them to college a conception of writing misshapen 

by testing” (304). Collections like these including rhet/comp research reveal that high 

school English classes, driven by a focus on standardized test scores, were not helping 

students prepare for the sophisticated tasks required of college-level writers. This is 

 
 
3 These state and national standardized tests were ostensibly created to ensure adequate educational funding 

for poorer students by rewarding funding to schools and districts whose students made “adequate yearly 

progress” toward state set objectives measured by state created tests (107th Congress). The National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) was used to compare the educational progress of schools 

nationally by testing a sampling of students every other year in grades 4, 8 & 12 initially only in reading 

and math but then extended to other subject matter, most notably, in the context of this dissertation to 

writing (“NAEP and No Child Left Behind”). NCLB was replaced by President Obama in 2015 with 

significant changes and is now called the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) that reauthorized the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (Every Student Succeeds Act). Writing continues to be 

measured by the NAEP. The most recent NAEP writing results available are from the 2011 administration  

but the test was administered in 2017 with the results expected to be released in 2018 (“Writing”).  
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because these classes were centered primarily on the following: the mastery of 

conventions; MLA citation; composing papers that are three pages or less; learning the 

five-paragraph essay format; and assigning modal writing tasks focused on literary 

analysis, personal narrative, exposition and persuasion (Applebee and Langer, “What is 

Happening” 26; Fanetti et al. 79, 81; Griffin et al. 299, 230; Jones 5, 8; McCrimmon 251, 

254; Shafer; Thompson and Gallagher 24-25; Yancey 304). By contrast, rhet/comp 

researchers found that college instructors expected students to be able to do the 

following: abstractly summarize, analyze and evaluate several texts at once; use 

rhetorical strategies; write across disciplines and genres; display original thinking; form 

well-supported arguments that persuade and include counter-arguments; and research and 

incorporate sources (Addison and McGee 170; Alsup and Bernard-Donals 119-126; Blau; 

Brockman et al. 43-44; Dombek and Herndon 4; Fanetti et al. 78; Griffin et al. 300, 302; 

Jones 6; McCormick 219-226; Sullivan, “An Essential Question” 16-17; Thompson and 

Gallagher 27; Yancey 308). Through this research, many of the exact disconnections 

between high school teaching and college expectations for writing which were fomented 

by testing became clear.  

In response to what was seen primarily as a preparational high school and college 

writing divide, other stakeholders, including high school educational administrators, 

testing companies and politicians at the state level created the College-Career Ready 

Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The policy makers and testing companies that 

had a role in the creation of the CCSS include The Council of Chief State Schools 

Officers (CCSSO), the National Governors Association (NGA), Achieve4 and the major 
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testing companies, ACT and the College Board. Released in June 2010, the CCSS 

specifically addressed many of the writing curricular inadequacies of state English 

academic standards and their measurement devices identified by those in rhet/comp.  

Specifically, I found evidence that the CCSS standards are responsive to college 

instructor expectations revealed by rhet/comp researchers such as writers possessing and 

applying the following: disciplinary convention knowledge; rhetorical strategies, research 

skills; and understandings of how to form arguments supported by research that consider 

counter-arguments. For example, in the CCSS standards dealing with “Text Types and 

Purposes,” it is stated that students must learn to “develop claim(s) and counterclaims 

fairly and thoroughly, supplying the most relevant evidence for each while pointing out 

the strengths and limitations of both in a manner that anticipates the audience's 

knowledge level, concerns, values, and possible biases” and “establish and maintain a 

formal style and objective tone while attending to the norms and conventions of the 

discipline in which they are writing” (Conley et al., Appendix B 35). In other words, 

these standards say that students entering college need to know how to form arguments 

supported by research that consider counterarguments and apply conventions. I also saw 

recognition of the importance of incoming writers utilizing rhetorical awareness when 

producing texts for college instructors in the CCSS standard focusing on “Production and 

Distribution of Writing.” This CCSS standard requires students to be able to “Produce 

 
 
4 A private educational reform organization whose members include governors and “business leaders” and 

are a “Project Management Partner” for the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and 

Careers (PARCC). Their Board of Directors includes representatives from IBM, who is also affiliated with 

the CCSS, as well as current and former members of the National Governors Association and Chris 

Gabriele, Chair of the Massachusetts Board of Higher Education (“Who We Are”). 

 

http://www.parcconline.org/
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clear and coherent writing . . . appropriate to task, purpose and audience” (Conley et al., 

Appendix B 35). The makers of these CCSS standards promoted them as the foundation 

for a new curriculum that would more adequately prepare high school students to write in 

college.  

Although the makers of the CCSS attempted to address rhet/comp’s curricular 

criticisms, those in rhet/comp have now become more alarmed because there are new 

assessment instruments based on the CCSS that seek to measure potential success for 

transitioning writers. These CCSS-related assessment instruments are aimed at 

developing criteria that determines if an incoming student has the skills to be a successful 

college writer or needs further instruction. Those in rhet/comp fear that that these new 

tests, unfortunately, will take control of placement testing instead of leaving it in the 

hands of rhet/comp scholars within the university systems who are better equipped to 

create and utilize these assessments. For instance, in 2011, ACT pushed their college 

readiness benchmark scores as providing criterion for universities college composition5 

placement assessments (ACT, Inc. 3). In analyzing these benchmarks, two rhet/comp 

researchers, Joanne Addison and Angela-Clark-Oates, along with others, argue that this is 

evidence of ACT’s bid for control of placement testing. Addison’s “Shifting the Locus of 

Control: Why the Common Core Standards and Emerging Standardized Tests May 

Reshape College Writing Classrooms,” and Angela Clark-Oates’s article, “Moving 

Beyond the Common Core to Develop Rhetorically Based and Contextually Sensitive 

Assessment Practice” demonstrate this concern.  

 

5 Composition and first-year writing are synonymous in the rhet/comp field. 
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Addison and Clark-Oates and others dug deeper to demonstrate that ACT is part 

of a hidden network of connections between testing companies and philanthropic 

agencies who are now joining forces to extend CCSS-based placement assessments into 

the college arena. These testing companies and philanthropic agencies groups have 

formed the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) 

and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC).  Addison as well as Clark-

Oates and others show how PARCC and SBAC supported and furthered a first-year 

assessment placement agenda, since the assessments these organizations created are now 

currently being used as placement tests for first-year composition at 740 colleges and 

universities (Addison 1; Clark-Oates et al. “Moving Beyond” 2). This trend is alarming to 

those in rhet/comp because it is additional evidence that these CCSS assessments have 

already started to control placement assessments of incoming writers.  

Rhet/comp scholars and practitioners are especially concerned that other 

assessments tied to the CCSS will also inform higher-level university administrative 

understandings of what skills makes writers successful.  Those in the rhet/comp field, 

however, believe that they themselves are better equipped to identify these skills.   

Several groups working on these issues have developed assessments that are not 

in congruence with the rhet/comp community assessments. One of these assessment 

instruments now deciding which skills are important for successful writers can be found 

in the Learning to Reason and Communicate in College: Initial Report of Findings from 

the CLA Longitudinal Study. The Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA), administered 

by the Council for Aid to Education (CAE), describes its purpose in this study as 

assessing learning along the dimensions of critical thinking, analytical reasoning and 
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written communication primarily through “two analytical writing tasks” (Arum and 

Roksa 21). This assessment instrument is one of many also endorsed by the Voluntary 

System of Accountability (VSA), which works primarily with public higher education 

institutions. The VSA was itself originally created as a potentially positive response to 

the 2006 report commissioned by U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings, “A 

Test of Leadership: Charting the Future of U.S. Higher Education.” (VSA’s charge is to 

make “transparent . . . student success outcomes” by “measure[ing] the value added to a 

student’s academic growth by attending a specific institution” (Addison 2; Voluntary 

System of Accountability). Thus, the CLA, by identifying critical thinking and analytic 

reasoning skills as needing to be present in student texts in order to evince learning in 

college, signals to university administrative stakeholders that these skills must be taught 

to new writers in the university. Administrative stakeholders understand that how 

successful their university’s curriculum, instruction and programming is perceived as 

promoting learning depends on its students being able to evince these skills through 

writing. Furthermore, these administrators understand that low scores will impact their 

university’s academic standing and reputation which could result in lower application 

rates. Thus, these administrators are very invested in ensuring student success on these 

assessments, so they will be likely to allow the learning of these skills to steer writing 

programmatic agendas.  

Moreover, Addison reveals that the CAE, administering the CLA, is working with 

“organizations developing the Common Core State Standards Assessment to ensure 

alignment between their standardized tests and those used at the college level including 

the CLA” (3). The CLA assessment can also be said, therefore, to be moving to influence 
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which skills need to be taught for success for writers transitioning between high school 

and college. In turn, these skills could determine the focus of writing instruction in high 

schools and colleges for the future. 

The following—Figure 1: Relational Map of CCSS Stakeholder Organizations & 

Their Assessment Instruments—depicts the relationships between CCSS stakeholder 

organizations involved in providing standards that prepare students for college-level 

writing, assess their readiness and/or college-level placement and then measure the 

progress they make in college discussed above. This figure provides a visual 

accompaniment for the points I have made about the increasing influence these 

assessments have on determining what makes transitioning writers successful and how 

they can become successful at the university level.  

Ultimately, the tying of assessment instruments to measuring and delineating 

what it means to be prepared to write for and achieve writing success in college has 

created a more complex high school-college writing divide driven by stakeholders that 

form roughly two camps. The first camp is marked by new and continuing alliances 

between organizations for high school and college instructors along with those within 

rhet/comp.  The second camp is marked by alliances between administrative, policy 

maker, corporate and private philanthropic entities that include testing companies and 

writing center administrators/researchers. The focus of the first camp’s alliance’s is in 

two areas: (1) bridging instructional and curricular gaps that align expectations for high 

school and college writing, so writers are prepared to write in college and (2) combatting 

standardized assessments that are trying to wrest control of these efforts. The primary 

form of evidence of the first camp’s alliance can be found in the creation of Framework 
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for Success in Postsecondary Writing in 2011 by The Council of Writing Program 

Administrators (CWPA), the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) and the 

National Writing Project (NWP).  In their article “Creating the Framework for Success in 

Post-Secondary Writing,” Peggy O’Neill and others assert that the Framework was 

essentially created to insert the absent “voices of college writing teachers and 

researchers” into the conversation about college preparedness centered on the CCSS and 

its assessment arms (522). This camp has also formed other platforms to strengthen 

educator alliances like the Student Success in Writing Conference. Established in 1999 

and still being held today, this conference’s objective is “to promote the success of 

students in writing courses at the secondary and post-secondary levels by establish[ing] 

and maintain[ing] dialogue between college and high school educators” primarily those 

who teach at each level, including graduate students (Department of Writing and 

Linguistics, Georgia Southern University). Student success in writing in college within 

this camp thus, seems to be dependent on forming alliances that can facilitate dialogue 

between high school teachers and college instructors in the hopes that writing curriculum 

and pedagogy between high school and college will become connected and cohesive. 

The second camp’s rockier alliance is driven by the institutional placement of 

writing centers and the increasing administrative emphasis on student success as being 

externally measured in terms of retention and graduation rates for colleges and 

universities. Evidence of the second camp’s alliance can be found in the proliferation of 

offices and centers of “student academic success” that contain writing centers. A Google 

search using the terms “writing center” and “success” turns up pages of public and 

private college and university writing center websites under the auspices of Offices or 
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Centers of Student Academic Success.  Lori Salem in “Opportunity and Transformation: 

How Writing Centers are Positioned in the Political Landscape of Higher Education in 

the United States” hints about the causes of writing centers’ administrative alliance when 

she argues that centers should play a central role in ensuring that colleges and universities 

are responsive to governmental “accountability measures” sponsored by the State Higher 

Education Executive Officers Association  (SHEEO) tied to their retention and 

graduation rates because it gives them the leverage to garner more internal and external 

support funding (34, 37).  

Within this divisive research landscape that generally pits administrators and the 

body of research aimed at them against instructors allied with rhet/comp researchers, I 

saw two main points of contention. One point of contention involves understandings of 

what makes incoming writers successful in college. The second point of contention is 

about how and what will be taught to ensure these writers’ success. Thus, I decided to 

center my study on how to form joint understandings between particular stakeholder 

groups about successful incoming writers and how they are formed programmatically.  

I determined that the particular stakeholder group I would focus upon for forming 

joint understandings and collaborations was university writing stakeholders, since they 

are involved in communicating to students in different ways what it is that makes new 

college-writers successful, They also are therefore charged with forming programs that 

support writers’ achievement of success. Moreover, due to the influence of research 

aimed at administrators and rhet/comp research aimed at instructors, I sought to create a 

common framework that took into consideration each body of research in order to 

identify common understandings about writers’ success and the programmatic 
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mechanisms that form them. Thus, I envisioned the overall purpose of this study to be 

illuminating connections between each university writing stakeholder’s understandings 

about transitioning writers’ success and how they are cultivated programmatically 

utilizing a common framework.  I believed my purpose would address the previous 

divisive theoretical arguments I found in rhet/comp literature discussed in my literature 

review in Chapter 2 aimed at administrators, policy makers, corporate and private 

philanthropic entities, including testing companies. Going one step beyond them, I saw 

my study as rather identifying commonalities in order to encourage collaboration within 

and between these university writing stakeholders in service of identifying and 

addressing transitioning writers’ needs so they could achieve success. In doing so, I 

identified the acquisition of habits of mind as something both administrative and 

rhet/comp literature saw as key to becoming a successful college writer. Broadly, habits 

of mind are a set of practices that enable students to foster understandings, behaviors, and 

relationships that lead to academic success. I then used habits of mind to create a 

common framework, which is explored in Chapter 2.  
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Figure 1. Relational Map of College-Career Ready Common Core State Standards 

(CCSS) Stakeholder Organizations & Their Assessment Instruments 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 

A Meeting of Minds in Habits of Mind: Habits of Mind as a Theoretical Framework for 

Conceiving and Forming Successful Writers 

 

In this first section of Chapter 2, I will show how understandings of “habits of 

mind” and their formation can be traced to both rhet/comp and administrative literature. I 

will also explain how I built my domain-orientated habits of mind framework based on 

shared understandings of habits between particular scholarship from rhet/comp and 

administrative literature. I contend that using administrative and rhet/comp literature to 

form this orientational framework makes it possible to find shared conceptions between 

all university writing stakeholders about the habits transitioning writers need to be 

successful and the programmatic mechanism that form them.  

Understandings of Habits of Mind Within Rhet/Comp and Administrative Literature 

 

Habits have a long history of exploration and discussion by theorists utilized 

within the rhet/comp. In fact, some rhet/comp conceptions of habits can be traced back to 

ancient rhetorical texts. Initially, within Plato’s Gorgias, rhetoric was pejoratively 

characterized as a habitude, an immoral and practical art like “cookery,” whose aim was 

to “produce a kind of gratification and pleasure” in listeners when used in the oratory of 

politicians and lawyers (97). This understanding of gratification and pleasure was seen as 

the basis for manipulating listeners into believing the rightness of political aims or the 

innocence of those accused of criminal acts (Plato 97). This negative characterization of 

rhetoric was a direct outgrowth of the aim of education at the time: to discover 

transcendent truths enacted through Socratic dialogues. Ultimately, Plato sees the mind or 
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reasoning enacted through the dialogues as instrumental in the discovery of truths and 

feelings of the body as alternatively spurring individuals on to satisfy personal desires 

and aims.  

Aristotle, however, in On Rhetoric, sees habits as constructive, particularly when 

pedagogically developing how to effectively put into practice certain rhetorical 

principles. He stressed habits that enable an individual to craft reasonable arguments that 

convince an audience of an action’s merit or worthlessness or an individual’s guilt or 

innocence. Aristotle’s intent in composing this text is based on his conception discussed 

in Book I, Chapter 16 that successful rhetors need to “ both test and maintain an argument 

[as in dialectic] and to defend themselves and attack [others, as in rhetoric]” by 

examining “the cause why some succeed by habit and others accidentally” (sec. 1-2).  

These lines tell readers that it is possible to develop solid, serviceable argumentative 

habits through practice. Moreover, Aristotle believes that habits can be built that help one 

form reasoned arguments because he shows students how to effectively form arguments 

primarily by utilizing enthymemes. Enthymemes’ connection to reasoning is apparent in 

Book I, Chapter 2 when Aristotle frames constructing enthymemes as a matter of making 

deductions based on commonly held opinions [endoxa] about specific bodies of 

knowledge. Aristotle broadly defines enthymemes as a form of syllogistic deductive 

reasoning that can be condensed into one statement. He offers a few enthymeme 

examples like “A woman has given birth, for she has milk” (bk.1, ch.2, sec. 18). 

Aristotle even goes as far as to suggest that habits are tied to moral character attendant to 

 

6 Chapter 1’s full title is: “Introduction to Rhetoric for Students of Dialectic.” 
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social position as adjusted for age, gender, nationality or educational level when 

discussing delivery in Book III when he opines: 

Character also may be expressed by the proof from signs, because to each class 

and habit there is an appropriate style. I mean class in reference to age—child, 

man, or old man; to sex—man or woman; to country—Lacedaemonian or 

Thessalian. I call habits those moral states which form a man's character in life; 

for not all habits do this. If then anyone uses the language appropriate to each 

habit, he will represent the character; for the uneducated man will not say the 

same things in the same way as the educated. (bk. 3, ch. 7; secs. 6-7)  
 

Yet, one can’t help but notice the implication that those who are uneducated or similarly 

socially disadvantaged seem to be doomed to the practice of the habits concomitant to 

their station for life.  

Yet, over 2,000 years later, John Dewey in Human Nature and Conduct: An 

Introduction to Social Psychology, represented a neo-pragmatic7 view and expands on the 

idea that habits can be molded through practical pedagogical means, but this time in the 

service of social and individual transformation. While many in rhet/comp refer to 

Dewey’s Democracy and Education as the source on “habits of mind,”8 I contend that his 

treatment of habits within this later volume offers a fuller explanation of the ideas 

touched on about habits, behavioral action, society and education. Centrally, Dewey 

posits that habits have the potential to enact social and individual change if researchers 

can understand how they are formed and use this understanding to shape habit formation 

within educative settings. Like Plato, Dewey defines habits as arts, but more positively as 

 
 
7 Dewey was a pragmatist in the philosophical not the linguistic sense. Fundamentally, Dewey’s form of 

neo-pragmatism argues that knowledge development should be practical in the sense that its’ goal is to 

become instrumental in solving real problems, thereby transforming certain specific social contexts 

(Hookway). 

 
8 For instance, Daniel M. Gross and Jonathan Alexander do so in “Frameworks for Failure.”  
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ones that lead to “acquired predispositions to ways or modes of response” that are shaped 

by both experience as processed by an individual’s bodily “sensory and motor organs” 

and their minds (14-15, 42). Dewey theorizes that the most salient experiences that 

influence habit formation are social and contextual in nature and include education, the 

environment and prior acts (46). Furthermore, Dewey proposes that habits can only be 

molded through harnessing what he calls impulses and Plato called habits--those instincts 

or feelings that spur men on to satisfy personal desires and ends. Dewey sees 

impulses/habits as the mechanisms that “arouse thought, incite reflection and enliven 

belief” so that men are moved to actions that “construct new ends and means” by 

utilizing thought to “note obstructions, invent tools, conceive aims, direct technique and 

thus convert impulse into an art” (170-171). Instead of accepting educative social 

transformation as being impossible like Aristotle, Dewey advocates for universal 

education. Dewey believes education can potentially influence human behavior 

individually and collectively by effecting social amelioration through forming habits, 

“which are more intelligent, more sensitively percipient, more informed with foresight, 

more aware of what they are about, more direct and sincere, more flexibly responsive 

than those now current. Then they will meet their own problems and propose their own 

improvements” (Dewey 47, 127-128). This interpretation is reinforced by Dewey’s 

previous words in Democracy and Education when he asserts that a democratic society, 

“must have a type of education which gives individuals a personal interest in social 

relationships and control, and the habits of mind which secure social changes without 

introducing disorder” (99). In fact, Dewey further contends that “in learning habits it is 

possible for men to learn the habit of learning. Then betterment becomes a conscious 
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principle of life” (105). Thus, Dewey argues that education should keep intelligence 

“busy in studying all indications of power, all obstacles and perversions, all products of 

the past that throw light upon the present capacity, and in forecasting the future career of 

impulse and habit now active” (270). In a sense, Dewey is gesturing toward engendering 

a metacognitive habit in students by getting them to focus on reflecting on past behavior 

so they can direct their present and future behavior.  

The importance of fostering metacognition to improve future action and its link to 

helping students make connections to past knowledge “products” in the face of new 

challenges is furthered through Dewey’s discussions of success. Dewey proclaims that  

‘success’ is never merely final or terminal. Something else succeeds it, and its 

successors are influenced by . . . the persisting habits and impulses that enter into 

it . . . .The world does not stop when the successful person pulls out his plum, nor 

does he stop, and the kind of success he obtains, and his attitude toward it, is a 

factor in what comes afterward. (254) 

 

because “problems will recur in the future in a new form or on a different plane. (285) In 

sum, what Dewey says here affirms my understanding that Dewey is indeed advocating 

for the use of metacognitive habit, but also makes it clear that it is part of a continuous 

process students must use in order to be successfully responsive to ever-evolving new 

situations within the world.   

Most recently within rhet/comp, the aforementioned Framework for Success leans 

heavily on a Dewian neo-pragmatic, action-oriented stance towards habits with an 

emphasis on habits’ role within writerly development in high school and college. The 

specific categories of the eight habits of mind identified by the Framework authors as 

“critical to college success” (CWPA et al. 1) are listed as follows: curiosity, openness, 

engagement, creativity, persistence, responsibility, flexibility and metacognition (CWPA 
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et al.1). The authors of the Framework generally defined as “both intellectual and 

practical” and the students who develop them as “learning from an active stance” through 

five experiences with writing, reading, research and critical analysis in high school 

English and first-year writing(CWPA et al. 1, 4). These classroom experiences are even 

more particularly defined as both active and pragmatic when they are said to be based 

mainly upon teacher created “activities and assignments.” These various activities and 

assignments are focused on helping students develop an arsenal of writing strategies that 

lead to achieving the Framework’s practical definition of success--being able to write in 

other “college-level, credit bearing courses” (CWPA et al. 2). The Framework 

recommends that these experiences concentrate on “developing” students’ “ability” to 

habitually apply knowledge about the following: 

• rhetoric, with an emphasis on audience, purpose and context;  

• critical thinking, with evaluation, synthesis and analysis being specifically 

mentioned;  

• the writing process, especially as it relates to revision that is responsive to 

feedback;  

• conventions, through editing and correctly documenting sources;  

• and composing in multiple environments (which generally equates to using 

“electronic technologies” (CWPA et al. 6-10).  

In sum, the discussion surrounding “experiences” in the Framework implies that 

collegiate success through writing is conceived as stemming from instructors’ 

pedagogical practices when preparing students for and within first-year writing programs. 

Furthermore, becoming a successful writer in college seems to centrally involve the 
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development of critical and analytic thinking skills not only about texts, but also about 

students’ own writing processes. 

Yet, the Framework’s definitions of the three named habits of openness, 

persistence and metacognition are most explicitly tied to those explored or suggested by 

Dewey. Veritably, the Framework is most unambiguously connected to Dewey when 

metacognition is defined as “the ability to reflect on one’s own thinking as well as on the 

individual and cultural processes and systems used to structure knowledge” (CWPA et al. 

5). Dewey’s theory of habits rests on the idea that their formation is influenced by 

“education” and “the environment,” both of which can be considered “cultural processes 

and systems used to structure knowledge.” Dewey’s advice to educators to keep 

“intelligence busy in studying all indications of power, ” along with the “obstacles” 

“perversions” and “products of the past,” in order to inform new knowledge and to act 

upon it differently in response to new ‘problems” is one of the most incisive aspects of 

his theories. This advice can be seen as inciting a form of reflective action not only 

focused on individual thoughts, but also upon the collective thoughts of a culture that 

creates “obstacles and perversions” by privileging the products and ideologies of those in 

power. The Framework’s definition of the habit of persistence also encompasses 

Dewey’s conceptions of habits, especially in relation to their conceptions of success.  The 

use of the phrase “grapple with challenging ideas, texts, processes or projects” to describe 

students practicing persistence recalls Dewey exhortation that students’ habits must 

persist when confronting novel or recurring problems within comparable or varying 

contexts in order to be successful (CWPA et al. 5).  
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Similarly, to the Framework, David T. Conley,9 a prominent educational 

researcher who writes for an administrative audience, also ties habits of mind and 

practical student activities involving writing in the classroom to college success.  Conley 

has published three volumes and numerous articles and papers detailing his ever-evolving 

take on habits of mind and what their active development entails. His perspective on 

writing instruction, like the Framework’s, is markedly focused on getting students ready 

in high school so they can be successful within post-secondary settings. Thus, Conley 

agrees with the Framework about the foundational nature of reading, writing, research 

and analysis activities. In College and Career Ready: Helping All Students Succeed 

Beyond High School, he specifically labels reading and writing as “overarching academic 

skills” (36). He even declares writing as central to assessment when he expresses, 

“Writing is the means by which students are evaluated to some degree in nearly every 

postsecondary course. It is the medium by which student thinking is expressed and 

assessed most frequently” (36).  What is important to also note is Conley’s definition of 

student success in terms of 2014’s Getting Ready for College, Careers, and the Common 

Core: What Every Educator Needs to Know as follows: 

 Students who are ready for college and career can qualify for and succeed in 

entry-level, credit-bearing college courses leading to a baccalaureate degree, a 

certificate, or career pathway-oriented training programs without the need for 

remedial or developmental coursework. They can complete such entry-level, 

credit-bearing courses at a level that enables them to continue in the major or 

program of study they have chosen. (51) 

 

 
 
9 Conley’s bio describes him as a “national thought leader in... college and career readiness.” He is 

currently a professor of educational policy and leadership at the University of Oregon. Most notably he 

established and acted for 12 years as CEO of the Educational Policy Improvement Center (EPIC), now 

Inflexion (Inflexion). 
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 This definition has much in common with the Framework’s pragmatic definition 

of success, where being ready to write in college means being able to do so without 

“remediation” or, in the words of the Framework, take “college-level, credit-bearing 

courses” (CWPA et al. 2). The importance of earning a degree or completion can also be 

seen in both Conley’s college readiness and the Framework’s success definition because 

both prioritize being able to either “continue in the major or program of study” or earn 

credits towards a degree within a discipline.  

Moreover, within his many iterations of what it takes to make students ready to be 

successful writers in college, Conley has faithfully analogously defined some of the key 

habits for writing found in the Framework. Most conspicuously, his definitions of 

persistence as “the ability and desire to cope with frustrating and ambiguous learning 

tasks” eventually has centered on writing where he characterizes persistence as 

completing “multiple drafts and revisions” (Understanding University Success 8; “New 

Conceptions” 20). Conley’s use of the descriptive adjectives in his persistence definition 

to describe the tasks as, “frustrating, ambiguous” and students’ “ability and desire to 

cope” are especially synonymous with the adjectives the Framework used to describe 

tasks as “demanding” and the students’ “grappling” actions within their definition of 

persistence (CWPA et al. 5). Even the way Conley defines the habit of openness by 

equating it with “open-mindedness” and stating that one of the ways this habit evinces 

itself is when a student “changes personal views” finds a definite echo within the 

Framework’s definition of openness as “willingness to consider new ways of . . . 

thinking” (Redefining College Readiness 13).  
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What is most intriguing, however, is how Conley adds a new aim to the practice 

of a Dewian-like metacognitive process. Within Getting Ready, Conley discusses 

following a Dewian-like metacognitive process as encouraging learning in students. 

Conley conceives of this learning process as only being able to occur through “activities 

that provide [students] a chance to process and integrate what they have learned” (Getting 

Ready 101). Conley’s conception of learning as giving students “a chance to process and 

integrate what they have learned” is reminiscent of Dewey’s description of “learning the 

habit of learning.” As for Dewey, if students are to learn, they must practice what I 

characterize as a metacognitive process where they reflect on their past behaviors and 

integrate what they learned in order to direct present and future behavior. Conley adds, 

however, that the aim of this Dewian-like metacognitive process is to meet students’ 

individual goals by their “giv[ing] it material significance, personaliz[ing] it, 

incorporate[ing] it into their experience and imbu[ing] it with their own interpretations 

and value” (Getting Ready 101).  Conley ties what I see as his conception of the aim of a 

habitual metacognitive process to his conception of “deeper learning” when he states that 

students achieve “conceptual knowledge,” the final signal of deeper learning, when they 

“function at a metacognitive level to ask themselves if what they are doing makes sense 

and if they are accomplishing what they want to accomplish” (Getting Ready 104). 

Students “asking themselves” about their accomplishment of their goals reinforces that 

Conley is adding another element for students to reflect on within his Dewian-like 

metacognitive process--if the actions they are taking are in service of achieving their 

goals. In fact, this is no coincidence, since Conley names Dewey as one of the 

progenitors of his deeper learning conception (Getting Ready 106).  
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 An investigation into the habits of mind literature revealed the following two key 

sources that were used to establish a framework that would reveal the habits of mind 

orientations which university administrators and rhet/comp stakeholders now believe are 

most essential for writers’ success or for supporting writers’ success programmatically. 

First, Arthur L. Costa and Bena Kallick’s Learning and Leading with Habits of Mind 

helped provide definitions for the various habits of mind referenced both in the 

rhet/compositionist and administrative literature. This volume is arguably known as the 

“habits of mind bible” because it provides definitions for the various habits of mind 

referenced by these central works. The second key source is the National Research 

Council’s (NRC) report entitled, Education for Life and Work: Developing Transferable 

Knowledge and Skills in the 21st Century, edited by James W. Pellegrino and Margaret L. 

Hilton. It provides a useful framework for understanding habits of mind and their 

relationships by dividing them into three representative domains: the cognitive, the 

interpersonal and the intrapersonal. Pellegrino and Hilton broadly define the cognitive 

domain as “involving thinking and related abilities;” the intrapersonal domain as relating 

to “emotions and feelings and includes self-regulation;” and the intrapersonal domain as 

“competencies . . . used both to express information to others and interpret others’ 

messages (both verbal and nonverbal) and respond appropriately” (21-22). I believe using 

these three domains will allow me to map commonalities between the definitions of 

habits discussed by Conley, the Framework, Costa and Kallick as well as Pellegrino and 

Hilton including openness, persistence and metacognition which all three works discuss.  

Pellegrino and Hilton sagely observed after their comprehensive review of the research 

across the fields of differential, cognitive and educational psychology and reports on 
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“workplace skill demands,” there are “a lack of clear, agreed-upon definitions of specific 

cognitive, intrapersonal and interpersonal competencies” (22, 30, 99). Appendix A: Table 

9 lays out my initial framework based on these three domains and provides the a priori 

definitions for the key habits found in the Framework, Pellegrino and Hilton, Costa and 

Kallick, and Conley.   

As a habit of mind domain orientational framework represents points of 

agreement within a fractious landscape, I believed it would uncover the habits of mind 

domain orientations of key university writing stakeholders who exercise power over 

writers and their writing in the university. This framework, therefore, could develop joint 

university stakeholder understandings of the domain orientations’ habits that undergird 

successful writers and the programmatic mechanisms that help writers achieve success in 

the transition. This framework specifically was used to answer the questions: How does 

the orientation of different stakeholders toward a habits of mind domain influence their 

conceptions of what a) constitutes successful college writers? b) writing programmatic 

mechanisms best help incoming college students achieve success?  

Literature Review 

In this second section of Chapter 2, I will explore the previous divisive theoretical 

arguments in rhet/comp literature about what constitutes college-level writing and how 

writers transitioning from high school should be prepared to write in college. These 

divisive arguments were primarily made against administrative, policy makers, testing 

companies and private philanthropic entities in a fight for the formation of specific types 

of curricula: writing curricula that are aligned between high school and college which 

would enable writers to meet college-level expectations. I will also explore how some 
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rhet/comp and educational researchers have begun to use habits of mind as a pedagogical 

or research tool within first-year writing classrooms and/or that ties these habits to beliefs 

that lead to success in writing for high school and first-year composition students. Some 

compositionists, however, integrate habits of mind literature from both the rhet/comp and 

administrative research areas and transform them into pedagogical practices in the first-

year composition class. Thus, I see an opening for using my “domain orientation habits of 

mind” framework to identify shared curricular conceptions between two types of 

collegiate frameworks: (1) first-year programs and (2) writing centers. They can 

simultaneously support writers’ success through habitually using specific mechanisms, 

and at the same time, use an approach which develops the types of habits which make 

writers successful. 

Conflicting Definitions of College-Level Writing 

Historically, rhet/comp literature on student writing within the transition10 has 

largely focused on examining how conflicting definitions of college-level writing at the 

high school and college levels impact students and programmatic administration or its 

underpinnings like pedagogy, curriculum and assessment.  For instance, in “An Essential 

Question: What Is ‘College-Level’ Writing?” Patrick Sullivan argues, “[What we mean 

by college-level writing] affects virtually everything we do as teachers of English, from . 

. . developing effective classroom strategies, to administering campus-wide or even 

system-wide writing programs” (6). Sullivan goes on to relate how not defining college-

 

10 When I use this term I am referring to the body of literature in rhet/comp that investigates, discusses and 

compares high school to college writing as well as looks to address the issues encountered by students, 

instructors and administrators involved with writing programs and instruction between high school 

graduation and the first-year of college in meaningful ways. 
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level writing has directly impacted students in first-year writing when he claims, “We 

must be able to define with some degree of precision when a particular student has passed 

from the basic writing state to the college level. . . . Obviously, if we cannot clearly 

define for ourselves what we mean by college-level writing, how can we hope to do this 

for our students?” (6). Within What Is “College-Level” Writing?, edited by Sullivan and 

Howard Tinberg, where this essay is found, many scholars and instructors go on to 

attempt to offer possible definitions positioned from the perspectives of either helping 

students transition from high school to first-year writing or to the disciplines as students 

advance towards their degrees. Kathleen Blake Yancey and Brian Morrison offer a way 

to define first-year writing in “Coming to Terms: Vocabulary as a Means of Defining 

First Year Composition” by calling for a shared writing terminology to be utilized by 

high school, first-year writing and disciplinary instructors in order to facilitate a smooth 

transition. Muriel Harris in “What Does the Instructor Want? The View from the Writing 

Center” offers a tutoring perspective on defining college-level writing when she asserts 

that considering the audience is key to college-level writing because writing center tutors 

can help students expand their consideration of what comprises their audience within a 

university context. In “Defining by Assessing” Edward M. White posits that many 

believe “generalizable definitions” for college-level writing can be found within 

assessment instruments, especially those which seek to measure whether students need to 

take an upper division writing course because, as “institutional documents” they “embody 

in their scoring a succinct description of the writing traits they require for particular 

students under particular situations” (246, 248). Yet, ultimately, all conclude, as White 

does, that the definitions from any of these perspectives will always be inadequate 



29 

 

 

 

because they don’t consider the multitude of differences embodied within varying 

institutional contexts, rhetorical situations as well as disciplinary or advancing class year 

expectations. This inability to definitively define college-level writing has been noted by 

so many rhet/compositionists that White and others in Very Like a Whale aptly call this 

the “definition problem” comparing it to Polonius echoing Hamlet’s sarcasm, [where] 

different observers see different things in shadowy shapes” (13). Furthermore, these 

volumes and articles only include the views of the rhet/compositionists as researchers and 

administrators as well as high school and college writing instructors; other administrative 

stakeholders and researchers are not considered or included. Thus, through this research, 

no shared understandings about college-level writing definitions are formed between 

rhet/comp and administrative stakeholders and researchers. 

Conceptions, Testing & Success 

Due to the unsuccessful attempts to define college-level writing, the transition 

literature has also examined the conceptual underpinnings of college-level writing in 

order to understand how teachers’ conceptions are shaped, and in turn, shape classroom 

instruction. This is perhaps because conceptions do not require definitional precision and 

concreteness, thereby allowing for the examination of contextual and disciplinary 

variability and creating an opening for further shaping and expansion.11 When I say, 

“conceptual,” I see this word based on the Oxford English Dictionary’s definitions as 

encompassing both “a mental representation of the essential or typical properties of 

 
 
11 I am basing my understanding of the word definition on the following Oxford English Dictionary’s 

definitions: “The action of . . . stating exactly what a thing is, or what a word means” and “a precise 

statement of the essential nature of a thing” (“definition, n.")  
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something, considered without regard to the peculiar properties of any specific instance 

or example” that “underlies or govern[s] the design or content of a product” and a 

“disposition, frame of mind” ("concept, n."). This type of contextual examination can 

initially be seen in writings by a University of Memphis English professor, Joseph Jones, 

“Muted Voices: High School Teachers, Composition, and the College Imperative” that 

set out to investigate how high school teacher “perceptions of college writing did--or 

didn’t--influence or affect their work” (1). While Jones uses the word “perceptions,” he 

seems to be targeting “conceptions”. His conclusion that the “teachers seem[ed] intent on 

replicating some of the more traditional features and values of English teaching in their 

efforts to prepare their students for what they imagine they’ll encounter in college. . . 

particularly literary analysis” furthers this connection to conceptions (7). What Jones 

argues is that high school teachers’ conceptions of what college writing is and how to 

teach it are clearly grounded in mental representations formed when they were English 

majors. Thus, Jones reveals a disconnect between high school and college instructor 

conceptions of what college-writing is.  

I discovered what is clearest is that most of this literature emphasizes the 

damaging impact of high-stakes testing on teacher conceptions which in turn influences 

how and what is taught about college-level writing. These authors, therefore, argue for 

the elimination of these tests often used by high school and college administrators to 

measure student writing progress and readiness for college-level writing. One such 

argument is found within 2009’s oft-cited “What is Happening in the Teaching of 

Writing?” Here, Applebee and Langer contend that high-stakes testing lessened the 

amount of writing and instruction going on in high schools because the emphasis on 



31 

 

 

 

reading within these tests led teachers to conceive of writing as less important to teach. 

By 2017, in “What Shapes School Writing? Examining Influences on School Writing 

Tasks Over Time in U.S. Secondary Schools” Applebee underscores the insidious 

influence of high-stakes on teacher conceptions and their attendant practices because the 

“accountability movement in which these tests are embedded explicitly seeks to couple 

curriculum, instruction and assessment” (22). Thus, Applebee implies that there is no 

longer “teaching to the test” because the tests, the curriculum and instruction are 

inextricably tied.  More specifically, Applebee illustrates how this occurs by providing 

specific examples of how his research team observed the tests’ influencing teacher 

determinations of “whether to include writing in the curriculum; what kinds of writing to 

include and whether to structure writing tasks around in-depth exploration of topics or as 

preparation for on-demand assignments” (20). For instance, his research team observed 

that if a standardized test required writing more than one paragraph, teachers assigned 

“more pages” of writing (20). Applebee and Langer’s concerns about these tests’ 

emphasis on reading and limiting the types and length of writing assigned are 

characterized as a narrowing of the curriculum in the NCTE’s policy research brief  

“How Standardized Tests Shape–and Limit–Student Learning.” Ultimately, Applebee 

points toward eliminating standardized test use in high school due to the myriad of 

negative influences they have on writing instruction and students learning how to write in 

college.  

Applebee and Langer’s conclusions about the devastating impact of standardized 

testing have been verified within the transition literature whose focus has been on student 

preparedness for college-level writing. Miles McCrimmon, a community college English 
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instructor who has taught dual enrollment courses, writes about his involvement in a 

three-year project centered on aligning high school and college writing instruction in 

“High School Writing Practices in the Age of Standards: Implications for College 

Composition.” Based on this experience, McCrimmon bemoans the fact that state-

mandated standardized assessment of writing has left his students possessing “a higher 

level of proficiency operating within a narrowly specialized sliver of the rhetorical 

spectrum - the heavily structured, formal essay based on a generalized prompt” (256). 

McCrimmon concludes that this means his students are unprepared for the “barrage of 

real-world and postsecondary demands on their ability to communicate” (256).  Barbara 

Moss and Suzanne Bordelon in “Preparing Students for College-Level Writing: 

Implementing a Rhetoric and Writing Class in the Senior Year” studied the instruction 

within three high school courses whose aim was to prepare students for the California 

State University English Placement Test (EPT). They also concluded, however, that “less 

direct emphasis on test preparation might increase the impact of the course in terms of 

not only preparing students for the EPT, but also preparing them for university course 

work” (218).  

Most disastrously, some of these articles point to the fact that standardized testing 

has led to differing conceptions of success between high school and college instructors. 

Conceiving of success differently more than anything else separates not only instructor 

perceptions of effective preparation but student conceptions of how to write in college. 

According to Susan Fanetti and others in “Closing the Gap Between High School Writing 

Instruction and College Writing Expectations,” high school instructions conceive of 

success “in terms of statistics: comparatively high average test scores, consistent 
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adequate yearly progress percentages, etc.” This conception of success guides instruction, 

“Because success is measured against standards set locally and nationally based on 

anonymous students’ averages, high school instruction is designed first, to optimize 

performance on the assessments that provide statistics” (Fanetti et al. 78). Yet, college 

instructors’ value “abstract analysis and critical thinking – skills resistant to large-scale, 

objective standardization” (Fanetti et al. 78). This vision of college instructor writing 

success is indirectly affirmed by the focus of transition teaching manuals focused on 

pedagogical strategies and assignments like Kristen Dombek and Scott Herndon’s 

Critical Passages: Teaching the Transition to College Composition. For Dombek and 

Herndon’s methodology is based on teaching students to think critically and analytically 

about forms of writing. Fanetti and others aptly conclude that emphasizing the 

importance of high school and college instructors coming to a “consensus about what 

success is” will lead to instruction that accurately shapes the conceptions which students 

develop about successful writing in high school and college. Yet, they don’t suggest how 

this consensus about successful writing can come to pass.  

When considering how to combat the misconceptions of college-level writing at 

the high school and college levels engendered by high-stakes tests, rhet/comp researchers 

have foregrounded the idea of first addressing misconceptions about college-level 

writing, its teaching and assessment disseminated by research for administrative 

audiences. Most recently, In Naming What We Know, Linda Adler-Kassner and Elizabeth 

Wardle contend, "There are a number of individuals and groups asserting definitions of 

what ‘good writing’ is and how it should be developed in schools. . . . Broadly, we see a 

push to standardize ideas about what ‘good writing’ means” (5). Adler-Kassner and 
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Wardle specifically name the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) as an example of 

this effort to standardize definitions and ideas so they become shared conceptions about 

“good” writing. Yet, Adler-Kassner and Wardle argue that this standardization is 

problematic because these efforts do not reflect the professional knowledge of the 

rhet/comp field.  Thus, as a corrective, they had experts in the field write “extended 

definitions” of “thirty-seven threshold concepts” based on writing studies research to be 

alternately used to shape teaching in first-year composition and tutoring in writing 

centers, among other things.  In “The Companies We Keep or The Companies We Would 

Like to Try to Keep: Strategies and Tactics in Challenging Times,” Linda Adler-Kassner 

once again contends that administrative definitions about “the meaning of ‘preparation’ 

and “how well prepared will be indicated” shape misconceptions about writing at the 

college-level (120). Adler-Kassner centrally argues, therefore, that first-year writing 

classes be about writing studies.12 Ultimately, she sees a writing studies curriculum in 

first-year writing as a way for rhet/compositionists to gain the power to shape 

conceptions of what constitutes successful writing as well as curriculum and assessment 

tools. Similarly, Doug Downs and Elizabeth Wardle in “Teaching about Writing, 

Righting Misconceptions: (Re) envisioning ‘First Year Composition’ as ‘Introduction to 

Writing Studies’” also recommend that first-year curricula be focused on writing studies. 

Their recommendation, like Adler-Kassner’s, is also seen as a corrective that will combat 

writing misconceptions. This time, however, the misconceptions are “reflected in public 

policy reports such as Standards for Success by the Center for Educational Policy 

 
 
12 This was first suggested by Yancey with Morrison in their 2006 essay “Coming to Terms: Vocabulary as 

a Means of Defining First Year Composition” (279). 
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Research, which focu[ses] primarily on the need for grammar instruction even sentence 

diagramming in writing instruction” (555). Yet, the primary purpose of Adler-Kassner, 

Wardle and Downs seems to be a call to their colleagues to action, to right the wrongs of 

the research aimed at administrators, and to gain control of curriculum and assessment 

instruments--not to build a shared understanding and programmatic approach.  

The Framework, Habits of Mind & Success 

Another tactic rhet/compositionists have focused on to combat the college 

readiness researchers’ misconceptions about writing has been focused on promoting The 

Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing. Peggy O’Neill and the other authors of 

the Framework point out in “Foreword: Then and Now, Reflections on the Framework 

Six Years Out,” that the Framework’s primary purpose was to “disrupt a powerful 

narrative led by policymakers responsible for finalizing and implementing the Common 

Core.” They criticized the narrative as one “bundled into what has come to known as the 

‘college and career readiness’ agenda” (x). O’Neill and others go on to more clearly 

delineate the Framework purpose, stating that in addition to “giv[ing] voice to teachers as 

advocates for change” the Framework also “add[s] research . . . to the debate . . . and 

remind others that the teaching and learning of writing . . . more broadly are activities 

within and across the disciplines” (xi). More specifically, many see the habits of mind 

listed in the Framework, like Kristine Johnson in “Framing the Framework,” as 

“reframing writing as habits of mind and experiences rather than standards,” an allusion 

to the CCSS and its attendant tests (5). Some rhet/compositionists like Angela Clark-

Oates and others in “Using the Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing to 

Foster Learning” draw explicit connections between the CCSS and the Framework in 
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order to justify it as the basis of alternate assessments like e-portfolios in first-year 

writing courses.  

The Framework’s authors have also focused on providing research that shows the 

Framework’s coherence--especially the habits of mind it lists--with the values associated 

with rhet/compositionists as well as their compatibility with writing instruction and 

alternate assessments.  Published in 2017, edited by Nicholas N. Behm and others, The 

Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing: Scholarship and Applications, 

includes the “Foreword: Then and Now, Reflections on the Framework Six Years Out” 

from Peggy O’Neill and others. It is the primary volume directed at these efforts. Peter 

Khost’s contribution entitled, “The Framework for Success as a Rhetorical Common 

Denominator” centers on the contention that the Framework can serve as a disciplinary 

“common denominator” for rhet/comp in that it would be “ a minimal set of [college-

level writing]values the field would collectively agree to commit to, regardless of 

whether individuals teach them explicitly or implicitly, or wholly or partly . . . a partial 

description, not [a] definitive prescription” (142-143). Furthermore, Khost believes these 

values rest on the Framework’s habits of mind because, “one cannot be a good college-

level writer without drawing on any of those habits” (143). As with others who are 

supportive of the Framework, he emphasizes the “transformative” influence it has on the 

“concept of success . . . from an outcome measured by external parties” to one ruled by 

student self-efficacy (143). He describes self-efficacy as “something embodied, ongoing 

and determined largely through one’s own agency and in one’s own terms” (143). Thus, 

Khost has begun an empirical study examining the self-efficacy of students’ habits of 

mind within a first-year writing course at a university as well as within high school and 
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community colleges. His initial findings show that students’ ability to put their habits of 

mind into practice or to practice self-efficacy within these contexts can be augmented 

through intervention, and that this ability is correlated with their “overall satisfaction” 

with their writing courses. Thus, it can be intimated that students can derive a sense of 

personal satisfaction influenced through their control of their own growth as an academic 

writer that can not only be measured but amplified by teacher actions or activities.   

Within “Experience, Values, and Habitus: Twelfth Graders and the Framework’s 

Habits of Mind,” Rebecca Powell, through discussion of her qualitative study, even more 

compellingly establishes a link between writing success through habits of mind, with her 

focus on student self-efficacy--which she defines as their “belie[f] in their ability to 

succeed at writing” (123). Powell compares, therefore, students’ values and attitudes 

toward writing and success from two high schools and a college composition course, 

utilizing a habits of mind framework based on the habits listed in the Framework. Her 

findings revealed that students from a small city high school linked belief in their ability 

to succeed in writing to their “work and effort,” thereby emphasizing their valuing and 

the value of inculcating the habits of persistence and engagement (123). While, on the 

other hand, students from a rural high school aligned their belief in writing success to 

grades which they linked to fulfilling teacher or audience expectations. Powell sees these 

rural students’ emphasis on grades as demonstrating that the habits of openness, 

flexibility and responsibility will aid students in their quest to satisfy teacher writing 

demands. Powell also found that the habits of openness, flexibility and responsibility 

were tied to freshman composition students’ beliefs in their ability to succeed in writing.   
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Powell and Khost’s research are of interest to me because this is the first research 

I have come across that focuses on seeking and providing evidence of links between 

habits of mind and writing success. In particular, Powell’s use of a habits of mind 

framework to discern attitudes about writing and its impact on student beliefs about their 

ability to achieve success is close to my own use of a habits of mind framework. My own 

framework is based upon revealing university stakeholder conceptions of writer success 

and their impact on which programmatic mechanisms make students successful. Powell’s 

emphasis on student views and the habits listed in the Framework differentiates her study 

from mine.  Moreover, Powell is emphasizing the importance of the intrapersonal habits 

of openness, persistence and flexibility and the interpersonal habit of responsibility. In 

sum, however, Powell and Khost’s efforts seem to lean more toward divergence than 

convergence in terms of those outside of the rhet/comp discipline. Khost especially 

emphasizes that his work is meant to serve as a weapon in the larger “us vs. them” battle 

involving “what it means for students to be college ready and how important that is, who 

determines that and how that is determined” with the “us” being “a much less powerful 

[and] variegated (i.e. teachers)” and the “them” “powerful external (i.e., policy makers 

and various special interests)” (136). In contrast to PowelI and Khost, however, I see that 

habits in writing research framed by this battle mentality, instead of a bridging mentality, 

will only work to entrench and estrange administrative and university rhet/comp 

stakeholders further and foreclose the possibility of the collaboration and cooperation that 

will benefit both.   
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Habits of Mind & First-Year Writing 

As Khost noted, the field of rhet/comp “has easily enough imagined constructive 

responses” to what I call the college-high school writing divide “that [is] pedagogical in 

nature” for first-year writing classes using habits of mind (138). Two volumes, however, 

are notable because they integrate research from both inside and outside rhet/comp arena. 

Noted transition literature compositionist Patrick Sullivan’s effort is A New Writing 

Classroom: Listening, Motivation and Habits of Mind, which was published in 2014. 

What is most notable here is that one of the essential questions which Sullivan lists his 

book will answer is, “Is there any scholarship outside of our discipline that we might 

need to consider and be familiar with as teachers of writing? Is any of this essential work 

[something] that all writing teachers should be familiar with?” (4). Sullivan answers this 

question and the others he poses by focusing on transforming the theory and practice of 

first-year writing pedagogy so that it now encompasses listening, motivation and habits 

of mind supported by scholarship from “learning theory, critical thinking, transfer of 

knowledge, neuroscience, motivation, cognitive psychology and characterological 

dispositions “(180). Most essentially, Sullivan ties habits of mind to first-year writers’ 

continued achievement in other contexts. He states,  

Research related to critical thinking and the development of writing expertise 

suggests that intellectual and dispositional ‘habits of mind’ may be more valuable 

to students . . . than knowledge about traditional subjects at the center of most 

writing instruction, including the thesis statement, MLA format, and even essays 

themselves [because] these dispositional characteristics transfer to other contexts 

and will be of great value to them across their entire life span. (149-150) 

 

Amongst the scholars Sullivan quotes to support this stance he includes Costa and 

Kallick, of Learning and Leading with Habits of Mind fame. He credits their work about 
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habits of mind as “foundational,” with its focus on “critical thinking and mature problem-

solving” as widely embraced among “educators, cognitive psychologists, learning 

theorists and teachers” (150). At the same time, Sullivan utilizes this scholarship to 

discuss the habits listed by the Framework. In fact, he joins Powell and Khost in 

emphasizing self-efficacy--and Powell in particular--in its relation to writing success. 

Sullivan sees self-efficacy as the marrying of the habits of “engagement, responsibility 

and persistence” in terms of exhibiting help-seeking behavior because “we ultimately 

empower and enable students when we require them to take responsibility for their own 

learning . . . choices, and . . . successes and failures” (159).  

What is most germane here to my project, however, is to review the manner in 

which Sullivan utilizes research aimed at an administrative audience and its association 

with habits of mind to pragmatically ground a more inclusive stance—a feminist stance—

that moves beyond viewing capable writers as primarily possessing the cognitive ability 

to construct arguments.  Sullivan’s position that argumentative writing as forecloses 

students’ ability to think critically and problem solve is evinced when he writes, 

“commonly assigned argumentative writing traps students in lower-order cognitive 

orientations and serves to support routine, automatic, and largely unexamined ways of 

looking at the world and engaging complex problems” (1). He cites the work of social 

psychologist John Bargh as well as cognitive psychologist and neuroscientist Daniel T. 

Willingham as being in support of this stance (1). Sullivan sees this stance as allied with 

feminist scholars like Catherine Lamb who have called argument “monologic,” and with 

Olivia Frey, who Sullivan says characterizes the teaching of argument as the “adversarial 

method” as well as the “resistance... [of] certainty” of Peter Elbow’s “doubting and 
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believing game” (110-112). As an alternative, Sullivan encourages the assignment of 

reflective essays which he describes as “parallel[ing] Donna Qualley’s use of reflexive 

inquiry and the ‘essayist stance,’ a way of ‘thinking about ideas that is dialogic and 

reflective” (70). Sullivan see reflection as being a key part of metacognition, an 

intrapersonal, not cognitive habit. The model assignment he provides has his students 

write a reflective essay responsive to the “College Readiness Checklist” authored by 

Sullivan. I too used this checklist as the inspiration for my student writer profiles because 

of their clear and concise encapsulation of the behaviors or thoughts students need to 

demonstrate associated with these key habits of mind.  

The volume that most thoroughly and non-critically integrates rhet/comp and 

administrative research in relation to what writing program mechanism can best help 

incoming students achieve success is Fostering Habits of Mind in Today’s Students: A 

New Approach to Developmental Education edited by Jennifer Fletcher and others. 

Fletcher and others present lessons that are purported to cultivate the following habits of 

mind in students, so they are ready to move on from developmental and onto college-

level writing courses: engagement, persistence, curiosity and self-efficacy (xv). The 

habits of mind of persistence, curiosity and engagement are in the various cited 

publications:  Framework, Conley and the Center for Educational Policy Research 

(CEPR)’s Understanding University Success and its later revisions, as well as the 

Pellegrino and Hilton’s report Education for Life and Work. The fourth habit which 

Fletcher cites is self-efficacy. He states that self-efficacy is tied to transfer, stating in 

Chapter 6, entitled, “Promoting Transfer for Learning” that it is tied to transfer as defined 

by the American Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) in their 
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Integrative Learning Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate Education 

(VALUE) Rubric.13. This is the organization Conley and CEPR relied on when compiling 

Understanding University Success.  

Additionally, Fletcher and others rely on both rhet/comp as well as administrative 

research to support their writing lessons. In the introductory essay entitled, “Why Habits 

of Mind Matter” authored by Fletcher, she cites another of Conley’s works, College and 

Career Ready, as providing the key impetus for putting the theory behind the habits into 

practice through the writing lessons in this book (7).  However, she also cites rhet/comp 

foundational theorist Aristotle’s Rhetoric as the original justification for cultivating habits 

of mind, since in Books I & II, Aristotle tells his students that habituation is associated 

with intellectual virtue in that it nurtures thought processes like deliberation and 

comprehension tied to the building of knowledge (9). Later, Fletcher once again relies on 

the work of rhet/compositionists and research for administrative audiences, this time to 

define “transfer” and convince readers to teach for transfer by explicitly tying it to habits 

of mind. Fletcher cites Rebecca Nowacek’s Agents of Integration: Understanding 

Transfer as a Rhetorical Act and Downs and Wardle’s “Teaching about Writing, 

Righting Misconceptions” when Nowacek defines transfer as an “act of 

recontextualization” and as the ability to “understand the limits of universality” (qtd. in 

Fletcher et al. 199). In this same chapter, Fletcher ties transfer to the American 

Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U)  and Conley’s habit of self-efficacy 

 

13 The AAC&U’s VALUE rubrics are essentially assessment instruments utilized within their Liberal 

Education and America’s Promise (LEAP) initiative which they state is a “national public advocacy and 

campus action initiative” whose aim is to promote “the importance of a liberal education” (AAC&U).  
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when she quotes the AAC&U’s definition of a student who master transfer within their 

Integrative –Learning Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate Education 

(VALUE) Rubric as one who “adapts and applies, independently, skills abilities, theories, 

or methodologies gained in one situation to new situations to solve difficult problems or 

explore complex issues in original ways” (qtd. in Fletcher et al. 205). Fletcher notes that 

the “one-two punch of metacognition cum self-regulation” described here “is a potent 

recipe for transfer of learning” and the students who master transfer as “reflective self-

managers who parlay [their] enhanced confidence and self-efficacy” (206). The key 

message here for Fletcher is that first-year writing programs that explicitly teach transfer 

lead to success in the form of a degree, as in the case of “Alma” whose story ends the 

chapter.  

 These volumes could serve as models for how to integrate rhet/compositionists’ 

and policy makers’ conceptions about the writing programmatic mechanisms that lead to 

student success in college, but their focus is solely pedagogical. Their most likely 

audience, therefore, is other teachers, not other university stakeholders involved in 

smoothing the high school to college writing transition. It may, therefore, have little 

influence on the conception and shaping of the programmatic mechanisms of writing 

programs as I hope my study will. Furthermore, it does not specifically elaborate on how 

these two groups conceive of which specific habits of mind lead to success for college 

writers as my study sets out to do.  

Bridging Another Gap: Rhet/Comp & Writing Centers 

In my investigation of writing center scholarship, I observed this part of the 

rhet/comp fields’ struggle to reject rhet/comp process/naturalistic/progressive approaches 
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to programmatic evaluation in favor of more administrative objective-oriented/product-

based approaches to students’ achievement of success through writing in college, 

principally in the interest of maintaining administrative support for funding. In “When 

Hard Questions Are Asked: Evaluating Writing Centers,” James H. Bell offers evidence 

that writing centers are moving toward an administrative view of success due to their 

entrenchment as an administrative entity.  Within this article, Bell advocates that writing 

centers should use a Worthen and Sander’s “objectives-oriented” evaluative approach 

because “it speaks to administrators and funders” (15). For Bell, this approach sets goals 

for sessions where evidence that they are met by writers can be easily documented 

through the collection of their written products (15). Terese Thonus in “Tutor and Student 

Assessments of Academic Writing Tutorials: “What is ‘Success’?” provides more 

evidence of writing center’s inexorable move toward an administrative alliance by 

utilizing a commercial evaluative lens when she observes that “this shift in emphasis 

from process to product may appear reversionary in terms of writing tutorial and 

composition theory… [but] also displays interest in client (i.e., student and instructor) 

expectations of a service, particularly one as institutionally accountable as a writing 

center” (30). Diana Calhoun Bell and Alanna Frost in “Critical Inquiry and Writing 

Centers: A Methodology of Assessment” further contend that writing centers should 

collect quantitative data to show how students who visit writing centers are more likely to 

be retained and persist to graduation versus those who do not because “ the ability to 

demonstrate effectiveness becomes paramount to their survival within the institution,” 

especially demonstrating effectiveness in terms that administrative stakeholders 

understand (19). Referring back to Chapter 1, most compellingly, Salem argues that 
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writing centers should play a central role in ensuring that colleges and universities are 

responsive to governmental “accountability measures” sponsored by the State Higher 

Education Executive Officers Association (SHEEO). This is important because their 

outcomes are tied to their retention and graduation rates, which in turn gives them the 

leverage to garner more internal and external support funding (34, 37). Salem sees that 

this as an opportunity unique to writing centers because “they target specialized academic 

support toward students who need it, and in so doing, they keep students on track toward 

graduation” (34).  

Yet, in my role as Coordinator of Solopaca’s Writing Center, I can see first-hand 

the importance of writing centers and first year writing programs working together to not 

only support students’ transition into becoming college writers, but also in jointly 

forwarding programmatic mechanisms based on the scholarship in their fields. 

Unfortunately, writing center and first year writing scholarship have remained largely 

separate--due not only to the ideological differences cited above, but also due to the 

maintenance of separate professional organizations in my region’s Philadelphia Writing 

Program Administrators (PWPA) vs. Mid-Atlantic Writing Center Association 

(MAWCA) or of scholarly journals like Praxis: A Writing Center Journal vs. College 

Composition and Communication. I fear that writing center scholarship’s support of an 

administrative alliance will only further distance these two fields who share, at the very 

least, theoretical stances about writing pedagogy. By contrast, my study, by including 

both first-year writing instructors and writing center tutors, therefore, is an attempt to 

reveal both commonalities and differences in conceptions of successful writers and the 

programs that create them through a habits of mind lens. My hope is that writing centers 
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and first-year writing programs can work together to acquire potential sources of 

programmatic funding that the college readiness controversy offers for strongly allied 

programming going forward. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODS 

 

As already discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, my primary aim is to help stakeholders 

from the administrative and rhetoric/composition fields to work together to support 

student writers more effectively in the transition between high school and college. I 

decided, therefore, to conduct a qualitative investigation into three university 

stakeholders who are directly involved with supporting writers in the transition at 

Solopaca University. These three stakeholder groups included instructors who teach in 

the first-year writing program, peer tutors who work in the Writing Center and 

administrators who oversee and fund this program and center. Most centrally, I created a 

habits-of mind domain-oriented-framework to steer both my data collection and analysis. 

I settled on using habits of mind, since when reviewing the literature surrounding 

transitioning writers and success, I found both administrative and rhet/comp camp 

scholarship identified certain habits as necessary for writers to possess for success. My 

habits of mind framework was built by utilizing the cognitive, interpersonal and 

intrapersonal domains used by Pellegrino and Hilton’s Education for Life and Work. I 

used Pellegrino and Hilton’s conceptualizations of each domain to categorize the habits 

of mind that have been defined and prioritized in documents from the administrative and 

rhet/comp fields like Costa and Kallick’s Learning and Leading; Conley’s Getting Ready 

for College, Careers, and the Common Core; and the CWPA and others’ Framework for 

Success in Postsecondary Writing. These domain conceptualizations, habit definitions 

and their particular sources are shown in Appendix A, Table 9. Thus, I also used this 

literature to come up with my a priori definitions of each domain’s habits. I then 
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identified methods from the English education, rhet/comp and writing center fields to 

collect data. They encompass a variety of procedures that include ranking activities, 

semi-structured interviews and retrospective accounts.  I used these methods to collect 

data that would help me identify which domains and which habits within each domain 

constitute successful writers, and the programs that form them for each participant from 

the university stakeholder groups. Moreover, I used this domain framework and the a 

priori habits definitions when I began to initially code my data but built on these 

definitions to form conceptions of each habit through my coding process. By utilizing this 

habits of mind interpretive framework throughout my analysis, I discerned each 

university stakeholder’s domain orientation and the conceptions of habits they prioritized 

for writer’s success and the formation of successful writers in the university.  I then 

distinguished three groups that shared domain orientations that steered their perception of 

habits they privileged from each domain--the Classicists, the Transformationalists and the 

Adaptivists.  

In the following sections I will provide more detailed information about Solopaca 

U., my university stakeholder participants, my formation of a habits of mind framework 

and my data collection and analysis methods.  

Study Site 

The site of this qualitative study is a small Catholic university, Solopaca U.,14 

located on the outskirts of a major northeastern city. The campus is bucolic, surrounded 

 

14 The name of this university is a pseudonym. All university areas and departments, faculty, 

administrators, staff and students have also been changed to obscure information that would reveal their 

identities and violate the confidentiality promised to them.  
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by tall, mature trees with the main buildings being beautifully preserved remnants of the 

Gilded Age. Since the university’s founding, there have been many other buildings added 

during different eras in response to the residential and academic needs of its expanding 

student population. At the time of this writing in the fall of 2019, the university offered 

40+ majors within its undergraduate programs, with students primarily majoring in 

biology, business management, education and psychology. 

Solopaca’s student population make-up has changed in many significant ways 

within the last seven years. The most noteworthy changes have been in terms of the 

percentages of entering students who identify themselves as an ethnicity other than 

white/Caucasian or who report significant financial need. The most significant changes 

occurred within the undergraduate population’s racial and ethnic make-up. Within the 

current undergraduate population of 1,555, 51% of these students identify as Asian, bi- or 

multi-racial, Black/African American or Hispanic/Latino and 45% as white (Solopaca 

University Institutional Research Office “Fact Book Snapshot AY 2019-2020”). From 

2013 to 2016 the university’s Black/African American and Hispanic/Latino 

undergraduate population have roughly doubled, with another approximate 5.5% gain 

within these two populations respectively from 2017 to 2019 (Solopaca University 

Institutional Research Office “Fact Book Snapshot AY2019-2020,” Fact Book 2017-

2018).  Correspondingly, the number of white students attending Solopaca decreased 

from 3/4 of its population in 2016 to less than half its population in 2019, making these 

students the current minority (Solopaca University Institutional Research Office Fact 
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Book 2016-2017). The changes in the percentages of low-income students are just as 

significant. Unfortunately, although these changes in student income status are widely 

discussed around campus, I found that longitudinal data demonstrating these changes 

were not available.  Thus, I investigated whether these changes were demonstrable using 

the data that were at hand. I found that principally, the only way student financial trends 

are measured by Solopaca University Institutional Research Office is by recording the 

amounts of Pell Grant monies received (Fact Books 2013-2017). According to Jason 

Delisle in “The Pell Grant Proxy: A Ubiquitous but Flawed Measure of Low-Income 

Student Enrollment,” student eligibility or recipient status in relation to Pell Grants is 

frequently used by institutions as a measure of the percentage of low-income students 

enrolled in college. Evidence of the level of this income is found in the College Board’s 

Trends in Student Aid 2018 statement about Pell Grant recipients: “37% of these students 

came from families with incomes of $20,000 or less, and another 36% came from 

families with incomes between $20,000 and $40,000” (29). Furthermore, the National 

Center for Educational Statistics in its report, “Changes in Pell Grant Participation and 

Median Income of Recipients,” reported that the median family income for Pell Grant 

recipients in 2011-2012 was $26,100. Thus, following Solopaca’s Institutional Research 

Office’s lead in using Pell Grant monies received as a measure of the student financial 

need, I utilized the Department of Education’s Distribution of Federal Pell Grant 

Program Funds by Institution reports to get the most up-to- date information. I found that 

there indeed was an increasing number of students coming from low-income families 

because from 2012 to 2018 the amount of Pell Grant monies awarded to Solopaca 

students increased by 50%.  In order to get more of a sense of the number of students 
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who received Pell Grant aid, I then compared the number of students listed who received 

Pell Grant aid on these Pell Grant distribution reports to the total number of 

undergraduates reported by the Institutional Research Office by year. I was able to 

determine an increase in the number of students receiving this money from 28% in 2013 -

2014 to 45% in 2017-2018 (Solopaca University Institutional Research Office Fact 

Books 2013-2018; United States, Office of Federal Student Aid). 

Some of the ethnic change is due to the current strategic plan’s goal that by 2020 

Solopaca will be a Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSN). Centrally, according to the 

United States Department of Education, Office of Post-Secondary Education, Developing 

Hispanic-Serving Institutions Program-Title V, Part A of the Higher Education Act, “a 

Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) is defined as an institution of higher education that… 

has an enrollment of undergraduate full-time equivalent students that is at least 25 

percent Hispanic students at the end of the award year immediately preceding the date of 

application”(“Definition of Hispanic-Serving Institutions”). If an institution’s application 

is successful, they can receive grant money that funds many initiatives supporting student 

academic, social and emotional growth aimed primarily at improving student academic 

success and retention rates (United States Department of Education, Office of Post-

Secondary Education, Developing Hispanic-Serving Institutions Program-Title V ). 

Solopaca’s president and top-level administrators outwardly proclaim that becoming an 

HIS is being in line with Solopaca’s social justice mission as a Catholic institution. Many 

faculty members, however, see this move as primarily tied to increasing Solopaca’s 

admission and retention rates.  The faculty’s notions that these student population 

changes are indeed fiscally motivated are partly backed by Nathan D. Grawe’s discussion 
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in Demographics and the Demand for Higher Education. He discusses moves which 

many institutions are making in order to guard against the financial ramifications of 

national declines in the population of college-age students eligible for college 

recruitment. According to Grawe, “in apparent response to the financial crisis, the 

nation’s total fertility rate has plummeted by more than 12 percent. And so, beginning in 

2026 the number of native-born children to reach college age will begin a rapid decline” 

(6). Grawe notes, however, that “over the past 25 years, the total fertility rate among both 

Hispanic and non-Hispanic black women has exceeded the national average” (11). This 

trend has led to many institutions, especially in the Northeast, where the concentration of 

institutions increases competition for students, to “increase[e] attendance by better 

outreach to Hispanics and non-Hispanic blacks” (106).  

Additionally, there is much reporting about these changes in student populations 

within national and scholarly publications aimed at academic and administrative 

audiences. As Carol Geary Schneider, President Emerita of the Association of American 

Colleges & Universities (AAC&U), remarks in the Foreword of Elaine Maimon’s 

groundbreaking book Leading Academic Change: Vision, Strategy and Transformation, 

“Today, students of color, working adults, and students from low-income backgrounds 

constitute a new majority in postsecondary education” (ix). Once again, Grawe in 

Demographics and the Demand for Higher Education backs the students of color and 

low-income parts of this assertion. Grawe cites statistics that the attendance gap between 

Hispanics and non-Hispanic blacks versus non-Hispanic whites “stands at only five 

percentage points, the lowest it has been in the past four decades” (114).  Grawe goes on 

to declare that “access for low-income students has clearly risen” by referencing studies 
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from Paul Carneiro and James J. Heckman from 2001, David Ellwood and Thomas Kane 

from 2000 and Robert Haveman and Timothy Smeeding from 2006 (115).  

What is also interesting to note is that Solopaca’s African American and Hispanic 

student populations come from Pennsylvania since this is where most of Solopaca’s 

students come from. These populations are especially concentrated in urban areas, which 

have underfunded public schools.15 According to the 2010 Census, some of the highest 

concentrations of the Black and Hispanic populations in Pennsylvania are in Philadelphia 

County at 43.4% and 12.7 % respectively (United States Census Bureau “Census Data 

Mapper”). The Philadelphia School District, the largest district in Philadelphia county, is 

notoriously underfunded, something much discussed in many local publications like The 

Notebook. For instance, in reflecting on the district’s most recent budget crisis of the 

2013-14 school year, Amber Denham in her recent article “Art Education Programs 

Slowly Rebuild after Schools’ Budget Crisis” accurately portrays what the impact of the 

financial dire straits was at the time:  

there was barely enough money to maintain general education 

requirements mandated by the Pennsylvania Department of Education. Schools 

across the city were left understaffed. The District’s Arts Department took a 

substantial hit, and schools were lucky if they were left with one art or music 

teacher.  

 

Furthermore, there is evidence that schools within the Philadelphia School District are 

not preparing these students for college-level writing. The Philadelphia School District 

website reported that in 2017-2018, only 36% of its students performed at least at the 

proficient level on the writing portion of the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment 

 

15 The percentage of Solopaca students from Pennsylvania rose from 59% to 76% from fall 2012 to fall 

2019 (Undergraduate Characteristics).  
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tests (PSSAs) and only 42% of its students performed at the same level of the Keystone 

Literature Exam (Philadelphia School District). The PSSA and the Keystone Literature 

exams are the local assessment arm of the CCSS as discussed in Chapter 1. The writing 

portion of the PSSAs is taken by students in grades 5 and 8. The Keystone Literature 

exam, which has a writing portion, must be taken and passed by students in 11th grade in 

order to graduate (Pennsylvania State Board of Education, 19-20). These levels of 

performance add to the administrative and faculty beliefs that these new students are 

coming to Solopaca underprepared to write at the college-level 

Yet, there are other more accurate measures of these students’ level of 

preparedness, or at least faculty perception of it, at Solopaca. In fact, Solopaca has 

followed other institutions’ leads when investigating the level of preparedness of their 

students. Other measures these institutions commonly used to determine student levels of 

college preparedness are college entrance exams and high school GPA. When one 

examines these measures at Solopaca, however, student level of preparedness is unclear, 

particularly because in 2015, Solopaca instated a test-optional admission policy, only 

requiring score reports for students applying to their honors program. They did this like 

many other institutions ostensibly to improve further access for Hispanic and the African 

American populations as it has been proven by researchers that economic status limited 

performance on the SATs, especially along racial lines.16 Since then, it seems as if the 

 
 
16 Although thoroughly investigating this phenomena is beyond the scope of this dissertation, one such 

widely referenced study, Ezekiel J. Dixon-Roman, Howard T. Everson and John J. McArdle’s “Race, 

Poverty and SAT Scores,” found significant disparities in the SAT scores when comparing those earned by 

students who were well off to those earned by economically disadvantaged students. This disparity was 

found to be twice as large when additionally comparing the performance of African American to Caucasian 

students.  
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entering freshmen’s combined average SAT scores have been trending upward since 

2016. From the fall of 2015 to the fall of 2019, the average combined SAT scores of 

entering freshman increased by 203 points, going from 889 to 1092. Yet, this trend may 

not accurately represent how well the incoming freshman class is doing on their SATs, 

since most of the submitted scores may only be coming from potential honors students. 

Perhaps more tellingly, the average high school GPA of enrolled freshmen modestly 

increased by .05 points from fall 2019 to 2019. What, therefore, seems to be the best 

indicator of the rate of preparedness of Solopaca’s undergraduates and faculty’s 

perception of it is the utilization rate of its academic support services department, which 

has remained at around 80% for the past seven years after it shot up in 2010 (Solopaca 

Tutoring Program Annual Report 2018-2019).17 

In fact, the types of services and nature of the programming offered by the 

Writing Center has had to dramatically change in response to escalating faculty demand 

for writing instructional support since my arrival in 2016 (more about my role at 

Solopaca below under the headings “My Role as Researcher” and “Ethical 

Considerations”).  Yet, this spike in requests for assistance with what are described as 

incoming students’ “writing deficits” could suggest more of a programmatic rather than 

student preparedness gap, especially since the first-year writing program has been 

replaced by sequenced writing intensive courses with a focus on social justice where little 

 

17 Data about utilization rates kept for previous ten years was based on an aggregate of utilization data from  

all support services including a writing center, disciplinary and math tutoring and professional advising. 

The definition of what qualified as a visit, however, was varied across centers and programs. For instance, 

dropping by to do homework or take a test with no tutor interaction was counted as a visit in the math 

tutoring center whereas in the Writing Center only working one-on-one with a tutor on a writing 

assignment counted as a visit.  
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writing instruction is taking place, as described below. In response to this instructional 

gap, the Writing Center began offering some writing instruction in the form of in-class 

assignment-specific workshops across the disciplines. The number of students served by 

the Writing Center jumped by 54% in the first year due to the offering of these 

workshops. Another indication that programmatic changes may be necessary, in this 

instance in the first-year writing program, is that the number of sections of ENG 101: 

Developmental Writing, the first course in sequence of first-year writing courses, offered 

began climbing again in the fall of 2013 to their current levels of about 13-14 after a 

writing intensive course sequence was added that supplanted first-year writing courses 

for many students (Solopaca Registrar). More details about the impact of this writing 

intensive course sequence will be shared in the next section.  

The fact that these populations are representative of changes going on across 

college campuses is the primary reason I decided to conduct my study at Solopaca. I 

decided that its small size would allow me to more easily discern faculty and 

administrative understandings of rising student underpreparedness in writing and the 

programmatic changes they see as needed in response. The institution’s smallness 

necessitates close collaboration between institutional bodies with an eye toward 

producing successful writers, because writing is loosely seen as integral to retention. As 

shown in Chapter 1, retention must be of concern to the modern university as it is being 

more closely monitored by private and governmental agencies. The university’s 

accreditation and reputation that attracts new students rests on strong retention numbers. 

Secondarily, the religious nature of the school has deepened its commitment to social 

justice and service to others. Social justice is foregrounded in both the first-year writing 
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course outcomes and the core curriculum’s writing intensive course sequence described 

below. Thus, most faculty and administrators openly express their desire to help these 

new populations be academically successful in order to realize democratic ideals of 

education for all--found within Dewey’s Democracy and Education.  As a result, ground-

breaking ideas like developing the student habits from the interpersonal and intrapersonal 

domains is not out of the range of discussion or acceptance. This is evidenced in the 

encouragement of the development of the intrapersonal habits of reflection, a form of 

meta-cognition, and interpersonal habit of collaboration in students within an outcome 

listed as part of the first-year writing course outcomes of Solopaca’s first-year writing 

program. This outcome reads, “Foster an ability to reflect on and assess their own and 

other writers’ writing processes and products in order to collaboratively address writing 

difficulties with a peer or instructor (For a complete listing of these outcomes see below 

under the heading “Solopaca’s First-Year Writing Program”).  It will be more likely, 

therefore, that the stakeholders within this university will also be more aware of and used 

to discussing habits of mind domains beyond the cognitive. This university stakeholder 

propensity will serve my research objective to discover the habits of mind domains that 

influence stakeholders’ conceptions of what specific habits constitute successful college 

writers and the programmatic mechanisms that best position writers to become 

successful.  

Since the configurations of the first-year writing program and the Writing Center 

are somewhat unique to Solopaca and play such pivotal roles in understanding how 

writing is supported and taught at Solopaca, I include a brief description of each below.  
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Solopaca’s First-Year Writing Program 

This university does not have a first-year writing program per se, but some 

entering students are placed by the English Department Chair in ENG 101: First-Year 

Writing I. The chair bases her placement of incoming student on her analysis of their high 

school transcript and, if available, their Evidence-Based Reading and Writing Section 

SAT scores. Since the instatement of the test optional admissions policy in 2015 

referenced above, many students are placed just based on a review of their high school 

transcript, which consists of determining the types of English courses a student took and 

how they performed in them. If a faculty advisor notices that a freshman’s performance 

in ENG 101 is not strong, or an upper classman continues to struggle with writing, they 

are advised to take the second course in the first-year writing sequence, ENG 102: First-

Year Writing II.   

The faculty who teach these two courses are mostly adjuncts with a smattering of 

sections taught by full-time, tenured faculty members. In the spring of 2018 when my 

data were collected, there were two sections of ENG 101 and eight sections of ENG 102 

offered. At this time, all sections of ENG 101 and seven sections of ENG 102 were taught 

by adjunct faculty. Only one section of ENG 102 was taught by a tenured faculty 

member.  ENG 101 and 102 have shared learning outcomes. These outcomes envision 

that upon successful completion of these courses, students will:  

• Use reading, writing and research to think critically and analytically in response 

to writing tasks.  

 

• Understand that writing is shaped rhetorically by a blend of the purposes and 

expectations of writers and audiences and apply this understanding when writing 

in different disciplinary genres and contexts.  
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• Develop an awareness of writing conventions and when to use them.  

 

• Demonstrate the importance of process (drafting, editing, and revision) to the 

development of successful texts.  

 

• Foster an ability to reflect on and assess their own and other writers’ writing 

processes and products in order to collaboratively address writing difficulties with 

a peer or instructor.  

 

• Improve their communicative capacities in light of our social justice curriculum.  

(“English 101-102, Learning Outcomes”) 

 

These outcomes are very much in line with CWPA and others’ Framework for 

Success’s aims for first-year students’ writerly development mentioned in Chapters 1 and 

2. The Framework recommends that students in first-year courses need to develop their 

ability to apply not only their critical thinking skills and rhetorical knowledge but 

understandings of conventions and the writing process (CWPA, NCTE and NWP 6-10).  

If students are not placed within either ENG 101 or 102 at any point, the only 

writing instruction they receive is through a series of three sequenced writing intensive 

courses with a focus on social justice that are a required part of the core curriculum. The 

first course in this sequence, Social Justice I, often serves at the first-year writing course 

for many students. The content of these courses is determined primarily by faculty 

interest as long as it roughly falls under the social justice umbrella. It is widely known 

that writing instruction within these courses is inconsistent as most of the faculty 

members who teach these courses openly express that they have no experience with 

writing instruction. This has resulted in faculty easily becoming overwhelmed by their 

students’ writing needs so that they either give up or look to place writing instruction in 

the hands of the “experts” in the Writing Center. Thus, there is a great need for writing 

instruction for students in transition at Solopaca.  
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Solopaca’s Writing Center 

The Writing Center is housed within the Tutoring Services area of the Student 

Success Center. Until 2016, the Writing Center offered individual tutoring appointments, 

as well as a few general workshops about writing. These appointments were staffed by 

eight peer tutors who were supplied with a general tutor-training course. They had no 

specific training in writing tutoring. They also had a professional staff person who had 

formerly served as a research librarian. Thus, most appointments before 2016 centered on 

correcting grammar and citation errors.  

When I became the Writing Center Coordinator in 2016, I implemented a 

supplemental writing tutor-training session and workshop program that offered 

assignment-specific in-class workshops. I decided on this workshop approach because the 

demand for individual tutoring appointments was overwhelming. Based on the number of 

students who came for help, the student to peer tutor ratio was 1:179.One Writing Center 

staff member in a workshop setting could simultaneously support up to 30 writers at a 

time.  In speaking with faculty, I also noticed that the subtext of these conversations was 

that they felt ill prepared to teach writing or their conceptions of how to teach writing led 

them to believe that one general session on citation or grammar would fix all students’ 

writing woes. In response, I began to support faculty growth within writing instruction. I 

introduced a workshop program by citing and discussing NCTE’s Professional 

Knowledge for the Teaching of Writing Position Statements where it asserts, “Becoming 

a better writer requires that students write. This means actual writing for real audiences, 

not merely listening to lecture about writing, doing grammar drills, or discussing 

readings”  
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 Elizabeth Wardle’s declaration was also mentioned from her chapter, “You Can 

Learn to Write in General” in Bad Ideas about Writing, “There is no writing in general, 

and thus no single class or workshop or experience can teach people to write once and for 

all…  context, audience, purpose, medium, history and values of the community all 

impact what writing is and needs to be in each situation” (30-31). These two statements 

allowed faculty to begin to imagine a different approach to writing instruction which I 

then modeled when I came to their classes. The supplemental writing tutor-training 

session was built upon a strong review of writing center and rhet/comp reading and 

literature. By the second year, the need and effect of these workshops as well as the need 

for writing center tutoring-training became apparent. In that year alone, I created and 

presented over forty-nine workshops, twenty-one of them assignment specific. In 

addition, I had a wait list of eight faculty members whose requests I could not 

accommodate, but who wanted to reserve a spot in the schedule in the future. Moreover, 

the assignment specific in-class workshop program received strong positive feedback 

with 100% of faculty strong agreeing that these workshops met most or all of their 

writing instructional needs and 85% stating that they noticed their students’ writing had 

improved in the aspect of assignment addressed in the workshop. I also expanded writing 

tutor training to a ½ credit course as it became clear tutors needed even more training in 

order to respond effectively to the writing needs of the university’s changing populations. 

Additional segments were added, involving working with students with disabilities, 

explaining how to correct the errors of multilingual students and how to handle difficult 

sessions. I have continued to expand the Writing Center’s programming so it supports 

students in Social Justice I so the writing needs of incoming students can be addressed. 
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Overall, while programming has expanded to meet incoming writer’s needs, there are still 

more needs to be met. 

Participants 

I recruited participants from three university stakeholder groups involved in 

writing programming at Solopaca U:  

● The people who directly teach students to write – the first-year writing faculty.  

● The students who provide writing support for other students – the peer tutors from 

the Writing Center.  

● The Office of Academic Affairs – which controls the funding and thus, indirectly, 

the programmatic mechanisms of the first-year writing courses, ENG 101 & 102, 

and the Writing Center.  

I sought to include university stakeholders that were representative of the 

institutional bodies where they came from.  

I asked all ENG 101 & 102 faculty if they would participate in my study via 

email. The instructors who responded consisted of three males and three females. Yet, 

those male instructor participants dwindled down to one as one male instructor left the 

university and one was not responsive to requests for meetings to complete activities and 

interviews after an initial contact. Thus, my final group of instructor participants 

consisted of one male and three females. All recruited instructors were Caucasian as this 

was and is 100% of the racial make-up of the current pool of ENG101/102 instructors.  

I achieved more gender parity and a more varied participant populations when 

recruiting tutor volunteers to participate in my study via email. Two of the peer tutors 

who volunteered, Catherine and Jamie, are female, and two, Derek and Jason, are male. 
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Interestingly, within this group of peer tutor volunteers, there was a higher percentage of 

males than in the overall make-up of the peer tutoring staff. Males comprise only 25% of 

the total Writing Center’s staff total, yet they participated in my study at a rate of 67%.  

In terms of diversity, the Writing Center staff is 33% African American and Latino or 

have disclosed they are a student with learning differences. These individuals participated 

in my study at a rate of 50%.  

I also reached out via email to all administrators within Solopaca’s Academic 

Affairs Office to ask if they would participate in my study.  I selected amongst these 

volunteers four of the administrators—Brian, Eric, Kara and Erin—because they worked 

directly with the Writing Center or first-year writing program in some capacity over the 

last year. Both Brian and Eric, who were serving as Provost and Acting Provost, are 

males, thereby representing 66% of the 33% of males comprising that office at the time 

data were gathered. Kara, Acting Dean of Humanities & Social Sciences, and Erin, 

Associate Dean for Student Success, are female, thereby represent 33% of the 66% of 

females comprising that office also at that time. One hundred percent of these participants 

were Caucasian, whereas 88% of the individuals in this office are Caucasian.  Table 1 

Overview of Key Participants compiles the names, roles within the university, racial 

identity and socio-economic status for all key participants in the study. 
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Table 1 

Overview of Key Participants 

 

Name 

 

Role(s) Within University Race/ 

Ethnicity 

Socio-Economic Origins & 

Current Status 

Brian • Provost 

• Former tenured faculty member in 

Sociology and department chair 

Caucasian Working class to affluent 

Eric • Acting Provost 

• Former Dean of Humanities & Social 

Sciences 

• Psychology faculty member at other 

institution, well-recognized & published in 

field 

• Practicing & licensed psychologist 

Caucasian Poor, working class to 

affluent 

Erin • Associate Dean for the Center for Student 

Success 

• Acting Dean of the School of Natural 

Sciences and Allied Health 

• Tenured faculty member in biology and 

former science department chair 

Caucasian Middle class 

Kara • Dean of Humanities & Social Sciences 

• Tenured faculty member in English & 

former department chair 

Caucasian Middle class to upper- 

middle class 

Linda • Adjunct who teaches writing at several 

local colleges & universities 

Caucasian Middle class 

Pamela • Adjunct who teaches writing at Solopaca 

U. only 

• Current doctoral student in Education 

• Former Writing Center Coordinator 

• Current adjunct instructor in first-year 

writing program 

Caucasian Lower-middle to upper- 

middle class 

Saul • Tenured faculty member in English & 

former department chair 

• First-year writing instructor 

Caucasian Working class to middle 

class to affluent 

Tabitha • Adjunct who teaches first-year writing at 

several local colleges & universities 

Caucasian Middle to upper middle 

class 

Catherine • Senior political science/English major. 

• Accepted to & attending law school after  

graduation 

• Writing Center Tutor 

Caucasian Middle class 

Derek • Junior Spanish language & literature 

major 

• Writing Center Tutor 

African 

American 

Strong economic need 

Jaime • Junior criminology/sociology major 

• Writing Center Tutor 

Caucasian Middle class 

Jason • Senior business management major 

• Writing Center Tutor 

Caucasian Middle class 
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Data Collection 

I collected data from ENG 101/102 instructors, Writing Center peer tutors, and 

higher-level university administrators using three different methods: semi-structured 

interviews, ranking activities, and retrospective accounts. By collecting data from these 

three groups and utilizing these three methods, I could triangulate data from multiple 

sources. Triangulation gives my study more credibility because it allowed me to 

crosscheck for validity when determining which habits of mind domain orientation 

influences participants’ conceptions of successful writers and the programmatic 

mechanisms that help these incoming student writers achieve success (Lichtman 229).  

Method A: ENG 100 & 200 Instructors & Writing Center Peer Tutors 

As one window into understanding domain and habits of mind influence on 

conceptions of successful writers and the programmatic methods that create them, I met 

face-to-face two times with four ENG 101/102 instructors and four Writing Center peer 

tutors. During the first meeting, I asked these instructors and peer tutors to rank, from 

most to least successful, six writers represented in the profiles of ENG 101/102 students 

and excerpts from a sample paper that I said was written by each of these profiled 

students in response to the same prompt (see Appendix B ). The sample paper excerpts 

displayed the execution of one of the four key habits of mind from the cognitive domain 

(see Appendix A and Appendix B). I wrote each excerpt, so it demonstrated key habits 

from the cognitive domain since these habits are most easily evinced within texts. Each 

excerpt was written utilizing the following key habits of mind from the cognitive domain 

and their accompanying strengths:  
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1) Reasoning/argumentation--Presents a convincing argument through thoughtful 

and logically connected claim(s) within a thesis that is supported by apt evidence.  

2) Critical thinking--Displays a thorough understanding of central and supporting 

texts through analysis. 

3) Knowledge of conventions and rhetoric--Responds to prompt directions and 

displays an awareness of audience and context by showing evidence of correct use 

of terminology and language; formatting, grammatical and citation rules; and 

organizational strategies.  

4) Creativity--Ideas and approaches to task are original. 

My emphasis on cognitive skills in these excerpts is based on my understanding 

that instructors of first-year writing are habituated to taking note of these skills through 

their teaching and grading processes, so they most likely will be looking for evidence of 

them consciously or unconsciously in the texts presented.  

For each student writer’s profile, I elected to use habits from the interpersonal and 

intrapersonal domains. By having each student writer’s profile focus on habits from these 

two domains, I ensured that participants needed to identify particular habits, not just 

identify a type of student who is a strong writer. More precisely, I incorporated 

descriptions of three selected behaviors, including one habit from the interpersonal 

domain. There are only two habits in this domain and two habits from the intrapersonal 

domain to create a wider range of combinations (see Appendix A). No profile was the 

same. Select items from Sullivan’s “Determining College Readiness” checklist found in 

A New Writing Classroom also informed the composition of these student writer profiles 

because, drawing on Costa and Kallick and the Framework, they enunciate, in statement 
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form, the behaviors or thoughts students need to demonstrate which are associated with 

these key habits of mind. These illustrations showed how students did or did not utilize 

these habits of mind through reporting what the student said, thought or did from the time 

they received the prompt until they turned in their final drafts, including the 

programmatic supports they availed themselves of (see Appendix B). The key habits 

represented within each excerpt and profile are listed at the top in italics. I removed these 

habit lists from the excerpts and profiles presented to participants.  

After first-year writing instructors and writing center peer tutors ranked each 

series of items, I interviewed them in order to be able to more effectively, as Patton 

asserts, “enter into the other person’s perspective… to find out what is in and on someone 

else’s mind to gather their stories” (426). Thus, the purpose of the list of standardized 

open-ended questions I posed was to answer the first part of my research question about 

what habits of mind contributed to and constitute successful college writers. In questions 

1 and 2, I mainly focused on getting instructors and tutors to articulate which cognitive, 

interpersonal and intrapersonal domain habits included within the student profiles and 

texts had they found most important to writers’ success. In questions three and four, I 

asked participants if their rankings would change if they were based just on excerpts or 

profiles. I helped to isolate which instructors and peer tutors privileged more--the 

traditional cognitive habits within the excerpts or the interpersonal and intrapersonal 

behaviors in the profiles. This was accomplished because by utilizing this standardized 

open-ended interview format where interviewees answer the same set of questions, it 

“increase[s] comparability of responses” (Patton 438). Moreover, by asking instructors 

and peer tutors to rank both profiles and excerpts as most-to-least successful, “success” 
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acted as what Patton calls a sensitizing concept where participant responses “will be 

sensitized to present varying perspectives on and meanings of” success (443). Question 5, 

about programmatic mechanisms, helped to address the second half of my research 

question about how the orientation of different stakeholders toward a habits of mind 

domain influences their conceptions of which writing programmatic mechanisms best 

help incoming college students achieve success.  

Methodology A relied both on qualitative studies done within the fields of English 

education and rhet/comp. Michael Smith and Jeffrey D. Wilhelm in Reading Don’t Fix 

No Chevys also utilized a set of eight student profiles in their study about boys and 

literacy. They used these profiles to elicit more information from male students about 

their feelings regarding reading literacy and school to shape reading instruction at the 

high school-level (59-87). I noted how Smith and Wilhelm were interested in eliciting 

participants’ feelings to shape instruction.  I saw correspondence to my own interest in 

unearthing how relational and emotional traits from the interpersonal and intrapersonal 

domains shape peer tutor and instructors’ conceptions of successful writers and the 

programmatic mechanisms that form them.  As a result, I decided to also use profiles 

with my instructors and tutors. More pointedly, Cynthia Lewiecki-Wilson and others in 

“Rhetoric and the Writer’s Profile: Problematizing Directed Self-Placement” make a case 

for the utilization of “Writers’ Profiles” by writing teachers to assess writer development. 

These Writers’ Profiles, however, were composed by students sharing their “feelings… 

[and] experiences as writer[s],” Lewiecki-Wilson and others’ evaluation examples of a 

profile showed that teachers determine what students need from them or what to change 

about themselves to improve their writing based on what amounts to descriptions of 
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behaviors, thoughts and actions associated with habits of mind. The cognitive, 

intrapersonal and interpersonal nature of this teacher’s evaluation is exemplified with the 

quote, “His writing skills and habits, as evidenced by the materials he provides, suggest 

that he needs additional assistance [this references the tutorial assistance the student 

asked for within his essay], but, most convincingly, his own opinion of his needs as a 

student and his recounting of his past ‘failures’ corroborate that judgment” (179). For 

within this evaluation excerpt it is evident that this teacher understands that the student 

has a metacognitive18 awareness of the impact of his past failure on his current 

performance and is taking responsibility19 for changing his behavior to ensure future 

success by asking for much-needed help. This study provides support for presenting 

teachers with both student writer profiles and texts in order to elicit what their 

evaluations, in this case rankings, are based on.  

Ultimately, I used my analysis of these rankings of writer profiles and excerpts, as 

well as responses to interview questions 1-4 about these rankings, to help me determine 

what domains each university stakeholder participant privileged. Moreover, my coding 

and analysis of the interview questions data especially helped me flesh out each 

stakeholder participant’s conceptions of the habits they believed were most important for 

writer success based on this domain orientation. Finally, I used my analysis of participant 

responses to Question 5 to identify each participant’s domain orientation and their 

conceptions of the habits most important to instill in writers programmatically.  

 
 
18 Metacognition is one of the key habits from the intrapersonal domain. 

 
19 Responsibility is one of the key habits from the interpersonal domain. 
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Method B: ENG 100 & 200 Instructors & Writing Center Peer Tutors 

During the second meeting with instructors and peer tutors, I utilized semi-

structured interviews that employed stimulated recall to help these twelve participants 

retroactively reflect upon students they tutored or taught within ENG 101/102 or Social 

Justice I. Social Justice I was included here because, as mentioned before, it often serves 

as a first-year writing course for many Solopaca students. Specifically, I invited these 

instructors and peer tutors to recall students whom they considered successful and then 

unsuccessful writers within a first-year writing course within the last year. These 

instructors and peer tutors were then asked a standardized open-ended consistent set of 

questions about the successful and unsuccessful writers whose actions and interactions 

they retroactively reflected on (see Appendix B).  Specifically, I focused questions 1, 2, 4 

and 7 on discerning the writer actions, texts and statements that formed habits within a 

certain domain whose enactment led to success. I made the distinction between 

successful and unsuccessful writer habits clearer by also including similarly focused 

questions about unsuccessful writers. I created this set of questions to collect additional 

data that answered the first part of my research question about which habits of mind 

domain orientation influences instructor and tutor conceptions of what constitutes 

successful college writers. Questions three, five and six were focused on the habitual 

actions tutors and instructors took due to their domain orientations to make unsuccessful 

writers achieve success. I developed this set of questions to answer the second half of my 

research question about how the orientation of different stakeholders toward a habits of 

mind domain influences their conceptions of which writing-programmatic mechanisms 
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best help incoming college students achieve success. These questions were again focused 

on the sensitizing concept of success.  

My decision to utilize stimulated recall as the basis for retroactive reflections was 

influenced by Anne DiPardo’s methodology in "Stimulated Recall in Research on 

Writing: An Antidote to 'I Don't Know, It Was Fine.'" DiPardo’s study has resonance for 

this study because she too was investigating what she terms as “constructions” rather than 

conceptions of various stakeholders within a program which uses peer tutor to support the 

development of college-level writers in order to improve retention. What is most 

pertinent to this study is that DiPardo found that the interviews where she invited 

informants “to construct a narrative of their semester-long relationships . . . [were] more 

valuable than immediate ones . . . [because] they could often see patterns and themes 

more clearly in hindsight than while immersed in the dynamics of the moment” (170-

171). Thus, unlike the previous composition researchers such as Glenda Hull and Mike 

Rose that DiPardo cites, DiPardo provides a rationale for deviating from a more 

traditional stimulated recall methodology20 into what I call retroactive reflection (qtd. in 

DiPardo 168). Most convincingly, DiPardo opines that employing stimulated recall in 

this way became “a key tool in revealing some of the stubborn tensions that have a way 

of humming beneath surfaces and, more substantially, of quietly complicating efforts to 

provide nurturing instructional environments to all” (178). By employing this method to 

get instructors and peer tutors to retroactively reflect, this study looks to illuminate inter-

 
 
20 This traditional methodology is based on think-aloud protocols where students are asked to voice what 

they are thinking as they compose and what they say is recorded. Students are then played back specific 

portions of these recordings and questioned further about them.   
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stakeholder tensions surrounding conceptions of what particular characteristics are found 

in successful college-levels writers, and how to create them.  

More recently, compositionists Susan C. Jarratt and others in “Pedagogical 

Memory: Writing, Mapping and Translating” utilized both longitudinal retrospective 

accounts and interviews to determine students’ perceptions about the impact of first-year 

writing instruction on their writerly development across their years at a university. They 

found, similarly to DiPardo, that “[t]he interview context . . . enabled some students to 

review past moments of active reflection and to continue the process of developing a 

metacritical stance on their identities as writers” (58).  This contention reinforces the 

support found within DiPardo of the decision to elicit instructor and peer tutor retroactive 

reflections because it implies that peer tutors and instructors will be able to develop a 

“metacritical stance” on their students as writers and what part they had in shaping them. 

Even more importantly, Jarratt and others asserted that their collection of what they 

termed as “pedagogical memor [ies]” or the process of remembering writing not tied to a 

single class or written product and shaped” by the “collective experience” of “college 

writing instruction as instructive for both the “writing teachers and administrators” who 

elicit them (49-50). Jarratt and others contend that the interview process helped students 

“think through writing relationships.” For these researchers attributed students’ lack of or 

facility with recalling and connecting what they learned about writing across their 

university years as influenced by both emotions they felt about having to take the class, 

the class assignments themselves and their relationships with their instructors. Thus, I 

conclude that getting instructors and peer tutors to remember the thoughts they had about 
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the student writers they worked with also helped them recall the interpersonal and 

intrapersonal elements that framed these perceptions. 

Method C: Administrators 

In order to understand how administrator’s domain and habits of mind influence 

their conceptions of what makes a writer successful and how to form them, I met with 

four university administrators. They were presented with three lists of traits. I labeled 

these trait lists as follows: Trait List 1: College-level Writers; Trait List 2: First-Year 

Writing Instructors; and Trait List 3: Writing Center Peer Tutors (see Appendix B). The 

trait lists for college-level writers and first-year writing instructors both contained 24 

traits because the social context where the instructor and writer interact, the first-year 

writing classroom, prescribes the expectations of their roles. Generally, the instructor is 

expected to direct instruction, assign writing tasks and grade them so writers achieve 

course outcomes. The instructor has the power here since he/she assigns grades and 

thereby, impacts a student’s academic standing, which can be a determining factor in 

which future professional and educational opportunities will be open to them. Student 

writers, therefore, will act in response to the instructor by listening and taking notes 

during instruction, participating in classroom activities and completing assignments that 

provide evidence that they achieved the course outcomes the professor identified. Thus, 

the instructor traits listed stimulate the corresponding student-writer behavioral traits.  

For instance, the interdependent nature of the behavioral traits of these roles can be 

understood by noting that the instructor trait “encourages critical thinking through 

questions posed during discussion,” encourages the college-level writer trait, and “thinks 

critically about readings, their own writing and the writing of others.” The instructors’ act 
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of posing questions can be understood as prompting writers to use their critical thinking 

skills about assigned reading and their own as well as other students’ writing.  

The context of the peer tutor and writer’s interactions was the Writing Center. 

Thus, tutors are supporting achievement across first-year writing classrooms, so the 

expectations of the roles of peer tutors and writers are more adaptable and vastly 

different. Centrally, the peer tutor’s role depends on his/her ability to rapidly assess what 

each writer they encounter needs based on a variety of factors such as: 1) the discipline 

and genre of the assignment; 2) the stage of the writing process the writer is currently 

within; 3) what the writer tells the peer tutor he/she wants to focus on; and 4) how much 

time the writer has to apply what they learn in the session. What the peer tutor decides to 

focus on once he/she completes his/her initial assessment depends on these four variables 

and then an ongoing assessment based on student response to the actions taken. 

Furthermore, while the writers are loosely expected to participate in the session by 

providing information and trying strategies the peer tutor suggests, they may or may not 

do so for a multitude of reasons, as the consequences of receiving a poor grade is not 

hanging in the balance. Thus, the peer tutor trait list only contained 23 traits that do not 

necessarily correspond with the 24 writer traits.  

I attribute the lack of correspondence between tutor and writer traits to the fact 

that tutors have a slimmer chance of stimulating the corresponding student writer’s 

behavioral traits--since the power balance is equal and the tutor role expectations within 

the Writing Center context make the goals set through assessment so individual. 

Extending the example above, the peer tutors must habitually use critical thinking as they 

must “quickly and accurately identif[ing] the most pressing issues within peers’ written 
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texts,” but they may or may not decide to focus on the writer’s ability to think critically in 

a session based on this assessment.    

In order to ensure that each a priori habit from each domain that made up my 

initial habits of domain framework were equally represented within each trait list, I took 

two actions (see Appendix A, Table 9). First, I represented the habits of mind within the 

cognitive and intrapersonal domains twice within each trait list, since each domain 

initially contained four habits.  Thus, I used each habit from the cognitive and 

intrapersonal domains two times within each list, so 8/24 traits within each list were 

representative of the cognitive domain and 8/23 or 24 intrapersonal domains. Finally, to 

further equalize domain and habit representation within each trait list, I chose one habit 

of mind from the cognitive and intrapersonal domains to be included one extra time in 

each list. I included in Trait List 1 a trait representing the cognitive habit “knowledge of 

conventions and rhetoric” which appeared three times in Trait List 1. Moreover, I ensured 

a trait representing the “intrapersonal habit of openness,” which appeared three times in 

Trait List 2. Since there were only two habits of mind from the interpersonal domain, I 

included each habit either three or four times within each trait list. Traits representing 

“interpersonal habits,” therefore, appeared at least seven and at maximum eight times (7 

or 8/23 or 24) in each list.  These trait lists can be found within Appendix B. Each list 

contains in parentheses the domain and a priori habit each trait represents. I removed 

these parenthetical notations on the trait lists which were presented to administrative 

participants.  

I asked administrators to rank each list of traits separately. For Trait List 1: 

College-level Writers, administrators ranked the traits, in the order they deemed most-to-
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least important if college-level writers are to be successful. For Trait List 2: First-Year 

Writing Instructors and Trait List 3: Writing Center Peer Tutors, administrators ranked 

the traits in order from most important to least important when forming through 

programmatic mechanisms within first- year instruction or writing center tutoring, 

respectively, which support college-level writers’ habitual success. I then asked 

administrators to reflect on their writer, instructor and peer tutor trait rankings separately 

by posing a set of a standardized open-ended questions (see Appendix B).   

These ranking activities and set of questions focused on determining 

administrators’ conceptualization of the traits they ranked as most important for writers’ 

to possess and enact for success and of the traits instructors and tutors, through 

programmatic mechanisms, must engender if writers are to be successful. A success is 

defined by administrators conceiving it through the lens of student learning outcomes. 

Administrators, in making financial decisions about which programs are funded, are 

concerned with the impact which faculty and staff have on goals set for student learning, 

because this learning is often tied to one of the major ways in which universities are 

nationally measured – their accreditation status (Johnson “Writing Program Assessment” 

71). Accreditation often depends on providing evidence that students are meeting 

learning goals that lead to success as measured through retention and graduation rates. 

For instance, the Middle States Commission on Higher Education’s Standards for 

Accreditation and Requirements of Affiliation states in “Standard V: Educational 

Effectiveness Assessment” that institutions must, “improve[e] key indicators of student 

success, such as retention, graduation, transfer, and placement rates” (10).  Additionally, 

university retention and graduation rates are now being more closely scrutinized through 
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the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), the Collegiate Learning 

Assessment and the Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) as described in Chapter 

1. Of course, as already explicated there as well, retention and graduation rates are tied to 

learning to write.    

This methodology was once again influenced by the methods utilized by Smith 

and Wilhelm in their study about the literacy of adolescent boys. Smith and Wilhelm 

asked boys to rank fourteen activities they most enjoyed outside of school and followed 

up this activity with a series of questions about their rankings to determine the 

characteristics of the activities they valued. They collected information about these 

valued characteristics with the eventual goal in mind of creating instructional activities 

that include these valued characteristics so male students will engage with them to meet 

literacy curricular goals (27-53). Similarly, by teaming a trait ranking activity followed 

by an interview about these rankings, I could discern which traits representing habits of 

mind from each domain characterize what university administrators see as most valuable 

to being—and actively forming—a successful college-level writer within the Writing 

Center and first-year writing programs. For example, if an administrator ranks the writer 

trait, “considers the audience and purpose of assignments” as number one, he/she is 

pointing out that for writer success, rhetorical knowledge and its application is most 

important. Furthermore, if the instructor trait, “weighs grammar and formatting heavily in 

rubrics for assignments,” is ranked as number one, this shows that the administrator 

thinks instructors who utilize the programmatic mechanism of a grading rubric to 

emphasize the observance of grammatical and formatting rules will be most likely to 

form successful writers. I also posed questions a, 2a, 3a, 4a and 5 to administrators about 



78 

 

 

 

their rankings of writer traits to discern not only which traits administrators believe are 

most important to writers success, but how they conceive of these writer traits as habitual 

actions taken to be successful (see Appendix B). I created these questions so I could tease 

out administrator stakeholder domain orientations and conceptions of the habits that form 

successful writers, in answer to the first part of my research question. Questions b, 2b&c, 

3b&c, 4b&c and 6 are more focused on determining what programmatic mechanisms 

administrators believe are most important to be enacted by first-year instructors and peer 

tutors to form successful college-level writers. I produced this set of questions to answer 

the second part of my research question about programmatic mechanisms so I could 

discern administrator stakeholder domain orientations and their conceptions of the habits 

that must be formed in writers if they are to achieve success. This approach can show, in 

turn, what administrators perceive as the types of programmatic learning goals most 

valued by them from a university perspective.  

Haley Orton and Sharon Conley in their study “University Organizational Culture 

through Insider Eyes: A Case Study of a Writing Program” provide strong support for my 

choice to investigate administrative conceptions. For Orton and Conley contend that 

although other studies have “examined academic program participants’ perspectives . . . 

from multiple viewpoints,” not gathering data on both administrative and instructor views 

allows an incomplete picture to emerge. Points of “integration, fragmentation and 

differentiation” of an organizational cultural value system are thereby obscured that 

undergird the setting, enactment of writing programmatic and curricular goals (51). By 

eliciting administrative views, Orton and Conley show how a complete picture comes 

into focus where real or imagined writing programmatic divisions and their impact on the 



79 

 

 

 

enactment of writing programmatic and curricular learning goals can be assessed and 

addressed.  By comparing the habit and domain rankings of administrators to those of 

instructors and peer tutors in Method A, I found which habits and domains are valued 

across institutional divisions here at Solopaca U. Moreover, I could determine how what 

is shared or in contention amongst these valued habits and domains, affects the setting 

and enactment of writing programmatic learning goals. 

Data Analysis 

The data collected through Methods A, B and C falls into two major categories – 

ranking and interview data. The descriptions of my analysis of each type of data will be 

broken up into these two categories below.  

Interview Data 

Each of the interview sessions described above within Methods A, B, or C were 

audiotaped and transcribed by a transcription service.  There were two types of interviews 

for different groups of participants. There were interviews that followed each ranking 

activity for administrators, instructors and peer tutors. The second set of interviews for 

instructors and peer tutors prompted a retrospective reflection through questioning. I 

uploaded all transcribed interviews to Atlas.ti where I began my first cycle of coding. 

During the first cycle of coding, I divided each transcript into episodes. I relied on James 

D. Marshall, Peter Smagorinsky and Michael W. Smith’s definition of a turn and episode 

in The Language of Interpretation: Patterns of Discourse in Discussions of Literature to 

define what I considered an episode to divide my transcripts into units to be coded. 

Marshall, Smagorinsky and Smith define a turn as “consist[ing] of one or more 

communication units spoken by a single participant who holds the floor” and an episode 
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as “a sequence of speaker turns on a single, identifiable subject” (10). I combined these 

definitions to define an episode as a chain of talk that coheres around a topic. The reason 

I chose to use an episode as the unit by which I divided my interview transcripts is that I 

was following Patton’s advice within his module entitled, “Rapport, Neutrality and the 

Interview Relationship,” and I found myself utilizing what he calls elaboration, 

clarification and contrast probes to “increase the richness and depth of responses” (465). 

My elaboration probes consisted of head nodding, the quiet “uh-huh” and questions like, 

“Can you tell me more about that?” described by Patton as “cues” that “encourage[d] 

continued talking” (465). I employed clarification probes when I wanted to know more or 

needed additional information to clarify my understanding. Questions like, “Can you tell 

me what you mean by . . .?” were employed here. Finally, in addition to the comparison 

questions I asked participants questions like, “Why was trait #2 not as important as trait 

#1?” I asked other comparison questions to prompt my participants to compare more 

recent statements with what they stated previously. For instance, Kara kept on making 

distinctions between instructors and peer tutors’ roles, but then went on to blur them in 

some cases, so during my interview with her, I asked: 

Rachel: So, let me ask you this though 'cause um, how does that compare before 

what you said about in terms of an instructor um, you said talking about 

giving feedback in different modalities. . . 

 Kara: Yup. 

Rachel: What would you say, yeah? 

Kara: Sort of the same thing. Like I think, the different modalities are important 

and so it could be that in the moment that someone comes into the 

tutoring center. 

Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Kara: They already have the written feedback from the instructor. 

Rachel: Ah, okay. Okay. 

Kara: And it's like I, it's a moment of like I need to talk about this how am I gonna 

apply this. 
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Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Kara:  And not that they're not taking some notes. 

Rachel: Sure. 

Kara: But it's not like the tutor's sitting down and writing a paragraph. 

Rachel: Oh, I see. Okay. 

Kara: Like-- 

Rachel: Okay. 

Kara: A teacher might. 

Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Kara: In feedback. That it's about- 

Rachel: Okay, okay. 

Kara: Verbal conversation. (12 Jun.) 

 

Patton calls questions like that initial one I asked Kara here “contrast probes” (466). 

Thus, as I read through my transcripts, I noticed that due to my frequent use of probes, 

my conversations with participants naturally separated into large units that cohered 

around one topic – in this case a comparison of feedback given by instructors versus peer 

tutors.    

Each of these episodes during my first coding cycle were initially assigned codes 

based on whether the instructors’ and peer tutors’ answers related to a priori descriptions 

of key habits of mind within the cognitive, interpersonal and intrapersonal domains. The 

a priori definitions of these ten key habits of mind codes and the domain they fall under 

can be found in Table 9 (see Appendix A).  As I coded, however, other codes emerged, 

and I began to open code or add new codes as well as refine my definitions of habits 

within each domain. Some of these open codes were used to mark what the person was 

discussing during the episode, as I knew later that I would need to group codes according 

to those that referred to writers and those that referred to programs. For instance, the set 

of codes I labeled “programs” referred to topics having to do with programmatic 

mechanisms including assignments, curriculum, goals, roles, etc.  Since more than two 
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codes could apply to a single episode, I employed a method called simultaneous coding 

by Johnny Saldaña in The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers defined as 

“apply[ing] two or more codes within a single datum” (6). By the time I finished my first 

cycle, I had a codebook organized by domain that included the original ten key habits of 

mind as well as the new habits and codes I discovered. Each key habit entry consisted of 

an overview comprising the following: its original a priori definition (if it had one); the 

expanded and modified version of this definition in terms of how it would be exemplified 

by a writer, instructor or peer tutor; a brief listing of each new related habit code 

including their definitions; and the quoted interview excerpt exemplars for this key habit. 

Underneath each key habit, I then had an entry for each new related habit code that 

contained its definition and how it could be actualized by a writer, instructor and peer 

tutor using representative quotes taken from the interviews. As recommended by Saldana, 

these interview excerpts represent a range of responses including “typical exemplars” that 

“best represent the code” and those that did not along with “atypical exemplars” or 

“extreme or special examples . . . that still represent the code” and “close, but no” 

examples that I could mistakenly assign each code (28). In total, I coded 1,000 pages of 

interview data. My open coding process of adding emergent codes and recording them in 

a codebook is based on a grounded theory coding process described by Rebecca Day 

Babcock and Terese Thonus in Researching the Writing Center: Towards an Evidence-

Based Practice.   

It was then I moved on to my second cycle of coding as recommended by Ann 

Lewins and Christina Silver in Using Software in Qualitative Research by first recoding 

my data to refine the wording of my first cycle codes, combine similar codes and 
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eliminate repeated or seldom used codes (100). It was at this point that I had a code book 

of 67 pages with about 21-24 pages devoted to the cognitive, interpersonal and 

intrapersonal domains’ habits. For an excerpt from my final codebook, see Appendix D.  

Appendix E provides an example of what I deemed an episode with its accompanying 

codes.    

I then used frequency counts of codes to determine patterns or “repetitive, regular 

or consistent occurrences of action/data that appear more than twice” within codes for 

each participant to determine their habits of mind domain orientations when thinking 

about: 1) what constitutes successful writers and 2) the programmatic mechanisms that 

form them or what I began to refer to them as in shortened terms, “writers” and 

“programs” (Saldaña 5). For as Saldaña so sagely notes, “patterns demonstrate habits, 

salience and importance in people’s daily lives” (6). The writer and program categories 

were useful here in separating out which domains’ habits codes were referring to writers 

versus programs for each participant. It should be noted that episodes discussing 

instructor and peer tutors were counted as program codes because instructors and peer 

tutors make up a good part of writing programming as they deliver or enact its content. I 

primarily used frequency counts to determine participant’s domain orientation and the 

two habits from the domain they identified as more important for writers to possess and 

programs to instill if writers are to be successful. I also considered episode length and 

emphasis to determine which domain habit was of upmost importance to a participant. 

Discerning these aspects of each episode and the episodes overall for each participant 

were most important when habit frequency counts were equal.   
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Finally, I moved on to axial coding. The axis of comparison across groups was 

writers versus program. In other words, I examined the information to see if a 

participants’ domain orientations were consistent or differentiated in terms of writers and 

programs. I then grouped those who had the same cognitive domain orientation when 

considering the habits writers to possess and programs need to instill into one group I 

called Classicists. Those participants whose domain orientation was cognitive for writers 

and then changed their programmatic domain orientation to either the intrapersonal or 

intrapersonal domains formed my second group. who I called the Adaptivists. Those 

participants whose domain orientations were not cognitive for writers or programs were 

called the Transformationalists. Within the Classist, Adaptivist and Transformationalist 

groups, I then, based on the recommendation of Hennie Boeije in Analysis in Qualitative 

Research, determined which group members top two habit codes within each shared 

domain were “dominant.” I could compare, therefore, which group members’ habit 

conceptions are shared to determine their habit categories so “the best representative 

codes were selected” for which habits of mind made writers successful and needed to be 

formed by programs (109) according to each group. A more in-depth explanation of what 

these three groups reveal about how domain orientation influences all university 

stakeholder’s conceptions of what domain habits constitute successful college writers in 

the transition and the programmatic mechanisms that form them will be provided in 

Chapter 4.  

Ranking Data 

After collecting the profile and excerpt ranking data for Method A for instructors 

and peer tutors, I created a series of three tables in Excel where I recorded each 
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participant’s top three rankings in terms of the domains and habits the traits represented 

when considering (a)the excerpts and profiles together, (b) just the excerpts and (c) just 

the profiles. Using Excel formulas, I was able to derive average overall excerpt and 

profile rankings in terms of these domains and habits. I hoped to use these domain and 

trait averages o help me determine each participant’s domain orientations and dominant 

habits rankings and then uncover groupings. Similarly, for Method C for administrators, I 

recorded all rankings done for writers, instructors and peer tutors. These writer, instructor 

and peer tutor rankings were further explored by determining domain rankings and 

averages for each domain and the habits represented by traits.  Once again, I believed that 

these averages would help to assist me to ascertain domain orientations and dominant 

habits rankings for each individual and perceive groupings.  

As I coded and analyzed my data, I found these rankings and tables not as 

informative as anticipated. In general, these tables did aid me in keeping track of the 

method and activity each administrator, instructor and peer tutor was referring to as I 

reviewed their interview transcripts. The tables representing instructor’s and peer tutor’s 

top three rankings overall and only when considering excerpts or profiles were also 

helpful during the analysis phase. For in comparing initial overall rankings to rankings 

just based on excerpts and profiles, I could distinguish what perspective undergirded each 

participant’s rankings – a valuation of the cognitive habits as represented by the writing 

excerpts or of the interpersonal and intrapersonal behaviors found in the profiles. 

Additionally, I could compare instructor and peer tutor valuation trends as a group. Yet, 

the averages were of no use to me at all, as I found my ultimate groupings were not 

dependent on their position within the university and these tables only made inter-group 
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comparisons based on position. I saw this as positive proof, however, that I was not 

forcing my analysis to fit my own preconceived notions about university administrative, 

instructor and peer tutor stakeholders as forming groups.  In the end, I did measure my 

domain orientation and dominant habit determinations for writers and programs against 

each administrator, instructor and peer tutor’s top three ranked habits and their domains.  

I found that these rankings and my domain orientation and dominant habit determinations 

had some things in common but were not exactly correlated. My discovery reassured me 

that my interview data were strong. I realized that these activities helped me elicit more 

detailed and nuanced group conceptions of the top habits for writers and programs as 

influenced by their domain orientations.   

My Role as Researcher 

As I already intimated above, my title at Solopaca at the time data were collected 

was Writing Center Coordinator. I also had taught one ENG 102 course. Thus, I would 

characterize myself as a participant observer as defined by Lichtman because I was part 

of the groups I observed (168). In my role as coordinator, I directly supervised the peer 

tutors--Catherine, Derek, Jamie and Jason--who participated in my study. In turn, I was 

directly supervised by Erin, the dean who oversaw the Center for Student Success. In 

addition, I interacted with or was impacted by the fiscal and leadership decisions of the 

Provosts, Brian and Eric as well as Kara, the Dean of the Humanities and Social 

Sciences. Moreover, I consulted with first-year writing faculty—Linda, Pamela, Tabitha 

and Saul—about students they referred to me. I especially found Saul, the only full-time 

tenured faculty member, to be a strong ally as I navigated this new university setting. Of 
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course, as a member of the first-year writing staff, I got a sense of some of the challenges 

first-year instructors and their students faced.  

Yet, I was able to balance both an emic and etic approach as my study progressed. 

It is here I found Patton’s description of how a participant-observer “employs multiple and 

overlapping data collection strategies: being fully engaged in experiencing the setting 

(participation) while at the same time observing and talking to others about whatever is 

happening” as more characterizing what I was doing (336). My immersion in rhet/comp 

and administrative scholarship and thinking about it in terms of first-year writing and 

writing center services and programming gave me a broader perspective. My eleven years 

as a high school English teacher as well as two years as a first-year and rhet/comp instructor 

and six years as a peer tutor and assistant writing program administrator at a large research 

institution nearby served to further inform and temper my views. If one includes my 

previous professional involvements as a constructed response- scoring professional for the 

Educational Testing Service (ETS) and summers spent scoring placement tests—and then 

taking charge of this process also at the larger research institution—it is fair to say that my 

experience map mimics the writing transition organizational map I created in Chapter 1. 

There were connections for me in almost every aspect of testing, teaching, tutoring and 

administrating within programs aimed at students and writing within the transition. My 

broad range of experiences and the attendant perspectives it gave me became especially 

apparent when I came to Solopaca where I initially encountered a good portion of staff and 

faculty who had little to no experience elsewhere. The idea that these outside experiences 

gave me the ability to employ analytic distance even though I was fully immersed as an 

insider is captured by Kenneth L. Pike in Language in Relation to A Unified Theory of The 



88 

 

 

 

Structure of Human Behavior when he writes that an etic approach is, “standing far enough 

away from or outside of a particular culture to see its separate events, primarily in relation 

to their similarities and their differences, as compared to events in other cultures” (10). I 

often found myself comparing what I found at Solopaca’s Writing Center and within their 

first-year writing program to these other professional academic experiences and noticing 

the emic limitations of other perspectives when they could not do as well.   

Furthermore, what safeguarded me from forcing ready-made interpretations about 

Solopaca and my participants was the sheer volume of pages that I coded—over 1,000—

and the elaborate coding process I followed, as previously detailed. Indeed, I was surprised 

by what I found about many of the instructors’, administrators’ and peer tutors’ domain-

oriented conception of habits in terms of successful writers and the conceptions of what 

habits need to be acquired and used within writing support programs. These findings 

invariably did not match what I believed I would find--not only individually but also as 

groups. This was most apparent in my findings about groups, since going into this study I 

believed I would find that there were commonalities among participants within 

administrative, instructor and peer tutor groups. As you will see in my report of my findings 

in Chapter 4, this clearly was not the case.   

Ethical Considerations 

Temple’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved this study where I was 

listed as the Student Investigator under the Principal Investigator, Dr. Eli Goldblatt, who 

monitored the integrity of the methods and analysis along with Dr. Michael Smith, 

another experienced educational researcher on my committee. I followed the Informed 

Consent recommendations by meeting with participants in a place they selected and 
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going over the information in the consent document using language understandable to the 

person providing consent (see Appendix C). I emphasized when reviewing this document 

that participants could end their participation at any time. I invited and answered all 

participant questions about their participation to ensure all participants did not feel 

coerced or unduly influenced to participate.,  I also followed the advice of Stuart 

Greene and Lorraine Higgins in “Once Upon a Time: The Use of Retrospective Accounts 

in Building Theory in Composition” about how to make retrospective accounts “valid and 

reliable sources of data,” when interviewing their own students whom they were grading. 

Since in this case, I was interviewing peer tutors who were in my employ in my role as 

Writing Center Coordinator, I, therefore, “clarif [ied] the purpose of retrospective 

accounts” by making it clear that what the peer tutors say would in no way impact their 

employment (125, 137). Finally, after reviewing the consent form with each participant, I 

made it clear that participants could think about their participation and get back to me 

with questions and their consent. Thus, participants were provided with sufficient time to 

make their decisions. 

To protect participants’ privacy and confidentiality, all participants were assigned 

a pseudonym and their position and where they worked were referred to generically. All 

other documents and references made to participants, including this one, utilizes these 

pseudonyms and generic references. I assured participants that nothing said or revealed 

during the interviews would be shared with participants’ peers, instructors or supervisors 

at Solopaca so they would not be concerned with the inner university political 

ramifications of their comments. I strictly adhered to this promise and my participants 

were indeed generous in sharing their observations, reasons and feelings.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

FINDINGS 

 

Within this chapter I will answer the main research questions based on my 

analysis of the data I gathered using the methods I explicated and justified in Chapter 3. 

Question one is, “How does the orientation of different stakeholders toward a habits of 

mind domain influence their conceptions of what constitutes successful college writers?” 

Question two is, “How does the orientation of different stakeholders toward a habits of 

mind domain influence their conceptions of what constitutes the writing programmatic 

mechanisms that best help incoming college students achieve success?” 

As I indicated in Chapter 3, my data analysis suggests in answering these 

questions that the orientation of one group decidedly privileged the habits from the 

cognitive domain which relies on intellect and reasoning. I call this group the Classicists, 

because the writer habits they privilege are grounded in the argumentative and linguistic 

conventions stemming from the Western rhetorical tradition which originated with 

Aristotle’s On Rhetoric. Classicists expect these conventions to be applied to craft 

reasonable arguments. This category of habits also includes more recent habits involving 

disciplinary and genre conventions. Programmatically, Classicists continue to privilege 

habits from the cognitive domain. In the main, however, the habits which Classicists 

prioritize being built through programmatic mechanisms are not consistent with cognitive 

domain habits which they privileged for writers’ success. Yet, Classicists are consistent 

in their belief that writers, if they are to achieve success as writers in college, need to be 

prepared to understand and employ traditional argumentative and linguistic conventions 

from the rhetorical tradition in service of constructing reasonable arguments.  
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The other two groups, the Transformationalists and Adaptivists, privilege habits 

from more than one domain. The Transformationalists privilege habits from the 

intrapersonal and interpersonal domains. I call this group the Transformationalists 

because this group believes writerly success depends on writers developing or possessing 

intrapersonal domain habits that help them form internal processes and orientations. 

Transformationalist believe these internal processes and orientations will help incoming 

writers utilize an intrapersonal metacognitive habitual process to transform their high 

school writerly processes and texts to college ones. This is a type of metacognitive 

process that is a neo-pragmatic conception of the Dewian view about habits formation 

found in Democracy in Education and Human Nature and Conduct. It is a perspective 

that is Dewian neo-pragmatic in nature because it takes into consideration the “deeper 

learning” theories of educational researcher David Conley along with the socio-

contextual and emphasizes the socio-contextual aspects of learning habits which Dewey 

highlights. Yet, these Transformationalists believe that support program faculty and staff 

must utilize interpersonal domain collaborative habits—especially the habit of building 

relationships—if they are to aid writers effectively in this transformation that ensures 

success.  

The third group, the Adaptivists, privilege habits from the cognitive and either 

intrapersonal or interpersonal domains. Thus, I see them as joining the Classicists in 

viewing conventional argumentative and linguistic habits stemming from the Western 

rhetorical tradition from the cognitive domain as important to writerly success. 

Adaptivists are also, however, open to adapting to the writing needs of new student 

populations and thereby, looking to form habits programmatically from the interpersonal 
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or intrapersonal domains. Some of these habits are also valued by the 

Transformationalists. These habits will help transitioning writers successfully adapt to 

their new university environment.  

I will delineate below, in-depth, by group and domain orientation, the writerly 

habits that constitute successful writers and the habits needing to be fostered through 

writing programmatic mechanisms that will help incoming writers achieve success.  

Classicists: An Emphasis on the Cognitive Domain 

What distinguishes Classicists from the other two groups are that they are 

consistently oriented toward conceiving successful writers as either possessing or needing 

to possess habits from the cognitive domain.  I classified five participants as Classicists. 

One, Erin, is an administrator in the Solopaca’s Student Success Center. Three, Linda, 

Saul and Tabitha, are instructors in Solopaca’s first-year writing program. One, Jason, 

was a peer tutor in the Solopaca Writing Center who has since graduated. Throughout the 

episode data I collected and coded, these five participants all privileged habits from the 

cognitive domain related to intellect and reasoning. These Classicists believe these habits 

are displayed by writers primarily through understanding and following argumentative, 

disciplinary, genre and linguistic conventions. As a whole, Classicists believe writers and 

the programmatic mechanisms that form them should enable writers to possess and utilize 

some combination of the cognitive domain’s convention habits. These convention habits 

are from the Western rhetorical tradition that privileges the intellect and rational thinking 

needed to form texts bounded by these conventions. Classicists believe that knowing and 

applying these conventions and rational thinking translates into writerly success in the 

academy, a success that Classicists imply is dependent on becoming a member of the 
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academic discourse community. This is a discourse community that is focused on 

preserving a rhetorical, argumentative and linguistic tradition whose origins are initially 

founded on Aristotle’s classic text, On Rhetoric, and is meant to delineate one as part of 

an elite educated class.   

I am relying on aspects of Bruce Herzberg’s21 conception of discourse 

communities which seems to be consistent with my participants’ conceptions of an 

academic discourse community. The aspects that I am relying on include that “discourse 

communities” “operate within conventions defined by communities be they academic 

disciplines or social groups. The pedagogies . . . signify a cluster of ideas: that language 

use in a group is a form of social behavior, that discourse is a means of maintaining the 

groups’ knowledge and discourse is epistemic or constitutive of the groups’ knowledge” 

(1). The conception of the academic discourse community I believe Classicist participants 

are leaning on is centered on its members knowing, applying and preserving the academic 

and linguistic conventions valued and forwarded by the Western rhetorical tradition 

starting with Aristotle’s On Rhetoric. Conventions are also now including those 

appropriate for each discipline and genre. The Classicists’ valuation of the habits that 

push writers to act on this somewhat prescriptive precedent I found to be similar to 

Aristotle’s exacting scheme for constructing well-reasoned arguments using enthymemes 

in this text.  

 

21 This conception is not based on the more sophisticated and nuanced definitons of a discourse community 

forwarded by John Swales in “The Concept of a Discourse Community” and James Paul Gee’s “Literacy, 

Discourse and Linguistics: Introduction and What is Literacy?” referenced in the Method A prompt (see 

Appendix B). 

 



94 

 

 

 

Evidence of the Classicists’ privileging a cognitive domain orientation when 

conceiving successful writers can be seen in Table 2. The “Domain Orientation Code 

Tally” column in the “Totals” row shows the following: that for Classicists, the cognitive 

domain orientation code tallies for writers add up to 48% (215/450) number of codes 

represented in the “# of Codes” column.  The interpersonal and intrapersonal domain 

orientation code tallies share the other 53% of the number of codes represented in the “# 

of Codes” column.  

 The “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” columns “Totals” row 

for Table 2 also makes it clear that the habit category of “Knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical and linguistic conventions” dominates, making up 44% (95/215) of writer 

domain orientation code tallies. Yet, only the Classicist, Erin, prioritizes reasoning in the 

form of critical thinking. Erin too, however, is focused on argumentation when discussing 

the habit of critical thinking because she conceives it as writers being able to or learning 

how to find and interpret appropriate texts that support their arguments based on research.   

Evidence of all Classicists possessing a cognitive domain orientation when 

considering the programmatic mechanisms that form successful writers can be seen in 

Table 3. The “Domain Orientation Code Tally” column in the “Totals” row shows that 

for Classicists, the cognitive domain orientation code tallies for programmatic 

mechanisms add up to about 53% (126/236) or of the total number of codes in the “# of 

Codes” column. The interpersonal and intrapersonal domain orientation code tallies share 

the other 47% of the number of codes represented in the “# of Codes” column. The 

“Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column “Totals” row for Table 3, 

however, makes it clear that the habit categories of “Knowledge of Argumentative and 
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Linguistic Conventions” and “Critical Thinking” dominate--making up 46% (58/126 ) of 

the programmatic codes for the cognitive domain. This number of cognitive 

programmatic episode codes for Classicists can be found in the “Domain Orientation 

Code Tally” column. 

  It is important to note that here, rhetorical conventions are not included in the 

“Knowledge of Argumentative and Linguistic Conventions” category as they were for 

writers. Another change is that about half of the Classicists, Erin, Tabitha and Linda, 

prioritize habits from the “Critical Thinking” category and the other half, Saul, Jason and 

Linda, prioritize habits from the “Knowledge of Argumentative and Linguistic 

Conventions” category.  

I will detail and provide examples below of two approaches—first, of the 

knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions and critical thinking 

categories habits from the cognitive domain which Classicists believe need to be 

practiced by writers in order to be successful. Secondly, I will then specify and provide 

examples of the knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions and 

critical thinking categories of habits from the cognitive domain which Classicists believe 

writers can form through programmatic mechanisms that will lead them to become 

successful writers in college.  
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Table 2 

Classicist Domain Orientations & Dominant Habits for Writers   

 

 

Participant/ 

Role 

# of 

Episodes 

# of 

Codes 

Domain 

Orientation 

Code Tally 

Episode Dominant Habits Code 

Category Tallies 

Erin 

Administrator 

28 45 Cognitive 

38 

12  Critical Thinking: research  

10 Knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic conventions:  

- 5 understands & follows prompt 

directions/uses organizational 

mechanisms 

- 5 evinces rhetorical awareness-- 

audience & purpose 

Linda 

Instructor 

57 99 Cognitive 

52 

15  Knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic conventions: 

- 9 understands & follows prompt 

directions 

- 6 reflects grasp of academic 

language conventions  

Saul 

Instructor 

41 76 Cognitive 

41 

23  Knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic conventions: 

- 16 reflects grasp of academic 

language conventions 

- 7 understands & follows prompt 

directions 

Tabitha 

Instructor 

55 48 

 

Cognitive  

18 

11  Knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic conventions: 

- 11 understands & follows prompt 

directions/uses organizational 

mechanisms  

Jason 

Peer Tutor 

63 182 Cognitive 

66 

36  Knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic conventions 

- 25 understands & follows prompt 

directions/uses organizational    

mechanisms 

- 11 reflects grasp of academic 

language conventions 

Totals 244 450 Cognitive 

215 

95  Knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic conventions:  

- 57 understands & follows prompt 

directions /organizational 

mechanisms 

- 33 reflects grasp of academic 

language conventions 

-  5 evinces rhetorical awareness-- 

purpose & audience 

12  Critical Thinking: research  

Note: Dominant habit category tallies represent the highest concentration of a category’s habit codes 

within the participant’s domain orientation for episodes discussing writers. 
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Table 3 

Classicist Domain Orientations & Dominant Habits for Programmatic Mechanisms  

 

Writers: Cognitive Domain Habits  

 

Knowledge of Argumentative, Rhetorical & Linguistic Conventions  

 

Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions habits center 

on writers’ ability to use their intellect to discern and act on audiences, purposes and 

contexts, both university and disciplinary to form arguments. Arguments that follow 

Participant/ 

Role 

# of 

Episodes 

# of 

Codes 

Domain 

Orientation 

Code Tally 

Episode Dominant Habits Code Category 

Tallies  

Erin 

Administrator 

29 47 Cognitive 

28 

6  Critical Thinking: research 

Linda  

Instructor 

33 61 Cognitive 

34 

7 Critical Thinking: reading 

7  Knowledge of argumentative & linguistic  

conventions: 

- 7 reflects grasp of academic language 

conventions 

Saul 

Instructor 

26 46 Cognitive 

28 

14  Knowledge of argumentative & linguistic 

conventions: 

- 14 reflects grasp of academic language 

conventions  

Tabitha  

Instructor 

36 55 Cognitive 

24 

16  Critical thinking: assessment  

Jason 

Peer Tutor 

20 27 Cognitive 

12 

6 Knowledge of argumentative & 

linguistic conventions  
- 6 understands & follows prompt 

directions/uses organizational    

mechanisms 

Totals 144 236 Cognitive 

126 

27  Knowledge of argumentative & linguistic 

conventions: 

- 21 reflects grasp of academic 

language conventions 

- 6 understands & follows prompt 

directions/uses organizational    

mechanisms 

29  Critical Thinking: 

- 16 assessment 

- 7 reading 

- 6 research 

 

Note: Dominant habit category tallies represent the highest concentration of a category’s habit codes 

within the participant’s domain orientation for episodes discussing programmatic mechanisms. 
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linguistic, argumentative, disciplinary and genre conventions. I conducted a thorough 

review of the episodes I coded as falling within the category of knowledge of 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions and found that Classicists described 

successful writers as habitually the following:     

• Exhibiting an understanding of prompt directions and the disciplinary, genre and 

argumentative conventions they spell out by showing that they are followed in 

their execution of the assignment.  

• Using organizational mechanisms properly like introductions, integrating 

evidence into body paragraphs and conclusions so that an argument becomes a 

cohesive whole.  

• Evincing a rhetorical awareness by discerning disciplinary purpose and audience 

as they compose arguments.  

• Reflecting a comprehensive grasp of academic language conventions within their 

genre arguments.   

The following sections detail how each individual or group of Classicists shared 

cognitive domain orientation which leads them to conceive the conventions category 

habits listed above that they see as fundamental to writerly success. Mainly, this 

conception is grounded in Classicists’ belief that using these conventions shows the 

writer is a part of the academic discourse community. Additionally, these sections 

consider how these habits conceptions are grounded in the Classicists’ valuation of the 

traditional Aristotelian-inspired rhetorical, argumentative and linguistic frame of the 

academic discourse community—in other words—what makes this category of habits a 



99 

 

 

 

Classicist one? Examples are drawn from interviews either following their ranking 

activities or during their retrospective reflections. 

Understands & follows prompt directions. All five of the Classicists discuss how 

writers’ success is predicated on their habitually being responsive to the directions an 

instructor provides in a prompt.  All five Classicists indicated that evincing this habit was 

important for writers because it either: a) provided evidence that the writer understood 

intellectually or b) was learning to understand directions about how to execute 

argumentative or disciplinary conventions provided by the professor through the prompt. 

Evidence of just how important following the prompt was found in the interviews after 

the ranking tasks in Method A for Jason, Linda, Saul and Tabitha. This was a task where 

they were asked to rank writers based on their profiles and writing excerpts from most to 

least successful (see Appendix B). For Erin, evidence was found of her prioritizing 

following the prompt in her interview about writer trait rankings in Method C (see 

Appendix B). Jason, Linda, Saul and Tabitha focused during these interviews primarily 

on the writing excerpts when determining their rankings. They also, therefore, reviewed 

the prompt that the writers were responding to in their writing excerpts prior to their 

ranking. A prompt that lays out how to construct an argument about whether the site they 

investigated is a discourse community and delineates for them how to apply the 

disciplinary conventions involved in a literacy investigation. Specifically, this prompt 

outlines what should be included in each section in order of this research project 

including: the Introduction; Methodology; Theoretical Frame and Literature Review; and 

Findings and Discussion. The prompt also specifies writers should use each aspect of 

their discourse community definition to argue that the community they investigated is a 
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discourse community (see Appendix B).  In other words, the prompt spells out the 

argumentative and disciplinary conventions writers must utilize if they are to be part of 

the academic discourse community. Erin is already aware of argumentative and 

disciplinary conventions as a member of the academic discourse community. For all 

Classicists, success in writing in college is contingent upon indication of membership in 

this academic discourse community.   

During her Method A interview, Tabitha reveals that she determined the level of 

success for each writer by first determining which portion of the prompt each excerpt was 

responding to when she offered. She said, “I thought about which section of the 

assignment I was looking at. And whether or not they were doing what they were 

supposed to be doing in those particular sections” (13 Feb.). Her direct relation of 

whether each writer was habitually “doing what they were supposed to be doing in those 

particular sections” to their success shows how important to her it is for writers to follow 

the conventions outlined within each section of the prompt. Moreover, when discussing 

one of the writers she ranked as least successful, Shaunia, Tabitha more specifically ties 

success to constructing an argument responsive to the prompt’s directions. In this 

exchange, where Tabitha is discussing her low ranking of Shaunia, she first identifies the 

excerpt as her introduction and then moves to how well Shaunia has executed the 

prompt’s directions about argumentative conventions like including a thesis: 

Tabitha: In this particular section . . . um, she doesn't . . . so, I think this is 

probably more of her intro. So, in here, I would make sure that she did 

all of this (gestures to prompt), which she doesn't do.  

Rachel: Okay. What is she missing, would you say?  

Tabitha: She's missing a thesis. But she is setting up the rest of it, where she is 

citing a major work with the author that she's going to discuss. She's does 

sort of present an argument, but it's not at the end like the prompt asks.  
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Rachel: You mean the thesis isn't at the end?  

Tabitha: Correct. Towards the end of that section. The prompt says, ‘We want the 

thesis.’ (13 Feb.)  

 

What Tabitha is indicating here is that because Shaunia did not include the argumentative 

convention of the thesis statement in her introduction as the prompt required, she was 

ranked as less successful. As the instructions about the “Introduction” in the prompt are: 

“You must make an argument about this community and its literate practices toward the 

end of this section= THESIS” (see Appendix B).  Through bolding and capitalizing the 

word “thesis,” the prompt emphasizes what is well-known in academic discourse circles: 

the thesis is a key argumentative convention. According to academic discourse 

community argumentative conventions, a writer’s essential argument is found within his 

or her thesis. Thus, Tabitha indicates a thesis must be included at the end of Shaunia’s 

introduction because that is usually where a thesis is found. According to this prompt, 

writers should centrally argue if the communities they investigated are or are not 

discourse communities.  

Jason also explicitly ties his rankings to following the specific instructions 

provided about the introduction in the prompt.  Jason states that the reason he ranked 

Kevin number one was because “in the prompt it asked you to define the, you know, what 

a discourse community is . . . Give an idea of it, and he did that right away” (15 Mar.). As 

the “Introduction” section directions in the prompt specify, “Your argument must state 

the reasons why you think this is a discourse community and include some reference to 

how members join in, shape and employ literate practices within this community” (see 

Appendix B). In other words, if writers reference “how members join in, shape and 

employ literate practices within this community,” they are using their definition of a 
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discourse community to argue that the community they investigated falls within the 

parameters of this definition. Thus, these instructions make it clear that a writer’s 

argument about whether their site of investigation is a discourse community depends on 

showing how this discourse community meets the terms of this definition “right away.” 

Although Jason does not specify that this essential argument should be within a thesis 

statement as Tabitha did, he seems to concur with Tabitha that this essential argument 

must be included in this introduction section.  

  Linda, however, applies the phrase “get the assignment” to explain what separates 

her top ranked writers, Kevin and Tyrone, from the other four writers to show not only 

this habit’s connection to intellectually understanding the prompt’s directions, but to its 

importance:   

Linda:  It's tough to put them into order. 

Rachel: Why is that? 

Linda: Well, two of them I could see, just at first blush here, two out of the six of 

these get the assignment. The other four, it's sort of like I could do a 

ranking of them. Two of them get it, four of them don't. So, it's like it 

could be two ones and the rest are twos.  

Rachel: So, what are the two that get the assignment in your opinion? 

Linda: Kevin, and Tyrone. I think they get it. (15. Feb.) 

 

I interpret Linda’s use of the phrase “get the assignment” to mean writers understand that 

the assignment spells out how to build each part of the argument about the discourse 

community each writer investigated. Yet, I also see this phrase to encompass “getting 

what the disciplinary components need to be applied as detailed through the prompt. I 

think that Linda means when she states she could see if a writer “gets the assignment . . . 

at first blush” that she is looking for by looking for the key argumentative conventions as 

well as disciplinary components highlighted by the prompt. The fact that Linda’s high 
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ranking of Kevin and Tyrone is based on “getting the assignment” makes it evident that 

this way of understanding the prompt is indeed imperative to her.  

Similarly, Saul grounds his rankings of writers’ success on whether writers have 

acquired the habit of following the directions laid out for them by someone in the 

argumentative and disciplinary know.  Saul’s explanation of why he ranked Kevin, 

Tyrone, Han and Shaunia (whom he refers to by their profile numbers 1, 3, 4 and 5 

respectively) below Crystal makes following the prompt as the basis for his writer 

rankings most clear:    

Because the issues and shortcomings that I identified . . . honestly, in number one, 

number three . . . number one, number three, number four, number five, were all 

very similar. Where the students seemed to be writing what I would call off task. 

(7 Feb.)  

I interpret Saul’s phrase “off task” as having a similar meaning to Linda’s “not get[in]g 

the assignment.” When Saul uses this phrase, I think he means these lower ranked writers 

were also not following these instructions about argument and disciplinary conventions 

laid out in the prompt. For I have heard this phrase used in my role as a first-year writing 

placement assessor where it is imperative to quickly identify if students are not attending 

to the prompt when raters are distinguishing why they scored one writer’s essay higher 

than another’s.  This is a prompt where key argumentative conventions and mechanisms 

as well as disciplinary components are at least indicated. Saul can be seen, therefore, as 

sharing Linda’s perspective that understanding and following direction about conventions 

is what a writer’s level of success depends on. 

Erin shows the significance of what understanding the prompt provides in terms 

of argumentative or disciplinary conventions when she explains why she ranked her top 
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two writer traits as “most important for successful college-level writers during her 

Method C interview (see Appendix B). In one episode from her Method C interview, Erin 

explains why, “pays attention to and follows assignment and class expectations outlined 

in syllabus,” is the number one trait that makes writers successful:  

Do I think there are things that maybe make a stronger college writer? Yeah. I 

think the ability to kind of do the critical reading and things like that in a research 

[paper] make a stronger writer, but if you can't even start with the assignment and 

the way it needs to be done, it doesn't matter how critical you are. (31 May)  

 

 Erin does allow here that a writer’s ability to read and research critically are also 

important. Yet, when Erin states “if you can’t even start with the assignment and the way 

it needs to be done,” she shows how she bases writer success on the degree to which 

these instructor instructions are habitually followed or disregarded. Her use of the phrase 

“the way it needs to be done,” however, is particularly significant. For this phrase implies 

the instructor is providing directions in the prompt based on his or her argumentative or 

disciplinary understandings and that is why these prompt instructions need to be 

followed.  For as a member of an academic discourse community, the professor has 

learned how writing “needs to be done” argumentatively in academia in their discipline.  

Another bit of evidence demonstrating that understanding and following prompt 

directions was an important knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic 

conventions category habit from the cognitive domain for all Classicists can be found in 

Table 2.  In the “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column, the “Totals” 

row showed that 61% (57/94) of Classicists’ episodes were coded as discussing the 

importance of being responsive to the prompt in concert with being familiar with 

argumentative organizational mechanisms.  Thus, the high percentage of this habit’s 
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episode code tallies shows how important all Classicists believe writer practice of this 

habit is to their success. 

Using argumentative organizational mechanisms. Only three of the five 

Classicists, Erin, Tabitha and Jason, stress that using organizational mechanisms that 

build an argument into a cohesive whole is a key academic discourse community 

convention. Remarkably, Tabitha and Jason assume that the low-ranking writers they 

identified in Method A should have come to college already habitually using these 

organizational mechanisms which Erin prioritized for writers in Method C (see Appendix 

B). Jason does reinforce this assumption when he discusses an underprepared writer 

during his Method B interview (see Appendix B). Thus, they put the onus of preparing to 

use organizational mechanisms on the writers themselves. These Classicists articulate 

that students should be able to enact a redefined portion of Lunsford and other’s 

definition of an argument from Everything’s an Argument that I utilized when developing 

my a priori definition for the reasoning/argumentation habit (see Appendix A). This 

definition prioritizes selecting apt evidence and creating a chain of reasoning that 

supports a writer’s version of a truth articulated within their thesis (Lunsford et al. 8, 147-

152). During my analysis of this group of Classicists’ episodes, I came to recognize that 

these Classicists redefined the portion of Lunsford and others definition about “selecting 

apt evidence and creating a chain of reasoning that supports a . . . thesis.” Instead, these 

Classicists emphasized using organizational mechanism within argumentative texts. 

Mainly, I discerned these Classicists’ prioritization of the habit of utilizing argumentative 

organizational mechanisms based on my perception that the introduction and 

explanations of evidence are the main organizing mechanisms within each body 
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paragraph that supports the thesis. Thus, writers’ introductions and explanations of 

evidence turn each body paragraph into a cohesive whole that is organized around 

supporting a claim from the writer’s thesis announced in their topic sentence. In short, the 

writer’s whole argument can be viewed to be resting on this announcement of the 

ultimate structuring mechanism, the thesis statement, followed by the structuring of 

evidence to support this thesis. When tutoring and teaching first-year writers, I have often 

told these writers, the thesis is the road map to an essay or lays out all parts of an 

argument I as a reader can look for.  

Jason emphasizes how not utilizing the argumentative convention of utilizing 

organizational mechanisms made him rank Tyrone and Shaunia as least successful. 

Jason’s emphasis on utilizing organizational mechanisms became clear when I asked him 

to elaborate on why Tyrone was “lacking” in terms of the prompt:   

I mean, [Tyrone] talks about like the importance of . . . functional literacy. But he didn't 

start off that way. So, if that's his main point, I think he, he doesn't really have any . . . 

And the other thing is, he didn't really have a reference. Like he gave examples . . . Of 

maybe what he's seen . . . But he doesn't have any text which the prompt asked for, that 

was the other thing. (16 Mar.) 

Similarly, when discussing how Shaunia’s did not “hitting the prompt,” Jason 

opines, “The personal reflection was interesting, but the prompt really is for, uh, like text 

evidence and stuff” (16 Mar.). In both comments about Shaunia and Tyrone’s adherence 

to the prompt, what becomes clear is that Jason focuses on how they do not utilize 

organizational mechanisms to back up their theses with “evidence” or “references” or 

“examples.” Ultimately, Jason implies that Tyrone’s and Shaunia’s failure to utilize 
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outside scholarly sources to back up each claim about their discourse communities leads 

to their inability to meet the prompt’s requirement to form a cohesive argument.   

During Jason’s retrospective account asked for in Method B, Jason goes on to 

reveal why the potential for success for writers like Tyrone and Shaunia is not possible 

because they were not prepared to habitually use argumentative organizational structures 

in high school (see Appendix B). During this retrospective account, Jason discusses a 

female student he worked with who did not already know how to use organizational 

mechanisms and it did not bode well for her success:  

Um, in the beginning her writing was . . . she's very descriptive, like she could 

you know tell a story, but it was very unorganized, and from conversations we 

had um, it kind of stemmed from the lack of preparation from her school. So, like, 

you know, when first meeting with her, she wouldn't have an introduction, it 

would just go right into the thought and she would just have paragraphs, no 

conclusion, just like just thoughts on a paper. So um, yeah, the c--the content was 

pretty good, it just needed to be structured, and she had the . . . she has . . . she 

had the talent; I mean I improved it now but it just . . . she needed something . . . 

she really needed to work on . . . . (8 May) 

 

While Jason sees this student as having strong “content” and being “talented,” he implies 

that “she really need[s] to work” on gaining the habit of employing organizational 

structures he mentions like “introductions, paragraphs and conclusion” or she won’t be 

successful. Remarkably, when discussing her “background,” Jason told me that “she’s 

from Philadelphia,” and when I asked where she went to high school he replied, “It was a 

charter school in Philadelphia,” thereby, indicating that she was possibly of these new 

populations of students from the Philadelphia area (8 May). Yet, Jason also seems to 

imply with his statement “she really needs to work” that she and possibly other students 

like her with names like Tyrone and Shaunia must take responsibility for this lack of 

knowledge. I understand Jason to mean that these writers must make up for their 
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knowledge gap by working that much harder to learn to use organizational mechanisms 

to structure their arguments on their own, as their chances for success rest on this 

acquisition of academic discourse habit.  

 Likewise, when referencing the writer trait list in Method C (see Appendix B), 

Erin also establishes her conception that transitioning writers should “…have 

foundational writing skills already from high school,” like knowing how to construct 

introductions, body paragraphs and conclusions (31 May). Though Erin is more 

transparent in her belief that these writers should be able to learn the habit of utilizing 

organizational mechanisms through self-study as she doesn’t “think a college-level 

teacher should necessarily be the person telling a student, ‘Here's how to rec[ognize]--an-

- introduction or body or conclusion.’ I think they should know that already. So, I think 

the student should have enough internal motivation, um, to find out that information for 

themselves” (31 May). Thus, Erin implies that she concurs with Jason that if writers enter 

college not already prepared to use organizational mechanisms in high school, they need 

to catch up on their own. And if these writers don’t or can’t catch-up, the implication is 

that their chances for joining the academic discourse community and achieving success 

are diminished.  

Tabitha shares Jason’s views on the essentialness of writers knowing how to 

incorporate evidence to organize and support the building of an argument. Tabitha, 

however, thinks that Crystal did not habitually incorporate evidence to support claims 

from her thesis in her body paragraphs. Thus, Tabitha ranked Crystal near the bottom. 

For Tabitha, what she describes as Crystal’s lack of “development” was really an issue, 

as can be seen when Tabitha explains how she determined her ranking for Crystal during 
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her Method A interview: “I was trying to figure out where [Crystal’s excerpt] fit within 

[the sections outlined in the prompt] and I suppose it fits in findings and discussions, 

because this person refers back to not just, um, her site, but then also to the arti-- . . . uh, 

yeah, to an article. I was trying to figure out where that fit, but then it wasn't developed 

enough for me to really understand that” (13 Feb.).  

I interpret Tabitha’s use of the phrase “I didn’t really feel it was developed” when 

referencing Crystal’s excerpt to mean that her low ranking of Crystal was primarily due 

to Crystal’s lack of properly integrating evidence to support her overall argument. It has 

been my experience in the academic discourse community that remarking that an essay 

lacks development indicates that evidence was not offered or integrated to support a 

writer’s argument. Tabitha’s observation that, “this person refers back to not just, um, her 

site, but then also to . . . an article” provides further evidence that she believes Crystal’s 

excerpt did properly integrate evidence from this article to develop her overall argument 

about her “site.” Through this remark, Tabitha portrays Crystal’s references to her “site” 

and “article” as being separate. It should also be noted that the prompt Tabitha uses to 

determine where Crystal’s excerpt comes from, directs writers to “refer to the sources” 

from the “Theoretical Frame and Literature Review” to build their argument (see 

Appendix B). What these prompt directions are implying is that if writers utilize these 

sources from the “Theoretical Frame and Literature Review” section, the “Findings and 

Discussion” section is tied to this previous section, so the argument becomes cohesive 

(see Appendix B). Tabitha confirms she understands this prompt’s implication as a 

member of the academic discourse community when she adds Crystal’s lack of 

development led her not to “understand” what Crystal is arguing in her “findings and 
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discussions” section. In other words, I understand this to mean that Crystal did not refer 

to sources from the “Theoretical Frame and Literature Review” section in the “Findings 

and Discussion” so Tabitha cannot connect these sections to each other and the overall 

argument. Ultimately, Tabitha’s observations about Shaunia’s excerpt gives credence to 

how integral Tabitha believes tying evidence back to the main argument is to developing 

an argument and writer’s success. 

Additionally, Tabitha shares Jason and Erin’s belief that writers should come to 

college having already acquired the habit of using organizational mechanisms that build 

an argument into an interconnected whole. Tabitha most distinctively agrees with Erin 

that new college writers who have acquired the habit of constructing organizational 

mechanisms like introductions and body paragraphs in high school have the most chance 

for success. As Tabitha shares when she again is reflecting on Crystal, the writer she 

ranked as least successful, “we see so many students in 100 and 200 level classes who 

have no idea . . . how to . . . to the basic things they need to know in college . . . Right, so 

they come to class. I have no idea if . . . they did well in high school” (13 Feb.).  Tabitha 

goes on to reveal, therefore, that while she looks to determine if incoming writers know 

how to habitually form these mechanisms, she has an underlying expectation that usually 

only “one or two” lack this habit:  

So, if I feel as though all the students are really great at writing introductions, and 

they can do it with little guidance, we won't do it in class. They'll do it outside of 

class. And then if there's one or two that do need help, I can work with them one 

on one during some other activity. Same for body paragraphs, thesis statements, 

all of that. (13 Feb.) 
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Through these two observations about her ENG 100 and 200 students, Tabitha shows that 

she expects that “all [her] students” will be “really great at writing introductions . . . body 

paragraphs, thesis statements” if they did well in high school. In sum, these first-year 

writers in the main will be skilled at constructing the conventional key argumentative 

organizational mechanisms named by Erin of introduction and body paragraphs, but also 

some named by Jason like thesis statements. Tabitha also, however, expects that she will 

have to work on the organizational mechanism habit with that one or two writers outside 

of class. Tabitha’s expectation for these “one or two” writers is that since they did not 

excel in high school they are underprepared in this way. And if this small group of 

writers are underprepared, it follows that their chances for joining the academic discourse 

community and achieving success in college writing are less promising.  

More evidence that Erin, Tabitha and Jason prioritized argumentative 

organizational mechanisms can be found within Table 2’s column “Episode Dominant 

Habits Code Category Tallies.” Within Erin, Jason and Tabitha’s episodes, 5 out of the 

10, 25 out of 36 and 11 out of 11 habits respectively from the “Knowledge of 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic convention” category were coded as discussing 

the importance of being responsive to the prompt in concert with being familiar with 

argumentative organizational mechanisms. Thus, the “Totals” row of this column 

indicates that 72% (41/57) of episodes for these three Classicists were coded as 

discussing the habits “uses organizational mechanisms” in addition to “understands and 

follows the prompt.” Thus, the high percentage of this habit’s episode code tallies shows 

how important Erin, Tabitha and Jason believe writer practice of this habit is to these 

Classicists.  
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Evincing a rhetorical awareness. Erin, however, is the only Classicist who gives 

precedence to the writerly habit of operationalizing understandings of audience, purpose 

and context based on an Aristotelian rhetorical frame. It is through this frame that Erin 

believes writers can configure their response to assignments, so they will reflect 

disciplinary conventions.  In turn, this understanding allows writers to be responsive to 

assignments beyond first-year writing created by audiences from the academic discourse 

community that ask them to generate texts that follow their disciplines’ conventions. 

What Erin especially makes manifest is that the correct interpretation of the prompt is 

dependent upon a student’s ability to habitually discern an assignment’s audience and 

purpose based on this classic rhetorical frame. In this excerpt from her Method C 

interview, Erin describes her top writer trait rankings and talks about how this 

discernment of the right audience and purpose is the foundation upon which an entire text 

is built:  

So, for me, the way that I ultimately decided to rank had a lot to do with how 

you'd actually start the assignment. And so, if there, to me, if you're not starting it 

properly, I don't know how you're gonna end up with a good end product. 

 

So, ultimately, as you saw, I picked kind of like considering what the assignment 

is the audience, the purpose because if you're, if you're not considering that 

initially, you're not gonna do the right research you're not gonna have the right 

writing style, you're not going to you know, use the proper conventions and things 

like that. (31 May) 

 

In other words, what Erin is saying here is that whether a writer finds the right research 

and utilizes the right linguistic style and conventions is dependent on whether they are 

habituated to start by discerning an assignment’s disciplinary audience and purpose.  

During this exchange where Erin elaborates on why she ranked the trait “considers the 

audience and purpose of assignments” first and “pays attention to and follows assignment 
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and class expectations outline in the syllabus” second, she ties both habits to a writer’s 

ability to understand disciplinary audience and purpose:   

Erin: Um . . . I think for audience, and again, maybe I come at this from science 

perspective, the way that I write as a scientist is very different than I would 

write as a creative writer. And so, when I'm writing for an audience, if I 

don't know who my audience is, I'm not going to, as I said, I'm not gonna 

get the right kind of research . . . I'm not gonna know whether I should be 

writing for a professional or a lay person. I don't know whether I should be 

writing in you know, a very, uh, you know, brief kind of style of writing or 

organized style of writing, or I should be a creative writer. So, if I don't 

know who I'm writing for, I feel like I'm not gonna get the right source 

material and I'm not gonna be able to think and organize in a way that it 

needs to be organized . . . because I'm looking at the conventions of the style 

I need to write in to reach the audience . . . . 

Rachel: So, um, so then number two you had ‘pays attention to assignment and 

expectation outlined in syllabus.’ 

Erin: To me they're very similar because . . . if you don't know what your job is, 

you're not going to meet the purpose. Or achieve the final purpose of the 

writing assignment. So again, I, to me this is a definition or an expansion of 

purpose. (31 May) 

 

In the first part of what Erin says, she is affirming her investment in the idea that a 

writer’s habit of discerning audience, as a “scientist” or “creative writer,” is key to their 

success. For once this audience is discerned, Erin explains that writers can determine not 

only the “source material” to include, but also what “style[s]” of organization and 

conventions to use so they meet their professorial disciplinary audience’s expectations. 

When Erin continues by asserting that the “assignment and expectations outlined in the 

syllabus” are a more “detailed version of purpose,” she is showing that the habit of 

contextualizing the purpose within a discipline is also key. As is widely believed by 

instructors, the syllabus provides the context for what the professor wants students to 

learn in the course that could influence writers’ perception of what disciplinary 

conventions he/she wants to be evinced within the written products required.   
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More proof that Erin saw the habit of discerning rhetorical purpose and audience 

from the knowledge of “argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions” category as 

key to writers’ success can be found in Table 2.  In the “Episode Dominant Habits Code 

Category Tallies Code Tallies” column, the “Erin” row shows this habit’s code tallies 

made up 50% (5/10) of her knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical & linguistic episode 

code tallies. Thus, the fact that this habit’s episode category code tallies represent about 

half of Erin’s knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical & linguistic category episode code 

tallies shows how much she believes writer practice of this habit is essential to their 

success.  

Reflects a comprehensive grasp of academic language conventions through 

linguistic choices in genre arguments. Three out of the five Classicists, Saul, Linda and 

Jason, emphasize a conventional academic language habit from the cognitive domain 

being practiced as indicating membership in the academic discourse community and its’ 

attendant success. The conventional linguistic habit they prioritize involves writers 

reflecting a comprehensive grasp of academic language through stylistic choices within 

their genre arguments. Their responses to Tyrone’s excerpt below during their Method A 

interviews are good examples of their privileging a conventional academic language 

style, particularly when making an argument in the research genre: Tyrone writes,   

Place yourself in the midst of the bangs and booms of a bustling warehouse 

environment. Smell the scent of turmeric with a dash of coriander and sense the 

sense of humility and contentment. Now look around to find yourself curiously in 

the confines of the Halal Foods warehouse. A food distributor serving the Muslim 

community within the ***area for over one hundred years, Halal Foods stands on 

the outskirts of the *** section of ***. But through the parking lot lined with 

broken down tractor-trailers and behind that bent-up-from-me-backing-the-van-

into-it bay door of the structure lies a community very separate from *** or the 

rest of the world, complete with a culture and language of its own: a culture and 
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language steeped in functionality. (see Appendix B: Data Collection Tools and 

Interview Protocols, Writing Excerpt 3) 

 

As in Saul, Linda and Jason’s view, Tyrone’s descriptive language does not follow 

research genre’s linguistic conventions that require language to be rational and objective, 

not creatively evoking sights, sounds and smells. They even go so far as to view the 

descriptive quality of Tyrone’s language within his excerpt as rendering it not responsive 

to the prompt. This is significant because, as has already been established, for all these 

Classicists, writerly success rests primarily on responsivity to the prompt. Yet, these 

genre language expectations are not spelled out in the prompt, as these expectations are 

tacit between members of the academic discourse community.  

Saul opines the language Tyrone used to describe his research site made him 

“miss the point” and thereby, implies it negatively impacted his current ability to “excel” 

when he says: 

I liked that writing. I thought the quality of that writing, it was descriptive, it was 

energetic. And he's a good writer. But he missed the point, in my opinion. He 

missed the point when it comes to this assignment. But this is a student, in my 

opinion, who no doubt could excel. Perhaps more so than some others whose 

ideas may have been a little bit closer to . . . whose work may have been a little bit 

closer to fulfilling the terms of the assignment than his. (7 Feb.) 

 

In effect, what Saul is saying here is that Tyrone’s choice to use descriptive language 

makes his excerpt exceptional because its shows he is a “good writer.” At the same time, 

Tyrone’s language also keeps Saul from ranking him higher than Crystal and Kevin, 

whose ideas are less than noteworthy because it is implied their language is “closer to 

fulfilling the terms of the assignment than [Tyrone’s].” These are “terms” from the 

prompt that fail to explain how what linguistic style should be used in the research genre.  



116 

 

 

 

Similarly, Jason and Linda’s rankings are also impacted by Tyrone’s stylistic 

choices within his description of his research site. Like Saul, they both understand that 

the prompt requires use of objective and rational language because it is calling for writers 

to produce a text in the research genre.  This is an unspoken understanding which all 

these members of the academic discourse community possess. Linda states that one of the 

reasons she ranked Tyrone second was because: 

The writing is very creative, but it's like it's not on task. I mean it can be I think 

that you can get a degree in non-creative, a masters in non-creative, non-fiction 

creative writing. The Iowa workshop has one, but this is not the place for that. 

He's writing a report on literacy, so he needs to sort of change his focus. (15 

Feb.). 

 

Linda’s use of the phrase “not on task” echoes Saul’s use of the phrase “off task” in terms 

of Tyrone to indicate the style of language he is using render him not responsive to the 

prompt. As Linda indicates, this language should not be used in “a report on literacy,” I 

see that Linda naming this genre as a “report” shows that she, as a member of the 

academic discourse community, understands that this assignment is focused upon a text 

that relies on gathering outside sources through research and, therefore, should reflect the 

research genre’s linguistic conventions. From Linda’s perspective, Tyrone’s language, 

therefore, justifies her lower ranking of him. Alternately, Linda indicates his language 

would be more conventional if the prompt required students to produce a “creative” 

piece. Jason also shows that he shares Linda’s understanding of the prompt as requiring 

texts from the research genre whose linguistic style should be rational and objective. 

Similarly, when explaining why he ranked Tyrone’s excerpt last, Jason remarked, 

“Tyrone. Yeah, I mean, Tyrone, it seems like he kind of just set the scene. [The prompt] 

doesn't really ask for that” (16 Mar.). Jason’s assessment of Tyrone’s excerpt confirms 
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that he too views the descriptive language Tyrone used to “set the scene” as rendering his 

excerpt not responsive to this prompt’s linguistic genre expectations. Although Jason 

does not specify what this genre is, I believe he is joining Saul and Linda in their view 

that that this prompt signals “research genre linguistic style” because of the way that they 

all see descriptive language within this text as inappropriate.  

In fact, Saul, Linda and Jason’s tacit understanding of academic discourse 

linguistic conventions for the research genre overshadows the actual disciplinary research 

genre linguistic conventions required by this prompt. Saul, Linda and Jason, thereby, 

unfairly conclude that Tyrone’s descriptive language renders him as not responsive to the 

prompt and lessens his chances for success. Specifically, these three Classicists overlook 

that the prompt does direct writers to describe their research site. The prompts 

“Introduction” section specifies “[i]n a paragraph or two, describe the discourse 

community you chose to examine” (see Appendix B). The prompt, therefore, is calling 

for the use of descriptive language conventional for the ethnographic research genre in 

the composition discipline. This is conventional when writing about an ethnographic 

study to describe the research site. Thus, Saul, Linda and Jason’s entrenchment in 

academic discourse’s research genre linguistic conventions cause them to overlook these 

different disciplinary linguistic genre conventions. These are disciplinary linguistic genre 

conventions that call for descriptive language and make Tyrone’s language actually 

appropriate.  

I see Saul, Linda and Jason’s privileging of rational over evocative language 

prompted by their membership in an academic discourse community stemming partially 

from Aristotle. An example would be Aristotle’s elevation of rational thought in 
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argument construction using enthymemes in On Rhetoric. As in a very Aristotelian 

enthymematic way, they seem to believe that if the language that is used to express 

thoughts is rational, the thought must be rational. Additionally, Saul reveals another 

belief grounded in Aristotle. Saul’s belief is that using disciplinary language correctly in 

writing reflects one’s educational level and can further impact an academic audience’s 

view of a writer’s ethos and thereby, success within the academic discourse community. 

Aristotle’s position is spelled out in the Book III quote that reads, “If then anyone uses 

the language appropriate to each habit, he will represent the character; for the uneducated 

man will not say the same things in the same way as the educated” (bk. 3, ch. 7, secs. 6-

7). In other words, Saul asserts that part of what grants ethos in the academic discourse 

community is evinced when writers show how they are educated about and value the 

proper use of academic language.   

Saul connects the building of ethos that leads to success in the academic discourse 

community to proper use of and valuation of academic language when discussing 

Tyrone’s excerpt. When Saul discusses his assessment of Tyrone’s excerpt, he zeros in 

on Tyrone’s definition and defense of the literacy “requirements” of the discourse 

community of warehouse workers in the paragraph that follows:  

The literacy requirements for holding a warehouse job position at Halal Foods 

aren’t, in the traditional sense, ‘high.’ Yet integral to participation in this 

discourse community, there is a definite requirement of a functional literacy 

specific to the Halal warehouse that cannot be mandated or otherwise measured 

with a standardized test. Most people merely of a ‘higher’ literacy would not be 

worth their weight in dirt within the walls of the warehouse without knowledge of 

the intricacies of the community. Thus, I argue for the merit and importance of 

functional literacy as the dominant literacy in this discourse community and its 

ability to provide workers with both contentment and a positive sense of self. 

Further, I hold the imposition of a standardized literacy into the workplace to be a 

dangerous threat to the lives of those unreceptive and employed.  
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Saul’s assessment of this paragraph is expressed below: 

So, when the Halal writer is talking about functional literacy, there too, it's sort of 

like he's trying to show that they aren't academics. And an academic who had a 

better command of language or communication wouldn't do well in that dirty old 

warehouse. That muddy, mud warehouse, or whatever it was that student said. The 

description was actually really interesting. I thought it was really creatively written 

and it was very engaging. But there, too, what he described as the functional 

literacy of these warehouse workers does not in my opinion constitute a discourse 

community. Nor does their speaking Arabic. Nor does their common religion 

identify them to me as a discourse community. (7 Feb.) 

 

It is significant that what amounts to Saul’s dismissal of Tyrone’s argument for 

functional literacy as integral to success on the job of the worker within the discourse 

community of a warehouse starts with the observation, “It’s sort of like he's trying to 

show that they aren't academics.” Saul quickly follows this observation with the 

reflection, “And an academic who had a better command of language or communication 

wouldn't do well in that dirty old warehouse.” By beginning his assessment with these 

two remarks, Saul emphasizes the importance he places on the knowledge of the proper 

use and value of academic language as a member of an academic discourse community. 

For there is a mocking tone in Saul’s characterization of “that dirty old warehouse” 

because it mimics Tyrone’s observation that “Most people merely of a higher literacy 

would not be worth their weight in dirt within the walls of the warehouse.” Saul’s 

mocking tone is even more pronounced because while Tyrone uses the adjective “dirty” 

in his phrasing to devalue academics “higher literacy” practices within their discourse 

community, Saul turns it around here to characterize the warehouse and the people in it. 

Both Saul’s tone and reuse of this adjective here intimates that he is offended that Tyrone 

would devalue academic language in this way. It can be understood, therefore, that 

Tyrone’s lack of understanding about how important academic language is within 
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academia led him to unwittingly offend someone in this community who is evaluating his 

writerly success. This in turn, could be interpreted to cause Saul to devalue Tyrone’s 

argument for the practice of functional literacy as being the basis for literate practice 

within this warehouse community so that it would constitute a discourse community. In 

sum, Tyrone’s dismissal of the value of academic discourse linguistic standards 

undermines Tyrone’s ethos.  

 There is another bit of evidence that this group of Classicists believe writerly 

success rests on habitually making stylistic choices that reflect academic language 

expectations for genre arguments. Cumulatively, the “Total” episodes coded as 

discussing the cognitive domain habit of “reflects grasp of academic language 

conventions” in Table 2’s column “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies,” 

make up a significant percentage, 35% (33/95), of the codes for habits from the category 

of “knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions.” Individually, for 

Linda and Saul, this habit’s importance is even more clear. If one looks at the number of 

episodes coded as discussing the “reflects grasp of academic language conventions” habit 

for Saul and Linda in the “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies,” this habit 

represents 69% (16/23) of Saul’s and 40% (6/15) of Linda’s episodes discussing habits 

from the category of “knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic 

conventions.” The high percentage of this habit’s episode code tallies shows how 

important Saul and Linda believe writer practice of this habit is to their success.  
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Critical Thinking 

Research. Erin is the only Classicist who prioritized the habit of “critical thinking: 

research from the cognitive domain.” This habit is inherently understood by members of 

the academic discourse community as being at the heart of what makes writers successful 

within disciplinary discourse communities. The habit of critical thinking in research is 

defined by Erin as a writer’s ability to locate and evaluate sources through research in 

order to find sources that are appropriate for the assignment’s disciplinary audience and 

purpose. Erin’s thinking here is embedded in the context of the writer traits she ranked 

number 1 and 2 involving understanding the prompt and considering its audience and 

purpose. In other words, for Erin, utilizing critical thinking during research must come 

after a writer has understood the prompt and determined its disciplinary audience and 

purpose. Thus, Erin, like other Classicists, links this habit to the shared Classicist 

prioritization of writers fulfilling the prompt’s requirements. This linkage is most evident 

as Erin embodies a writer during her Method C writer trait ranking task and voices what 

he/she would think after they already understood the prompt and determined its audience 

and purpose: “Um, but now I'm thinking about what are the . . . What is the source 

material I need to use to achieve the goals of the writing assignment? And so being able 

to do that research and determine that that research is valid and useful is important to me” 

(31 May). Erin’s use of the pronouns “I” and “me” provide evidence that she is 

embodying a writer and voicing her thoughts. And what this writer’s thoughts convey is 

that one must think critically as one discovers source material through research to 

determine if it would fulfill the prompt and its disciplinary audience’s demands. 

Otherwise, Erin implies, writers will not meet the demands of each disciplinary discourse 
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community and their texts will be deemed unsuccessful. What is also important to note 

here is that these writers’ thoughts are portrayed by Erin as coming quite naturally from 

writers. Erin thereby implies that these thoughts stem from an understanding inherent to 

members of the academic discourse community about how to meet disciplinary prompt 

demands.  

Furthermore, Erin articulates the fundamental connection between successful 

disciplinary writing and the critical thinking necessary to evaluate and select strong 

sources from which to draw evidence when she adds during her Method C interview, 

“Again, I don't, if you're a crappy researcher and you can't get source material and you 

don't know if it's valid. So, you don't have the information literacy piece, I don't know 

how you can be a solid writer when your source material is crap. Your writing's gonna be 

crap” (31 May). Erin’s contention here affirms that she thinks that writers’ ability to find 

and select discipline-appropriate source material through research makes their writing 

“valid” in the eyes of a disciplinary academic audience.   

Just how highly Erin regards a writer’s ability to critically investigate and select 

texts through research is evident when she makes it apparent that this is what 

distinguishes a high school from a college-level writer during her Method C interview: 

I think college-level writing is elevating students to a level of sophistication in 

their writing. So that's more critical. So . . . doing more of the critical kind of 

work, critically evaluating the source material they use. To me that's what makes 

you a more sophisticated writer and elevates you from what you were in high 

school and junior high. (31 May)   

 

In essence, what Erin is asserting here is that what distinguishes a successful college 

writer from a high school one is just this ability to critically evaluate and select 

appropriate sources through research. I interpret this to mean that writers’ ability to apply 
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“critical thinking through research appropriate to each discipline” is ultimately what 

signals that transitioning writers are now a part of the academic discourse community.  

More proof that Erin saw the cognitive domain habit of using critical thinking 

through research from the “knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic 

conventions” category as key to writer’s success can be found in Table 2.  In the 

“Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column, the “Erin” row shows this 

habit’s episode code tallies made up 50% (5/10) of her knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic category episode code tallies. Thus, the demonstration that the fact 

habit’s episode code tallies represent about half of Erin’s “knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic” category episode code tallies shows how important she believes 

writer practice of this habit is to their success. 

Classicist Writer Habits Conclusion 

Considered together, their cognitive domain orientation makes Classicists 

primarily consider habits whose objective is to preserve the Aristotelian rationality and 

the Western rhetorical tradition’s argumentative, linguistic and disciplinary conventions 

which it gave rise to in writing in higher education.  Classicists conceive that the way to 

do this is through writers knowing and applying these academic and linguistic 

conventions and rhetorical traditions within their writing in college. These uses of 

knowledge and application serve as evidence that writers are part of the academic 

discourse community--a discourse community whose conventions have expanded to 

include disciplinary and genre conventions. Classicists indicate that the academic 

discourse community is comprised of all who practice these academic, linguistic, 

disciplinary and genre conventions within the college context where membership is 
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privileged. As Classicists indicate, writers must practice these conventions as members of 

the academic discourse community if they are to be perceived as successful writers in 

college. Classicist believe writers must follow these conventions, but they aren’t 

necessarily spelled out in the prompts. Instead, these conventions are often tacitly 

understood only between members of the academic discourse community. These 

conventions are ones which Classicists Jason, Tabitha and Erin believe Solopaca students 

should enter college already knowing and applying. The question then for these 

Classicists is, “Will they provide opportunities for underprepared writers who lack this 

conventional knowledge and Aristotelian conceptual frame of reference about 

argumentation to gain them programmatically?   

Programmatic Mechanisms: Cognitive Domain Habits 

I found the cognitive domain habits which Classicists privilege for writers are not 

necessarily identified as the cognitive habits needing to be inculcated through 

programmatic mechanisms. I categorized the writer cognitive domain habits privileged 

by Classicists as emphasizing understanding and applying the academic discourse 

community’s argumentative linguistic, disciplinary and genre conventions. When 

discussing programmatic mechanisms, therefore, Classicists talk about using pedagogical 

strategies or methods to support writer acquisition of only some or none of these 

academic discourse community conventions. Thus, Classicists discuss only a few 

programmatic mechanisms that will support underprepared writers learning of the habits 

from the cognitive domain they privileged for writers. 

Classicists do not discuss programmatic mechanisms that would support 

underprepared writers’ learning of the cognitive domain’s “knowledge of conventions” 
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habits for different reasons. In the case of Erin and Tabitha, I believe they did not discuss 

teaching writers these conventions because they expect that writers should have learned 

them in high school. Thus, Erin and Tabitha believe underprepared writers must now 

learn what they call basic academic discourse community conventions on their own time. 

For Saul and Linda, however, their understanding and application of most of these 

convention habits is so tacit, they fail to recognize that all convention habits may need to 

be taught if underprepared writers are to succeed. Thus, Saul and Linda only discuss how 

they would expand underprepared writers’ knowledge about conventional academic 

language pedagogically, so these writers can adopt the academic discourse community’s 

valuation of this language. Saul and Linda also include how to teach these incoming 

writers academic vocabulary. Saul’s emphasis, however, is on the vocabulary of his 

discipline, English. Jason is the only Classicist who discusses the pedagogical strategies 

he would apply when tutoring underprepared writers, so they can actualize the cognitive 

domain habits of “understanding the prompt and utilizing organizational mechanisms”.  

The two cognitive domain habits from the knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and 

linguistic category were identified by all Classicists as being necessary for writers to 

possess. For when writers possess these habits, they are able to discern what academic 

discourse community argumentative and other conventions need to be applied. Although 

it should be noted that Jason seems to count tutoring as writers learning these habits on 

their own time, as he agrees with Tabitha and Erin that incoming writers should already 

possess these habits. Ultimately, Classicists believe writers must consistently practice 

these habits because they indicate these writers are part of the academic discourse 

community. As for Classicists, membership in the academic discourse community is a 
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condition of success for writing in the university. By not providing opportunities for 

learning all of these conventions, Classicists are limiting underprepared writers’ 

possibilities for success.  

Proof that these Classicists do not largely privilege writers’ acquisition through 

programmatic mechanisms of the same cognitive domain habits they privileged for 

writer’s success can be found by comparing Tables 3 and 4. In Table 3, the “Episode 

Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column’s “Totals” row shows that the episodes 

coded as discussing knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical or linguistic convention 

category habits make up only 21% (27/126) of the cognitive domain orientation code 

tallies for programs. If one looks at the same column and row in Table 3, these category 

habits made up 44% (95/215) of the cognitive domain orientation code tallies for writers. 

Overall, this pronounced decrease in the percentage of this category’s habits for 

programmatic mechanisms versus writer orientation code tallies shows Classicists 

prioritized writer’s acquisition of a smaller percentage of this category’s habits.   

Knowledge of Argumentative & Linguistic Conventions 

Understands & follows prompt directions. Although all Classicists prioritize the 

habit of “understanding and following prompt directions,” only Jason discusses 

pedagogical strategies he used as a tutor to help underprepared writers decode the 

prompt. Jason talks about these pedagogical strategies during his Method B retrospective 

account interview when describing what he did to help a first-year student who went to “a 

charter school in Philadelphia” become successful. In this episode, Jason articulates what 

he thinks would most support this and other first-year students becoming successful:  
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 Just um, you know, sometimes like it's simple things like following the prompt, 

like they needed to be broken down more. Um, I guess with writing it's a little 

different, because you know typically someone wants you to look at their whole 

paper . . . not just a section, but I think it . . . they just need to be broken down 

into simpler steps for them, I think. (8 May) 

 

Jason’s zeroing in on how he would help these writers interpret the prompt here 

reinforces how much he believes that learning this habit is key if a writer is to do well on 

a first-year assignment. Jason then shares the tutoring strategy he has used to show these 

new students how to break down assignments into parts with attendant “simpler steps” to 

be followed. The strategy Jason discusses here is a type of cognitive scaffolding strategy 

explicated more recently by John Nordlof in "Vygotsky, Scaffolding, and the Role of 

Theory in Writing Center Work." Nordlof describes the way tutors can help writers move 

through Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) to expand their knowledge of 

argumentative conventions by providing steps or scaffolds that help them reach the next 

level of understanding. In this case, Jason seems to be using this scaffolding strategy to 

break down prompts into sections, so these writers can more easily attend to and identify 

the academic discourse conventions required in each section. As Jason knows, writers 

must be able to identify the argumentative and other conventional requirements laid out 

in the prompt if they are to apply them to write successful texts. Jason indicates that using 

this strategy is especially helpful for underprepared students, like this one from a charter 

school because she did “know exactly where [she’s] supposed to be at . . . when coming 

to college” in terms of writing (8 May). In other words, Jason believes these students are 

not prepared in high school to use argumentative and other conventions specified in 

college-level prompts. 
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Additionally, it is important to note how Jason distinguishes charter school 

students from Philadelphia as being underprepared. Jason’s distinction is important 

because of its racial and economic implications. As was shown in Chapter 3, many of 

Solopaca’s entering freshmen come from Philadelphia schools and are of color and/or 

come from low income backgrounds. I believe that Jason sees using this scaffolding 

strategy in a tutoring session as providing an opportunity for these students to catch up to 

their more prepared peers. The only caveat is that these students must come to the 

Writing Center on their own time to learn this strategy which would make their becoming 

more prepared a possibility. Thus, Jason implies these underprepared students must spend 

more time and effort learning these conventions in their first year than their prepared 

peers if they have any chance of achieving writing success in college. 

Using argumentative organizational mechanisms. Jason is also the only Classicist 

who discusses the importance of habituating writers to employ argumentative 

organizational mechanisms to ensure their success in college. There are two notable 

instances where Jason describes in-depth how as a tutor, he once more utilized cognitive 

scaffolding to teach first-year writers to use these argumentative organizational 

mechanisms. In the first instance, Jason articulates how he would tutor students whom he 

ranked as least successful during Method A, Tyrone and Shaunia. Jason’s emphasis in 

this excerpt is on getting Tyrone and Shaunia to habitually employ argumentative 

organizational structures like introductions, body paragraphs and conclusions:  

I mean, maybe like the, uh, I think [I would use] the, the cheeseburger or the 

figure, or whatever it is, it's like you have your introduction. Uh, it's just like--It's 

just like, um, top bun is introduction . . . Lettuce or, you know, onions, tomatoes, 

stuff like that, would be, you know, your topic one. Uh, the meat would be, you 

know, your body paragraph. I, I might have to draw it out to remember. [Jason 
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sketches the cheeseburger out on a piece of paper]. Bun. So, the top bun is your 

introduction. The bottom bun is your conclusion.So, within that, you have your 

three . . . I mean, normally, three body paragraphs to support. I mean, depending 

on, you know, what it is, I mean, the middle could just be the meat. This could be 

the condiments. And this could be, you know, lettuce, tomato, onion, or 

something.But that's how I've learned about it when I was younger. It was in 

elementary school. (16 Mar.) 

Jason describes here using the visual analogy of the hamburger that is often used to teach 

the much criticized five-paragraph essay. For as I mentioned in Chapter 1, many articles 

written by those in the rhet/comp field like Fanetti et al., Griffin et al., Jones, and 

McCrimmon, as well as Thompson and Gallagher, reject the idea that the five-paragraph 

essay model taught in high schools should be used as a scaffold. These scholars perceive 

the five-paragraph essay as not enabling students to develop habits that would allow them 

to craft the more nuanced and complex arguments required of college-level writers. Yet, 

here Jason seems to imply that this organizational model was a helpful steppingstone for 

him as he adapted his understanding of how to organize his arguments in college. This 

was an organizational strategy Jason was able to successfully employ for his college-level 

papers--otherwise Jason wouldn’t have been selected to work in the Solopaca’s writing 

center. What is curious is that Jason recalls being taught to use this hamburger analogy in 

“elementary school.” Jason implies that since he must share with underprepared writers 

like Tyrone and Shaunia this foundational organizational analogy, these writers are not 

even close to adapting to the five-paragraph essay to organize their college-level 

arguments. Generally, writers must adapt these argumentative mechanisms quickly if they 

are to meet the Classicist instructors’ expectations for more sophisticated structures. 

 In the second instance, Jason explicates how he used a cognitive scaffolding 

strategy to teach a student how to utilize another vital organizational mechanism--
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transitions. Again, Jason references the same female student he worked with whom he 

recalled went to a “charter school in Philadelphia” and whom he characterized as 

underprepared.  As Jason refers to this student again, however, he describes how she 

made “steady progression” because “she picked up on the idea of a transition” which 

Jason positions as a higher-level organizational tool (8 May). Jason details how he 

successfully scaffolded his tutoring, so this student acquired the habit of using transitions 

in the episode, prompted by my question about what he did to help make her successful:  

I was really big with her about like you know putting your pencil down and 

telling me what you want to do and what you're talking about. So, I would say, 

‘Read your last sentence and think about what you want to write for your first 

sentence, you need a bridge in between that.’ You know . . . she would . . . the 

beginning of the first sentence would you know build off the last, you know, that's 

how . . . I mean that's how I was . . . how I was taught, like . . . look at your last 

sentence and then build from that, and then go where you need to go . . . because 

you know if we didn't do that . . . I don't really think there would have been nearly 

as much as a progression . . . It's still, you know, I think it’s kind of like building a 

house, like if you don't build a foundation, it just comes crumbling down. (8 May) 

 

Jason articulates here how he provided this writer with a scaffolded strategy of putting 

her pencil down and verbalizing to him what I see as the essence of her argument or 

“what [she’s] talking about” and the direction she is taking his argument in or “what [she] 

wants to do.” Then, Jason implies he shows this writer how to use this information to 

create a transitional sentence between paragraphs. Jason indicates learning how to use 

transitional sentences as an organizational tool helped this writer to “progre[ss]” rapidly 

to become a college-level writer. Jason describes transitions as being used by writers to 

form a “bridge” between paragraphs so readers can connect each paragraph to another as 

their arguments build. In other words, Jason is teaching this writer how to use transitions 

because he sees them as a key argumentative organizational tool that helps audiences 
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understand arguments as interconnected wholes. The way Jason ends his detailed 

description by likening transitions to the foundation of a house is noteworthy. For this 

comparison implies that Jason perceives helping this and other underprepared students 

acquire this habit is not only foundational to their formation of unified arguments, but 

also to their success overall.  

Table 3 provides another bit of evidence that only Jason believes using 

programmatic mechanisms during tutoring to help writers habitually to understand and 

follow prompt directions and utilize organizational mechanisms is important. In the 

“Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column, the “Jason” row shows this 

habit’s episode code tallies made up 100% (6/6) of his knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical & linguistic category episode code tallies. Furthermore, episodes coded as 

discussing teaching tutees these two habits made up 50% (6/12) or half of Jason’s 

cognitive domain orientation code tallies for episodes centering on programmatic 

mechanisms that ensure writerly success.  

Reflecting a comprehensive grasp of academic language/disciplinary vocabulary 

through stylistic choices and usage. Classicist instructors, Saul and Linda, discuss 

pedagogical strategies they can use to ensure underprepared writers, especially those of 

color, gain 1 out of 2 of the habits they privileged from the argumentative, rhetorical and 

linguistic convention category. Saul and Linda discuss teaching writers the habit of 

reflecting a comprehensive grasp of academic language conventions. When discussing 

pedagogical programmatic mechanisms to teach writers this habit, Saul and Linda really 

focus on helping writers grasp and apply the language of the academic discourse 

community. Saul especially emphasizes gaining the language and using literary devices 
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privilege in his discipline, English. Once again, this is very much in keeping in a different 

way with Aristotle’s sentiments from Book III in the lines: “If then anyone uses the 

language appropriate to each habit, he will represent the character; for the uneducated 

man will not say the same things in the same way as the educated” (bk. 3, ch. 7, secs. 6-

7). For these lines can also be interpreted as indicating that language is a marker of what 

discourse community one belongs to, one that consists of educated versus uneducated 

men. Within this framework, Saul and Linda’s aim is to encourage underprepared 

students, especially those of color, to take on the linguistic practices of the academic 

discourse community in order to become new members of it.  

Saul reveals how important it is to him that underprepared writers of color from 

his first-year classes learn how to habitually use the language of the academic discourse 

community when he articulates during his Method A interview what the fundamental 

goal of Solopaca’s first-year writing program should be:  

Well, you know you could say, well, what's the goal then? Is the goal to, you 

know what do you wanna do? Well, they're gonna have to write memos. They're 

gonna have to write letters. Do you want to just start courses in letter writing or 

memo writing or blog or Facebook posting too? And my answer there is ‘no.’ I 

want them to connect with language in ways that are going to make them more 

interesting and informed people. I'm asking them to write and read in ways that I 

hope will help them to grow and develop, in ways that will allow them to lead 

richer lives. And I don't think that's a pipe dream, quite honestly, and especially 

for many of our minority students, our international students, our students of 

color, because if you ask them why they're in college, those students, as quickly 

as any others, will tell you no, it's not just about getting a job. It's about becoming 

a different person, becoming a different kind of person, growing and changing in 

ways that I think are fairly associated with the traditional liberal arts. (7 Feb.) 

 

The crucial lines here are when Saul speaks about wanting to teach his students, 

especially those “of color,” to “connect with language in ways that are going to make 

them more interesting and informed people” so that they become a “different kind of 
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person . . . associated with the traditional liberal arts.” I interpret Saul’s focus here as 

being that of teaching students of color to adopt what he calls the “liberal arts” and what I 

call academic community’s “language of discourse” so when they graduate, they will be 

readily identified as members of this elite educated community. And Saul sees the 

primary way he can teach these students to develop these vital linguistic habits is through 

assigning “writ[ing]” assignments and “read[ing]s” that will influence their emulation of 

the language of this academic discourse community.  Stating that his students of color 

need to “becom[e] a different kind of person” also implies that writers of color need to 

give up their own community’s linguistic habits if they want to become a part of the 

academic discourse community. Saul, however, seems to assume that these students also 

value the language of the academic discourse community and, therefore, desire to 

drastically change in order to take on this community’s linguistic habits. He rejects, 

therefore, the notion that these students of color may not want to give up their own 

community’s language or that they may have more practical possible aims. Such practical 

writing aims would encompass things like learning to write “letters” and “memos” so 

they have the skills valued by the workplace and can get a job, particularly if their 

families are struggling financially.   

Saul also prioritizes sparking habitual written linguistic stylistic change in his 

first-year students in the “liberal arts tradition.” He makes the point most sharply when he 

talks about one particular lesson activity.  In our first interview, Saul depicts an activity 

he uses in his creative writing class as an example of one that could also inspire linguistic 

change for writers in his ENG 101 classes. He describes this activity during his Method A 

interview where he asks student to “re-version” a calligram in order to get them to 
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recognize the connection between language’s form and meaning and its impact on 

readers:  

I had a student produce a poem. It was a kind of an off-writing exercise, 

what I call a translation exercise, or a transformation exercise. Where they take a 

poem and they generally, you know, they re-version it. They revise, they re-

version it to make it their own. And I had a student, poem was about a mountain, 

had a student create a concrete poem where mountain, the poem looked like a 

mountain. Each successive line was longer and longer. So, on the page it looked a 

little bit like a mountain. 

  

And I called this to the attention of other students. The majority of the 

students in the class, only two in a group of 18. Only two students saw it. Only 

two students saw it without the prompt because their connection to the . . . they're 

not reading. They're not connecting. They're not engaged to the extent that they 

might be. There were two examples in the same poem of an embedded rhyme 

where you've got words rhyming, but they're not appearing at the end of the lines. 

And when you read the poem out loud it was very, very obvious to me, because I 

am of course schooled in all of that. But other students did not, the majority of 

students in the class, excuse me, did not get that.  

Helping students to appreciate these things . . . To help students appreciate these 

things in my mind is not really about helping them appreciate poetry. They don't 

like poetry, by and large, nor will they go back to poetry after this particular unit 

is done.  

  

But as we move in to some journaling and other writing that I think will be 

more to their taste, my hope is they're going to be able to connect with language 

in these ways. The sonnets of the language. The use of alliteration in their prose 

writing. The value to varying sentence length and things of that nature. The 

awareness of sentence length as a kind of rhetorical device.  

Helping them to connect the language. We've lost that as a culture, I think. (7 

Feb.)  

 

Saul seems to be pushing his students to appreciate and apply literary language and its 

devices through this “re-version” exercise. He centrally “hope[s]” this appreciation and 

application will enable his students to adopt the language of his disciplinary academic 

discourse community. Saul especially hopes his students will be inspired to include 

literary devices like “alliteration” and “embedded rhyme” “in their prose” so they can be 

appreciated by those from the English discipline within the academic discourse 
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community. For as Saul indicates, he and his colleagues from the English department 

appreciate and recognize the use of these literary devices because they are “schooled in 

all that.” Saul is also communicating to his students through this exercise the importance 

of sentence length. Saul describes how he had his students examine the sentences in a 

calligram and realize that by controlling their length, these poems’ sentences literally 

form the object they are describing on the page before their reader’s eyes. Saul seems to 

hope again that if his first-year students realize the value of attending to sentence length, 

they will go on to habitually “var[y] [their] sentence length” and use this as a “rhetorical 

device” to make ideas form and be remembered within their audience’s minds. Due to the 

time Saul spends on providing its detailed explication, this instructional example shows 

what he believes is most important for an instructor to work to change within first-year 

writers’ prose to ensure success. The changes Saul believes need to be enacted through 

instruction are stylistic at the sentence level involving literary device use and 

construction. Yet, what is also clear is that Saul envisions that these changes need to be 

taught so first-year writers’ prose better reflects what is valued only by those in the 

English disciplinary community. If Saul promotes these stylistic changes, therefore, these 

changes could not appeal to those from other disciplines who emphasize a different style 

within their genre writing.  

Similarly to Saul, Linda emphasizes changing underprepared student’s language 

habits in her first-year course, but she concentrates on expanding their vocabulary 

through assigning readings. Linda believes this vocabulary will allow writers to acquire 

an academic voice that appeals to their academic discourse community audience so they 

can achieve success. When Linda was asked during her Method A interview what is most 
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important to support writers whom she ranked least successful programmatically, she 

initially mentioned teaching argumentation, but then suggested “expanding [their] 

vocabulary. I’d give them a vocabulary, like it’s tenth grade. Pull out words from the 

reading. It’s just like basketball, if you don’t understand what a point guard is, you’re not 

going to understand the game” (15 Feb.). Thus, Linda makes it evident through this 

analogy that she sees attending to vocabulary acquisition in first-year writing as 

providing students with the language of the educated. For within any discourse 

community, whether it consists of basketball players or academics, one must understand 

the vocabulary used to communicate in this community if they want to become a 

member. By adding that she would give them vocabulary “like it’s 10th grade,” Linda 

implies that she is providing her first-year students with a foundational academic 

vocabulary that should have been provided in high school, but was not.  

Later, Linda provides more information about why studying words in this way is 

so important to the writing success of her first-year students. When reflecting during 

Method B what she did to foster students’ writing success, she explains why she chose to 

assign the essay “Redskins Is a Bad Word” by John McWhorter (see Appendix B):   

They were really receptive to the “Redskins is a Bad Word’ because it was about 

literal meanings and how language changes. And how things people used to say 

they don't say and why you shouldn't say them or what they mean, even though 

they don't mean them literally. And they wrote about that, that's the last writing 

that they did about why is the Seminoles, which is another, it's a football team, I 

think. Why is that okay, but why is Redskins not okay . . . (15 Feb.)  

 

Another way of saying what Linda is saying here is that assigning this reading sends the 

message to her students that some of the words that they hear used in their communities 

are not appropriate to use when writing in the college classroom. Linda implies that these 
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words will offend educated audiences who are aware of the societal changes that have 

made their use inappropriate. This is a message that Linda reinforces by getting her 

students to then write about the appropriateness of naming a football team the Seminoles 

versus naming them the Redskins. In this same interview, however, when discussing her 

first-year assignments that help students become successful, Linda makes clear the 

purpose of learning these words:  

Well they, they like to write about their personal experience, but they have to 

learn to do it in an academic voice . . . Like, the thing is you can take this, and 

make it, universal and then you know, their eyes glaze over, ‘What is she talking 

about?’ (laughs) You know, so that anyone can relate to it, even if they come 

from a completely different experience than, than yours. Which is, you know, 

why I try and push that when I teach like use literature as text in the Comp 102 

class. (13 Mar.)  

 

Noticeably, Linda believes that her students must habitually learn to use these words to 

write in an academic voice by the time they complete ENG 101,  even a literary voice by 

the end of ENG 102. Linda views an academic voice as a member of the academic 

discourse community as universal. From Linda’s perspective, therefore, these words 

make it so “anyone can relate” to the texts writers produce--or at least their instructor 

audiences who are steeped in this language. But what Linda doesn’t realize is that this 

academic language and voice will not be relatable to those from other discourse 

communities where these underprepared students might be from.  

Table 3 provides another bit of evidence that Saul and Linda believe using 

programmatic mechanisms that help first-year writers use the language of the academic 

discourse community is most important.  In the “Episode Dominant Habits Code 

Category Tallies” column, the “Saul” and “Linda” rows shows this habit’s episode code 

tallies made up 100% (16/23) of Saul’s and 100% of Linda’s knowledge of the 
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“argumentative, rhetorical & linguistic” conventions category tallies for episodes 

centering on programmatic mechanisms that ensure writerly success.  

Critical Thinking 

Only Classicists Erin, Linda and Tabitha identify writer acquisition of habits from 

the “critical thinking” category from the cognitive domain only as needing to be 

supported through programmatic mechanisms. Yet, of these three, only Erin is 

completely consistent in the beliefs she expressed when discussing the habits she 

identifies as necessary for a writer’s success. One of the beliefs Erin expresses is that 

incoming writers need to be taught how to use critical thinking in research because they 

did not learn this habit in high school. The other belief Erin expresses is that incoming 

writers should have already been prepared to apply the habits from the “knowledge of 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions” category she privileged for writers. 

Tabitha too is consistent in the belief she shares with Erin that incoming writers should 

already be prepared to apply the habits she privileged from this “knowledge of 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions” category. Yet, Tabitha becomes 

inconsistent in her beliefs when she adds that she now privileges writers’ ability to 

critically assess their own writing needs programmatically. Notably, Tabitha believes 

writers should use critical assessment to directly benefit instructors, not writers. Tabitha 

sees writers’ critical assessments as identifying for instructors which argumentative 

conventions or mechanisms need to be taught to the majority of students in their first-year 

writing classes.  Linda is similarly inconsistent in her beliefs when she adds that writers 

should be taught to use critical thinking when reading in order for texts to serve as 

models for how to produce argumentative and other genre’s texts in the college context. 
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Linda did not identify the “critical thinking: reading” habit as a cognitive domain habit 

which writers must primarily possess for success.   

While Erin, Linda and Tabitha all believe that writers need to possess aspects of 

the habit of critical thinking, they differ in their understandings about “how” or “’should” 

programmatic mechanisms support this acquisition. These understandings are revealed in 

their Method A and Method C interviews following their ranking tasks (see Appendix B). 

First, Erin, Linda and Tabitha all agree that writers must possess the habit of critical 

thinking, because it supports new college writers either in the creating or identifying 

elements of an argument that are grounded in an Aristotelian-inspired rational frame. Yet, 

only Linda makes it clear exactly how to teach this habit so that it benefits writers 

programmatically. The pedagogical strategies Linda provides for teaching the “critical 

thinking-reading” habit are based on Linda’s instructional experience in first-year 

writing. The way she approaches the teaching of critical thinking indicates to me that she 

is continuing the rational purpose and pedagogy of the Western tradition.  Erin, however, 

is unable to specify how using critical thinking in research will be taught or supported, as 

her instructional experience consists of teaching science students to become researchers. 

Interestingly, since Tabitha believes that incoming writers should already possess and be 

ready to apply critical thinking in support of instructor assessment of their writing needs, 

she does not detail how to teach this habit to her first-year students. Thus, Erin and 

Tabitha don’t provide specific mechanisms that serve incoming writers’ “critical 

thinking-habit learning” needs. In the case of Tabitha, I don’t think she recognizes that 

she is mainly serving her own needs and that her teaching her first-year students to 

habitually use critical thinking can help them learn to produce college-level research-
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based texts.  For Erin, this lack of instructional knowledge is not as important because 

she does not oversee Solopaca’s first-year writing program in her role as an administrator 

of the Student Success Center. 

My contention that Erin, Linda and Tabitha prioritize the habit of “critical 

thinking” programmatically can be supported by examining Table 3. The “Episode 

Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column’s “Erin”, “Linda” and “Tabitha” rows 

show that the tallies for the habits these Classicists prioritized programmatically from 

“Critical Thinking” category represent a larger portion of their episode dominant code 

category tallies. In fact, they comprise 100% (6/6) of Erin’s, 100% (16/16) of Tabitha’s 

and 50% (7/14) of Linda’s critical thinking category’s episode dominant code category 

tallies.  

Research. Out of this group of three Classicists who prioritize critical thinking, 

only Erin believes that incoming writers should learn how to use critical thinking during 

research through programmatic mechanisms. Erin’s belief that learning to use critical 

thinking in research should be supported programmatically is consistent with her belief 

that this is a habit incoming writers need to, but aren’t prepared to, practice in college. 

Erin asserts that incoming Solopaca writers have only learned what she terms as 

“foundational skills” (31 May). Erin describes these foundational skills as centering on 

decoding the prompt by identifying its audience and purpose and being able to produce 

appropriate introductory, body and conclusion paragraphs. Erin, however, only has 

experience teaching students about critical thinking research skills as an instructor in the 

science department when she taught students to become researchers. Now, however, in 
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her role as an administrator for the Student Success Center, she strains to articulate how 

the teaching of critical thinking will be mechanized in the first-year writing program.  

Erin reveals how important she sees it is to prepare students to use critical 

thinking during research when she explains why she ranked “showing students how to 

select textual evidence” as number one for instructors during her Method C interview 

(see Appendix B):  

Yeah, I think that's something that [students] are not good at. I don't think in high 

school that necessarily they've learned that kind of stuff yet. And again, I'm 

looking at my own high school experience. I knew the basics of writing but I, we 

weren't research-based writers. I think coming out of high school as much as we 

needed to be in college. And so, I, I still think, I do think the college-level faculty 

is again that information literacy piece . . . at the different level in high school. 

And again, using source material to become an effective writer. I think they're all 

important things that a teacher could give to their student. (31 May) 

Here Erin is consistent in her beliefs about what transitioning writers need in terms of 

research habits with what she believes about their high school experiences. Erin believes 

that Solopaca’s incoming writers should have learned the “basics of writing”22 in high 

school. She is asserting, therefore, that the main habit which “college-level faculty” need 

to teach incoming writers is to “us[e] source material to become an effective writer.” As 

Erin believes writers need to be prepared to use this habit to become “research-based” 

writers. Erin has asserted before when discussing writer habits that she believes writers’ 

ability to apply critical thinking skills through research is essential for producing 

successful texts in college.  

 

22This is a term I see Erin using interchangeably with the term “foundational skills” she used previously.   
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Erin tries to consider how exactly first-year writing instructors should prepare 

students how to critically assess sources in Solopaca’s first-year writing programs during 

her Method C interview about her top instructor trait rankings (see Appendix B). She 

describes what first-year writing instructors should do, relying on how she has taught her 

science students to become researchers and writers, as is evinced here:  

I think when you're teaching research-based writing to me, it's a highly organized 

style of writing. There's certain conventions, there’s certain organizational 

structures, um, again, knowing how to do good research and being critical in that 

way, um, I, I tend to think you need a very organized mind for that even as an 

instructor . . . in a, in . . . to demonstrate and provide opportunities for practice. 

Um, I would tend to think, or I would at least appreciate from a research writing 

instructor, rigidity in some way. (31 May) 

 

In this excerpt, Erin seems to rely on what she prioritized when teaching budding 

scientific researchers to write. Erin first prioritizes teaching these researchers “how to do 

good research and b[e] critical in that way.” When Erin moves on to how she would teach 

these researchers “research-based writing,” Erin prioritizes how to use the “conventions” 

and “organizational structures” of the genres of the scientific discipline. Classicists like 

Erin from the scientific disciplines believe writers need to heed these genre traditions as 

they are part of the academic discourse community’s disciplinary conventions. 

Specifically, Erin seems to allude to organizational structures of the scientific discipline’s 

lab report genre when she describes that “research-based writing” as being a “highly 

organized style of writing.” I have critiqued Erin’s materials for teaching lab reports that 

outline in meticulous detail the required sections of a lab report and what exactly should 

be included in each section. Erin, therefore, is struggling to formulate exactly how first-

year instructors can prepare writers to use critical thinking in other disciplinary genres 

which rely on evaluating and selecting strong sources to be used as evidence. As a result, 
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when trying to talk about teaching first-year writers to habitually use critical thinking in 

their research-based texts, she throws out some pedagogical terms like “demonstration” 

and “providing opportunities for practice.” Yet, Erin is unable to articulate how exactly 

these pedagogical strategies could be used by first-year instructors to teach the “critical 

thinking-research” habit to writers who are not science majors.  It should be noted, 

however, that offering these programmatic mechanisms to teach critical thinking in 

research is not in her administrative bailiwick, as she only indirectly oversees the 

Solopaca’s writing center.  

Reading. Unlike Erin, Linda articulates how to use a pedagogical strategy to 

prepare writers to utilize the habit of critical thinking to learn genre conventions. This is a 

strategy that Linda has applied in her role as a first-year writing instructor. Linda’s 

pedagogical strategy centers on assigning readings of genre texts so they can be critically 

examined and serve as models for writers about how to incorporate the academic genre 

conventions. Linda’s purpose and pedagogy echo Aristotle’s pronouncement in On 

Rhetoric’s Book I, Chapter 1 (mentioned in Chapter 2). He stated that helping students to 

“both test and maintain an argument and to defend themselves and attack others” by 

examining “the cause why some succeed by habit and others accidentally” is what is 

essential to teach students (sec. 1-2). In other words, Aristotle is claiming that his 

students can become strong argumentative rhetors if they critically examine how 

successful rhetors created their arguments. Linda also teaches writers to create successful 

academic genre texts by having them critically examine the conventions included in 

model genre texts.  
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Linda establishes the centrality of teaching reading to first-year writers learning 

the “critical thinking-reading” habit when responding to my Method A question about 

what she thought could help the writers she ranked as least successful, Shaunia and Han, 

programmatically (see Appendix B). In her reply, Linda names reading critically and 

scaffolding as the principal pedagogical tools she uses in ENG 101 to help prepare these 

writers to utilize model texts to produce similar texts in their writing:  

Well, trying to talk about writing . . . that it's not a writing class, it's a critical 

thinking class. It's a skills class . . . I guess, scaffolding is the way to try and get 

them into the process, and get them credit for everything they do, which I do . . . 

But the scaffold, I mean I don't have another answer other than that's it. I know 

from myself, if I don't scaffold . . . The other thing is, the reading. I know that if 

you read, and not just for this class, it keeps you balanced, it's going to help you. I 

mean it's not like I invented that. When I feel myself, overwhelmed, you know, 

you haven't been reading. And if I read, it really helps me. . . . 

 

Because yeah, I'm trying to keep them, I mean obviously they're going to read 

something a little longer next week because they're going to write in class up to 

the last day. . . because . . . I'm trying to explain that these are all arguments even 

though they're not really an argument, but you're buying what they're saying. And 

that's what your job is when you write. Even if I don't have to agree with you, my 

job is to go well I get this, this is good, you made your point. (15 Feb.) 

 

In the main, I see Linda’s mention of scaffolding in the first paragraph as recalling 

Jason’s use of scaffolding. Linda uses scaffolding to help these students move through 

the ZPD in the Vygotskian sense by providing more sophisticated models of 

argumentation through readings. Specifically, Linda is elevating her students’ 

understandings about argument construction which their secondary educations afforded 

them to understandings now required for college argument construction. Linda’s 

emphasis on critical thinking along with reading in terms of scaffolding the 

argumentation genre comes in the last paragraph when she says the readings she assigns 

are “all arguments” and “that's what your job is when you write.” Linda implies that 
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through reading and critically examining assigned argumentative texts, writers can begin 

to discern different ways in which arguments are constructed and then replicate them 

when constructing their own arguments. Linda’s emphasis on argumentation implies that 

she believes writers need to be prepared to include these argumentative genre 

conventions as they write for an academic discourse community in college if they are to 

succeed.  

Furthermore, in her response to this Method A question, Linda demonstrates how 

exactly she would use critical reading to teach writers genre conventions when she 

describes how she prepares her freshmen to write a scripted narrative:  

Linda: They're doing a scripted narrative for the next assignment, so we're reading 

a couple together. So, they're going through the narrative and they're 

commenting and now they're going to have to scaffold together, whether 

they want to or not. Just the stuff like setting, situation, conflict, 

whatever, struggle, resolution. And then how come it has to have a 

meaning? You know, beyond. 

Rachel: Beyond the plot elements? 

Linda: Yeah. (15 Feb.) 

In this example, Linda conveys that she teaches her students to habitually notice narrative 

conventions through the exercise of jointly critically reading and analyzing a “couple” of 

scripted narratives. Linda names the scripted narrative conventional elements she would 

help her students identify like “setting, situation, conflict [and] resolution.”  It can be 

tacitly understood that Linda believes these writers will use this conventional awareness 

as a scaffold when constructing their own scripted narratives. By sharing this example, 

Linda indicates that she could do the same sort of analysis-based critical thinking 

exercise with the argumentative readings she mentions above. Linda’s extensive 

discussion of providing argumentative and genre models through critically reading 
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assigned texts shows how important it is to her to teach this habit to first-year writers.  

This is a major habit which Linda sees as necessary for preparing writers to produce the 

argumentative and genre texts required in the college context.  

Assessment. The only reason Tabitha assigns importance to the habit of “critical 

thinking-assessment” programmatically is because this habit can prompt her first-year 

writers to simultaneously help her as an instructor assess their writing needs. Tabitha’s 

motives for prompting critical thinking in incoming writers becomes clear when during 

her Method A interview, she responds to my question about the programmatic 

mechanisms that need to be added to improve the performance of the least successful 

students (see Appendix B). In response, Tabitha describes a type of assignment she 

customarily gives to her first-year students at the start of the semester and the nature of 

their responses:    

They do an initial writing assignment that's not graded. Um, they have to 

basically, if I remember my English 100 prompt, it's, you know, tell me three 

reasons that you chose Solopaca or, um, two things that you're really good at 

when it comes to school and one thing that you need to work on. That one is often 

helpful. Or two that you want to work on and one that you're good at. Another one 

I'll often use is, ‘Tell me three reasons that you should or shouldn't be in this 

class.’ Surprisingly, a lot of them say they should be there, and they give me the 

reasons why. So that . . . that works too. And they're all . . . they're all geared 

towards helping me figure out what these kids need. (13 Feb.) 

 

What is key to note here is that Tabitha has been “surpris[ed] that these writers can 

critically evaluate their own experiences with writing to discern the “reason why” they 

were placed in a first-year writing. Tabitha’s addition of the comment that the assessment 

assignments she lists are “geared toward helping me figure out what these kids need,” is 

significant. Tabitha’s comment ties her discovery of the writers’ ability to critically assess 
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themselves to her simultaneous identification as an instructor of what she needs to teach 

them.   

Tabitha goes on to reinforce how writers’ written critical evaluations are 

beneficial to her as an instructor, but this time “beneficial” in terms of identifying which 

organizational mechanisms they have not been prepared to use in high school. In 

response to my question, for example, “How, in particular, do [these writing exercises] 

help you with your teaching?,” Tabitha offered:  

Sure. So, if I feel as though all the students are really great at writing 

introductions, and they can do it with little guidance, we won't do it in class. 

They'll do it outside of class. And then if there's one or two that do need help, I 

can work with them one on one during some other activity. Same for body 

paragraphs, thesis statements, all of that. So, I can . . . So even though we have a 

syllabus with a schedule . . . there . . . there's a reason we put on the bottom of the 

syllabus, you know, ‘This syllabus is subject to change.’ I can create a new one 

based on what I think they need. (13 Feb.) 

 

While a portion of this quotation was used previously to show Tabitha’s expectation that 

most incoming freshmen will have knowledge of some of these quintessential 

organizational mechanisms, in this expanded quotation, two items are of further note. 

Firstly, there is Tabitha’s quick naming of the argumentative organizational mechanisms 

of the introduction, thesis statements and body paragraphs as items she looks for within 

her students’ writerly self-assessments. The fact that these argumentative organizational 

mechanisms immediately come to mind shows how foundational Tabitha believes that 

remediating a lack of knowledge about and ability to apply these mechanisms are to 

writing success in college. Thus, if incoming writers do not possess knowledge of these 

organizational mechanisms as they should, Tabitha will help these underprepared writers 

catch up on their own time outside of class. Secondly, there is Tabitha’s revelation of how 
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her habitual critical evaluation of all of her first-year writers’ self-evaluations can cause 

her to “create a new [syllabus].” Tabitha’s revelation shows how critical self-assessment 

by incoming writers of their own writing argumentative mechanistic needs is used to 

benefit her as an instructor because it informs what she will teach, and what different 

issues she will address, as reflected in her syllabus.    

Ultimately, however, what is absent from Tabitha’s discussion about using critical 

thinking in assessment speaks volumes about how Tabitha views writers’ use of this habit. 

First, Tabitha never speaks about how critical thinking can exactly benefit writers during 

this interview. Second, she never directly or indirectly asserts that writers need to be 

taught to critically assess their writing programmatically.  These two omissions show that 

Tabitha does not think about the habit of “critical thinking-assessment” in terms of how 

writers, especially underprepared ones, can use or be taught to use this habit 

programmatically.  Tabitha misses, therefore, what I see this habit could potentially do for 

underprepared writers--which is to take stock of what conventions they need to learn 

when writing for the university academic discourse community in order to achieve 

success.  

Classicist Programmatic Mechanisms Conclusion 

When discussing their conceptions of the habits from the cognitive domain 

needed to be fostered through writing programmatic mechanisms, Classicists do not 

prioritize the acquisition of all the same habits from this cognitive domain which they 

identified as essential to writerly success in college. Some Classicists (Linda, Saul and 

Jason) when discussing programmatic mechanisms, continue to prioritize the inculcation 

of some of the habits surrounding knowledge of argumentative and linguistic 
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conventions. Other Classicists, Erin, Tabitha and Linda, now prioritize inculcating a set 

of habits involving critical thinking.   

I attribute this lack of exact correspondence between the “cognitive domain--

writerly and programmatic” habits being prioritized resting on two concepts.  The first 

concept is based on how each Classicist perceives underprepared writers’ needs and the 

concomitant issue of how to meet these needs in terms of the academic discourse 

community conventions they need to observe for success. For Tabitha and Erin, they 

principally believe that writers are underprepared if they don’t know how to recognize 

and use the argumentative conventions and/or the organizational mechanisms necessary 

to create texts responsive to the prompt. Moreover, they believe underprepared writers 

are responsible for gaining the argumentative and mechanistic knowledge they need to 

apply on their own. Thus, Erin and Tabitha do not prioritize the teaching of this 

argumentative and mechanistic knowledge and how to apply it programmatically. 

Instead, Erin and Tabitha, believe critical thinking is necessary for incoming writers to 

apply programmatically. It should also be noted that neither of them is able to offer 

pedagogical strategies that would teach incoming writers these habits, so they would 

benefit these writers. Classicists Linda and Saul assert that all writers should be able to 

recognize and respond appropriately to key argumentative and disciplinary conventions. 

Yet, they forget that some underprepared writers may not be able to respond to both these 

argumentative and disciplinary conventions or that some linguistic conventions are tacitly 

understood primarily between academic discourse community members. Thus, Saul only 

specifies how to teach programmatically the academic and disciplinary conventions he 

values most as an English professor. Linda, however, only teaches students how to 



150 

 

 

 

acquire a vocabulary that is attuned to precise definitions so they can develop a voice that 

is heard by academic discourse community members. Only Classicist Jason specifies how 

to apply pedagogical strategies while tutoring to support underprepared writers learning 

how to use organizational mechanisms. Although it is the case that Jason also concurs 

with Erin and Tabitha that Solopaca’s incoming writers should already be prepared to 

recognize and use the argumentative conventions and/or the organizational mechanisms 

necessary to create texts that are responsive to prompts. Ultimately, the picture I am 

painting of the Classicists and programmatic mechanism, demonstrates that they only 

meet some, if any, of underprepared student needs programmatically.  This means that 

many underprepared writers will not learn about and apply the argumentative, rhetorical 

and linguistic conventions that comprise the threshold for membership in the academic 

discourse community. This is a significant gap, for it is a community whose membership 

includes all Classicists and, therefore, whose use, misuse, or lack of use of these 

conventions determine for Classicists whether writers will achieve success.  

Transformationalists: An Emphasis on the Intrapersonal and Interpersonal Domains  

 

What primarily makes the Transformationalists group distinct from the Classicists 

group is their domain orientations. I only classified two participants, Kara and Eric, as 

Transformationalists, and they are both high-level administrators who occupied similar 

positions within the university. Prior to taking these administrative positions, Kara taught 

first-year writing classes and, as a graduate student, worked in a writing center, while 

Eric taught psychology classes. Despite different teaching experiences, these 

Transformationalists conceive successful writers as needing to possess habits from the 

“intrapersonal domain”. Alternately, they see the people that provide writing instruction 
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and support as needing to display habits from the “interpersonal domain”. By contrast, 

the Classicists privileged habits from the cognitive domain for both writers and programs. 

Centrally, the habits which Transformationalists privilege from these domains embody or 

support internal processes, orientations or attitudes that lead to external actions. These 

actions’ goals are to help incoming writers transform their high school writing processes 

or skills for text production into the college environment. The Transformationalist 

emphasis on writers’ transformation from high school to college writers is why I named 

them the Transformationalists.   

When analyzing my data from their Method C writer trait rankings and interview 

(see Appendix B), I found that Kara and Eric privileged different habits from the 

intrapersonal domain for writers. Yet, they both consistently link these habits to either 

writer inner processes, orientations or attitudes that lead to transformative actions 

appropriate for the college context being taken. The metacognitive habit Kara privileges 

involves an internal process where writers reflect on and evaluate their high school 

writing processes, so they recognize what new actions to take to produce texts assigned in 

each college course. Yet, the habits of responsibility and time management, privileged by 

Eric and Kara respectively, encompass internal orientations that underlie college writing 

processes that need to be enacted to generate the complex texts demanded in college. 

Only the habit of engagement, privileged by Eric, describes an internal attitudinal 

orientation writers must act from if they are to gain the skills to compose texts responsive 

to professors’ requirements. Due to her emphasis on a metacognitive habitual process, 

however, Kara is the only Transformationalist who alludes to how writers can gain the 

internal orientation that leads to habitual time management. In my view, therefore, Kara 
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is the only true Transformationalist because she explicitly provides a metacognitive 

process writers can use to transform their writing processes and texts in the college 

context. Eric, however, is a Transformationalist because the internal attitudes and 

orientations he values for writers are more transformational than anything else. 

Ultimately, these Transformationalists prize internal processes, orientations or 

attitudes that lead to external actions because they enable writers to achieve their ultimate 

goal of degree completion, as most course grades are based on successful text production. 

As I mentioned in Chapter 1, the attainment of this goal is especially focal to these 

university administrators because retention and graduation rates have become an external 

measure of the success of the university by private and governmental agencies. Yet, it is a 

goal that is also important to these entering students who, as I argued in Chapter 1, see a 

degree as an entrée into jobs that bring economic comfort and security.   

Kara’s valuing of this internal metacognitive process and Eric’s valuing of these 

internal orientation and attitudes as spurring transformative actions needed in new 

situations have a Dewian practical quality. This Dewian quality further distinguishes 

Transformationalists from the Classicist’s more Aristotelian bent. Cumulatively in his 

works I referenced in Chapter 2, Dewey stresses education’s purpose is to socialize 

students to internalize a metacognitive process of reflection and evaluation on past 

habitual behaviors so they can be transformed within new contexts. More blatantly, Kara 

can be seen to emphasize writers’ application of a similar metacognitive process. Yet, 

arguably I see Eric believing that writers need to form or possess internal attitudes and 

orientations because they too can encourage transformation. Furthermore, 

Transformationalists lean toward David T. Conley’s more administrative interpretation of 
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Dewey’s metacognitive process that he calls “deep learning” as mentioned in Chapter 2. 

For Conley, writing is the medium through which students can attach the aim of this 

metacognitive process to personal material significance such as the production of texts 

and achievement of degrees. Likewise, Kara emphasizes writers enacting this process and 

Eric using these orientations and attitudes in service of meeting writers more immediate 

material individual aims within each context which they encounter in college and beyond.  

By contrast, Classicists privilege habits from the cognitive domain that help 

writers replicate argumentative and linguist conventions that honor a Western rhetorical 

tradition stemming from Aristotle that comprise academic discourse in the university. For 

Classicists, therefore, the aim of education is to demand that writers take on these 

argumentative forms and linguistic conventions infused with a Western rhetorical 

tradition as a mark of social distinction.  

I especially see certain Dewian-like elements in both Kara and Eric’s 

conceptualization of their intrapersonal habits. In fact, Dewey’s depiction of a formation 

of habits process is most equivalent to the metacognitive habitual process forwarded by 

the Transformationalist Kara. Habits, as you may recall from Chapter 2, are defined by 

Dewey as “acquired predispositions to ways or modes of response” shaped through the 

reflection on and evaluation of acts in light of education, environment and prior acts 

(Human Nature and Conduct 42, 46). Both Kara and Dewey emphasize continuous inner 

reflection on and evaluation of behaviors in new contexts so that what needs to be 

transformed in response can be recognized and outward actions for change taken. Yet, 

Eric’s predication of taking new responsive actions based on an internal orientation or 

attitude emphasizes the inner nature of Dewey’s metacognitive transformational process. 
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Furthermore, Dewey, like Kara, argues that students should be focused on internalizing 

this formation of habits process so they can achieve success in each new environment, 

task and expectation they encounter. For Dewey, success “is never merely final or 

terminal. Something else succeeds it, and its successors are influenced by . . . the 

persisting habits and impulses that enter into it” (Human Nature and Conduct 254). Thus, 

according to Dewey, students should always be kept “busy in studying . . . all obstacles 

and perversions, all products of the past that throw light upon the present capacity, and in 

forecasting the future career of impulse and habit now active” (Democracy and 

Education 270). Taken altogether, what Dewey is saying is that if students internalize a 

process whereby, they reflect on past habitual behaviors and evaluate their negative 

outcomes they will recognize what actions to change in the future so that successful 

outcomes are achieved. Yet, Eric’s emphasis on an internal orientation when discussing 

the habit of engagement could also enable students to make the behavioral changes 

necessary for achieving evolving goals. 

I also see similarities between the ultimate aims of Kara’s internal process and 

Eric’s inner orientation and attitudes to that of David T. Conley’s, when he discusses his 

conception of “deeper learning” in the Dewian neo-pragmatic vein. According to Conley, 

deeper learning is only achieved through a Dewian influenced metacognitive process 

where “activities that provide [students] a chance to process and integrate what they have 

learned . . . giv[ing] it material significance, personaliz[ing] it, incorporate[ing] it into 

their experience and imbu[ing] it with their own interpretations and value” (Getting 

Ready 101).  Yet, Conley’s process differs from Dewey’s because it specifies that it 

should result in changes that are of “material significance” or value to an individual. 
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Moreover, according to Conley, writing has a key role within this process and its aims in 

the university because it is both an “overarching academic skill” and the basis from 

which students’ success or failure in a course is assessed (College and Career Ready 36). 

It follows that if students focus on writing within this metacognitive process or when 

using these internal orientations and attitudes, they will achieve the pragmatic aim of 

earning the degrees necessary for the careers they have chosen in order to have more 

economic opportunity. In the case of the Transformationalists, writers acquiring or 

possessing an internal process or orientation--or attitude--helps them form college-level 

processes and texts of value to both writers and administrators because they both value 

continuation to a degree.  

Confirmation that Transformationalists privilege habits from the intrapersonal 

domain when considering what constitutes successful writers is found in Table 4. The 

“Domain Orientation Code Tally” column in the “Totals” row shows that for 

Transformationalists, the intrapersonal domain orientation code tallies for writers add up 

to 56% (28/50) of the codes represented in the “# of Codes” column. The cognitive and 

interpersonal domains share the other 53% of the number of codes represented in the “# 

of Codes” column.   

While I found that both Transformationalists do not privilege the same habits 

from the intrapersonal domain for writers, they both do privilege the programmatic 

formation of the same collaborative habits from the interpersonal domain, again with a 

Dewian bent. Collaborative habits enable a writer to effectively relate to and collaborate 

with others. Kara and Eric both privilege these collaborative habits because they believe 

freshmen can learn to form new writing processes and skills in each class context if they 
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are receptive to feedback. The way writers become receptive to feedback is if instructors 

and writing center tutors establish relationships built on trust with writers. Writers can 

then use this feedback as the basis for their: a) enactment of Kara’s Dewian-like internal 

metacognitive process; or b) use of the internal orientations or attitudes which Eric 

mentions to form new processes, products and skills required. Additionally, both 

Transformationalists believe that these relationships can only be established if instructors 

and tutors actively model for writers the habits which will enable them to effectively 

relate to and collaborate with others. These beliefs are reflected in Dewey’s statement 

that a democratic society, “must have a type of education which gives individuals a 

personal interest in social relationships . . . the habits of mind which secure social 

changes” (Democracy and Society 99). In essence, by forming relationships with writers, 

faculty and writing center tutors will encourage writers to become invested in and 

replicate the metacognitive process or internal orientations or attitudes needed for change 

in their new situations.  

Confirmation that Transformationalists privilege habits from the interpersonal 

domain when contemplating the programmatic mechanisms that can support writer 

success is found in Table 5. The “Domain Orientation Code Tally” column in the 

“Totals” row shows that for Transformationalists, the interpersonal domain orientation 

code tallies for writers add up to 54% (55/101) of the codes represented in the “# of 

Codes” column. The habit code tallies for the cognitive and intrapersonal domains make-

up the other 46% of the number of codes represented in the “# of Codes” column. The 

“Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column “Totals” row for Table 5, 

however, makes it clear that the habit category of “Collaboration” makes up 84% (46/55) 
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of the programmatic codes for the interpersonal domain. This number of interpersonal 

programmatic episode codes for Transformationalists can be found in the “Domain 

Orientation Code Tally” column. 

First, I will detail and provide examples below of the habits each 

Transformationalist privileges for writers from the intrapersonal domain including 

metacognition, time management, responsibility and engagement.  I will then specify and 

provide examples of the collaborative relational and feedback habits from the 

interpersonal domain that both Transformationalists privilege programmatically.  
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Table 4 

Transformationalist Domain Orientations & Dominant Habits for Writers  

 
Participant/ 

Role 

# of 

Episodes 

# of 

Codes 

Domain Orientation 

Code Tally 

Episode Dominant 

Habits Code Category 

Tallies  

Eric 

Administrator 

15 27 Intrapersonal 

15 

4 Responsibility  

4 Engagement 

Kara 

Administrator 

20 23 Intrapersonal 

13 

6 Time Management  

4 Metacognition 

Totals 35 50 Intrapersonal 

28 

6 Time Management  

4 Metacognition  

4 Responsibility  

4 Engagement  

Note: Dominant habit category tallies represent the highest concentration of a category’s habit 

codes within the participant’s domain orientation for episodes discussing writers. 
 

 

Table 5  

Transformationalist Domain Orientations & Dominant Habits for Programmatic 

Mechanisms  

 
Participant/ 

Role 

# of 

Episodes 

# of 

Codes 

Domain Orientation 

Code Tally 

Episode Dominant 

Habits Code Category 

Tallies 

Eric 

Administrator 

39 57 Interpersonal 

29 

23 Collaboration:   

- 12 building 

relationships  

- 11 providing 

feedback 

Kara 

Administrator 

36 44 Interpersonal 

26 

 24 Collaboration:    

- 14 providing 

feedback  

- 10 building 

relationships  

Totals 75 101 Interpersonal 

55 

  46 Collaboration:   

- 25 providing 

feedback  

- 21 building 

relationships  

Note: Dominant habit category tallies represent the highest concentration of a category’s habit 

codes within the participant’s domain orientation for episodes discussing programmatic 

mechanisms.
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Writers: Intrapersonal Domain Habits 

 

Metacognition 

As I indicated above, Kara is the Transformationalist who prioritized the 

metacognitive habit from the intrapersonal domain. The metacognitive habit process as 

Kara envisions it focuses on writers following an internal process where they reflect on 

and evaluate their own high school writing processes. The internal reflection and 

evaluation process are Dewian in nature because it is done in the first-year writing class 

and the college context or in Dewey’s words “in light of education, environment” 

(Democracy and Education 270). For Kara, writers who have internalized the 

metacognitive habit process, therefore, will be able to reflect on, evaluate and recognize 

what they need to change externally in their high school writing processes. Moreover, 

from Kara’s perspective, internalizing this metacognitive habit process, enables writers to 

perpetually take steps to change their writing process actions and the textual products 

resulting from those actions. Thus, this metacognitive process habit is pragmatic because 

it allows writers meet the challenges each new college writing assignment presents. 

Moreover, I see Kara’s conception of this habit as resembling Conley’s conception of 

“deeper learning” because its outcome is the production of a textual materials that are of 

value to these writers in successfully completing assignments. In short, Kara believes 

writers need to internalize this metacognitive process habit of reflecting, evaluating, 

recognizing and changing their actions and apply it to their writing process each time 

they take on a new writing task.  

 Since Kara is an administrator, evidence that this metacognitive process habit 

was critical for writers for her could be found in her interview following her ranking of 
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college-level writer traits in Method C (see Appendix B). Kara described this 

metacognitive process habit in great length in response to my question: “Are there any 

traits you don’t see listed that you feel are important for successful college writers?” In 

her response, Kara detailed this metacognitive process of reflecting, evaluating, 

recognizing and changing in action which freshmen writers need to utilize to examine 

their high school writing processes. The amount of time she devotes to detailing this 

metacognitive process shows how important it is to writers’ success for her. Kara spells 

out this process by first affirming her belief that incoming writers have already learned a 

writing process and accompanying strategic actions to take for each stage to apply to each 

assignment:  

[Students] learn that we're going to brainstorm first . . . And get our ideas out . . . 

And they seem to have a working knowledge of, like they can say things, I hear 

students saying things as freshmen about you know, ‘And then, you do, you 

know, the thing with the circles and the lines or the bubble.’ Like they, so they, 

they've learned that at some point. Yeah. They've learned that at some point in 

school. (12 Jun.) 

 

Kara uses specific examples of how students voice their familiarity with the first stage of 

the writing process, invention, and the active strategy of concept mapping by using 

“circles, lines and bubbles” to organize the ideas they come up with during 

brainstorming. She trusts that writers entering college have learned these writing process 

practices “at some point in school.” Kara then goes on to describe how exactly writers 

must centrally reflect on and evaluate these processes and strategies when they come to 

college through a habitual metacognitive process, so they recognize which actions to 

keep or change:  

[Writers] need to see that teachers over the years have given them lots of 

different strategies. So, whether it's outlining or concept maps or, um, doing 
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multiple drafts. And that these aren't just pieces of busy work that they were 

tasked with, but that this is actually how you write. And that not all of those 

pieces, not all of those strategies that are in their like tool kit as a writer are 

necessarily gonna be things that are effective for them.  

 

So, I, I always give the example of outlining and that, where there are 

some students who they really love their Roman numerals and their letters, and 

they were taught that way. And I always describe that for me, that that doesn't 

work because I sit down, and it starts to go in a different direction . . . . 

 

That it's like these things that writing teachers have taught you over the 

years are not, they're not just assignments. They're, they're trying to give you 

different strategies, and some strategies, will work really well for you, and others 

don't work, and that's okay. But it's figuring out what is your process and what is 

most helpful for you as a writer. To be able to figure out what those strategies are 

and apply them to every assignment, not just in a writing class. (12 Jun.) 

 

Besides its length and detail, Kara’s use of herself as an example within this description 

demonstrates how vital she finds this metacognitive process habit in helping writers 

identifying efficacious actions within their writing processes. Kara shares how she as a 

writer reflected on and evaluated the efficacy of the outlining strategy during the pre-

writing stage of her writing process and decided to discard it. By sharing this 

metacognitive process, she intimates to her students that enacting this metacognitive 

process has been key to producing successful texts in the academic context. Otherwise, 

Kara would not have become an academic and achieved her advanced degrees. Kara, 

invoking Dewey, communicates to her students, therefore, that enacting this 

metacognitive process habitually will also be their key to their producing successful texts 

in this academic environment. Students will, therefore, be meeting their goal of achieving 

a bachelor’s degree or achieve, as Conley advises, a material goal. Furthermore, as Kara 

ends with how writers should go on to habitually “apply” this metacognitive process “to 
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every assignment,” Kara affirms that she believes it is central to writers’ ongoing success 

“not just in a writing class.”   

More proof that Kara saw the habit of applying a metacognitive process as key to 

writer’s success can be found in Table 4.  In the “Episode Dominant Habits Code 

Category Tallies” column, the “Kara” row shows this habit’s codes represent 31% (4/13) 

of Kara’s intrapersonal domain orientation code tallies found in the previous column. 

While this percentage does not seem to represent a majority, it is the second-highest 

concentration of habit codes from the intrapersonal domain for Kara with all other habit 

codes only showing up 1-2 times.   

Time Management 

Kara is also the only Transformationalist who believes writers need to recognize 

that they must internally employ the habit of time management from the intrapersonal 

domain at every stage as they actively transform their writing processes and products. 

Kara emphasizes that managing their time as they progress through the writing process is 

something incoming writers did not learn in high school. In high school, writers’ time 

usage was dictated by a regular daily class schedule that mostly includes consistent 

teacher reminders of the due dates for products produced at each stage of the writing 

process. In college, on the other hand, writers are expected to organize their own time 

around completing their writing process, in order to meet assignment deadlines outlined 

in a syllabus. Kara perceives the habit of time management as a priori because it 

underlies the Dewian-like metacognitive process habit she describes above. In other 

words, writers entering college need to first recognize that habitually planning and 

apportioning how to use the time allotted before an assignment’s deadline must be part 
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and parcel of every successful writing process. Moreover, the practice of the 

metacognitive habit process is especially important during the revision stage of every 

successful college writing process. According to Kara, new college writers, especially, 

needs time to practice this metacognitive process on their written products so they can 

meet the different expectations for college texts. A major expectation is that writer 

produce texts that meet each professors’ expectations, in order to be deemed successful.  

This is a pragmatic aim that Conley adds as an important end for a Dewian-like habit 

formation process.  

Kara emphasizes the habit of time management as the internal foundation upon 

which actions for a transitioning writer’s success are built during her Method C interview 

about her ranking of college-level writer traits (see Appendix B). While Kara only ranked 

“takes responsibility for completing assignments on time” third, the way she talks about 

this habit shows that it undergirds all other habits she sees as most central to writers’ 

success. For example, Kara starts out discussing this trait by offering, “I think a lot of 

first-year students don’t have the sort of time management skills--and the basic academic 

capacity of just completing” (12 Jun.). This statement demonstrates that Kara believes 

writers new to the college context do not know how to manage their time. She insinuates 

that they did not have to manage their time in high school as evidenced by their lack of 

skills. Even more importantly, by characterizing “completing” as a “basic academic 

capacity,” Kara indicates that managing their time to meet deadlines for completion is 

now a fundamental internally-regulated habit which writers must act from in college. I 

think Kara intentionally elects not to specify what actions writers need to take for 

completion because she wants to indicate that completion in college does not just refer to 



164 

 

 

 

assignments, but more broadly to degrees. She also comments with respect to the ranking 

of her top three traits including time management: “And on any given day, I probably 

with gut instinct would rank them a little bit differently” (12 Jun.). I believe this 

statement implies that the habit of time management could, therefore, be ranked number 

1 or 2 by Kara. This statement gives more credence to my idea that Kara assigns 

precedence to habitual time management because it is the basis for actions that produce 

successful writing outcomes in college. 

Kara goes on in this interview to reveal how essential it is for transitioning writers 

to habitually manage their time, so they have adequate time to apply a metacognitive 

process during the revision stage of their writing process. In this excerpt from her Method 

C interview about her ranking of writer traits, Kara talks about the negative impact on a 

writer’s products when they do not habitually manage their time, so time is allowed for 

revision:  

If you don’t submit something ‘til the end of the semester, there’s not, literally 

enough time to appropriately move through the writing process. Like you can't just 

revise something in a split second. It needs time. Um, and so that I think the 

completing it on time piece um, is important. Because students um, you know, they 

need the discipline to realize that you can't just cram everything in at the end of the 

semester and expect that it's going to be a good product. That you need the 

process. So that responsibility . . . for deadlines I think is important . . . you don’t 

do an assignment the night before if you wanna be successful. And a stronger 

writer. (12 Jun.) 

 

Within this excerpt Kara explicitly connects managing time to allowing time for revising 

texts during their writing process when she declares that college writers “can’t just revise 

something in a split second. It needs time” and they “can't just cram everything in at the 

end of the semester and expect that it's going to be a good product. That [they] need the 

process.” While Kara does not explain what aspect of the process she is referencing here, 
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she goes on to make it clear that it is a Dewian metacognitive process in her response to 

my question: “Are there any traits that you think do make students unsuccessful writers?” 

Her reply was: “Um, procrastination. I’ll receive something from a student, and it’s 

supposed to be one thing and it’s not--And it’s that they just run out of time. It, what they 

were asked to do, takes more time than what they put into the assignment” (12 Jun.). 

Kara’s remark within this reply that students who don’t allow for adequate time to 

produce texts that are “supposed to be one thing” and are not is significant. Through this 

remark Kara implies new college writers especially need extra time to practice the 

metacognitive process when revising to ensure they are meeting unfamiliar college 

expectations. Moreover, Kara indicates transitioning writers also can’t conceive of the 

additional time it takes to produce the more complex types of texts now asked for in 

college assignments. Thus, new writers allowing for enough time for their writing process 

to fully unfold to its final stage is particularly essential. Kara ultimately makes clear that 

new college writers’ success rests on recognizing their need to habitually manage their 

time. If writers manage their time, they will have adequate time to complete the initial 

and the final stages of the writing process. If new college writers do not recognize this 

need, Kara notes, the material texts they produce will perpetually fall short of the 

professor’s and writer’s actual expectations for texts and grades respectively. Thus, 

writers will not achieve the “deeper learning” Conley recommends where they have a 

“chance to process and integrate what they have learned . . . giv[ing] it material 

significance” (Getting Ready 101). 

Further proof that writers employing the habit of time management was most 

important to Kara can be found in Table 4. In the “Episode Dominant Habits Code 
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Category Tallies” column, the “Kara” row shows this habit’s codes represent 46% (6/13) 

of Kara’s intrapersonal domain orientation code tallies found in the previous column.  

Collectively, therefore, the habits of time management and metacognition made up 77% 

(10/13) of the interpersonal domain orientation codes used to classify her writer episodes. 

This sizable percentage provides evidence that for Kara, possessing these two 

intrapersonal habits were of highest priority.   

Responsibility 

Eric conceives of the habit of responsibility from the intrapersonal domain as an 

internal orientation in what I see, in the Dewian sense, as grounds for actions leading to 

the transformation of writers’ processes. This transformation allows new college writers 

to achieve Conley’s recommended material objective of producing texts that meet the 

professor’s expectations within each class context. Eric shares Kara’s writing process, 

product and context orientation while discussing this habit. However, Eric characterizes 

the writing process in a way that differentiates him from Kara. Eric’s characterization of 

the college writing process is more generalized when compared to Kara’s. Kara’s 

characterization is informed by her experience teaching first-year writing and association 

with rhet/comp colleagues. Thus, Kara uses the appropriate terminology and can provide 

details about how writers need to enact each stage of the writing process. In contrast, 

Eric’s background in psychology makes his depiction of the college writing process focus 

on completing the texts required in a course to each professor’s specifications.  

Eric emphasizes a writing process fueled by a sense of responsibility whose 

overall goal is completion of a course. I attribute Eric’s focus on completion to what he 

cares about as an administrator--retention and graduation rates. This drive for completion 
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can additionally be applied to other situations, not just writing in college courses. I 

perceive Eric’s conception of the habit of responsibility as enabling writers, therefore, to 

achieve material ends which Conley mentions not just as writers, but when they 

encounter new situations. Moreover, according to Eric, writers who are already oriented 

toward being habitually responsible, have a distinct advantage in achieving completion, 

because this orientation is very difficult to acquire. Thus, he does not share Kara’s 

contention that an internal orientation, like managing time, could be more easily acquired 

if writers recognized how essential it is to allow time for the writing processes to be fully 

completed.  

Eric reveals how possessing an internal orientation toward being habitually 

responsible leads to the active formation of a more generalized college writing process 

focused on completion during his Method C interview. Eric’s #1 ranked writer-trait was 

“pays attention to and follows assignment and class expectations outlined in the syllabus” 

and his #2 ranked writer trait was “takes responsibility for completing assignments on 

time.” As he discusses why he ranked these traits as his top two for writers, Eric discloses 

his perception that they are both inextricably tied to the formation of a generalized 

writing process that leads to the completion of all assignments to a professor’s 

specifications: 

To me these [traits]are almost the same thing, 'cause . . . if you're following the 

syllabus, you're showing responsibility for your duties and the assignments flow 

from that, right, so, that's why I put , so I could rank [takes responsibility for 

completing assignments on time] second, because [the syllabus] is where it starts, 

right? You . . . This is where the professor orients you to the course and it's 

crucial that you get that, right? And then you immediately start, you know, 

following through on what you're being asked to do. (20 Jun.) 
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Here Eric is first specifying that writers now in college must recognize what he 

characterizes as the first step in a college writing process: reading the syllabus. Eric 

tellingly offers that reading the syllabus is the first step in his process because “it orients 

[writers] to the course and it’s crucial that [they] get that.” What Eric means by the 

syllabus orienting the writer to the course becomes clear when Eric states that the next 

step in his writing process is for writers to “immediately start to . . . follow through.” 

Taken together, Eric’s description of these steps as a writing process shows that its 

purpose is to complete assignments. For Eric, reading the syllabus is mainly about getting 

a sense of what assignments need to be done and what is expected as specified by the 

professor’s description of the course and its’ objectives. The second step for Eric is to 

then go about completing the assignments. What needs to happen in between in order to 

complete these assignments may be glossed over because Eric does not have the words to 

describe these intervening steps due to his lack of experience teaching writing in a 

college setting. I think, however, that it is more likely because he does not have to know 

how to teach this writing process as an administrator. What Eric knows about as an 

administrator is that students must be held accountable for course completion as it 

impacts retention and graduation rates. What is notable in Eric’s account of this writing 

process here, however, is that both actions described are predicated on writers having an 

internal sense that taking these steps is their responsibility. Eric seems to believe writers 

need to enter college already imbued with a sense of responsibility that orients them 

toward assignment completion.  

Within this interview, Eric goes on to emphasize incoming writers’ success as 

predicated on their innate possession of the habit of responsibility. A prime example of 
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this is when Eric uses his college student son as an example of someone who is habitually 

responsible:  

Uh, like, my son Solomon,23 this kid if--if he had a duty, he was very disciplined 

about it--it was a wonderful characteristic he had. We were like, Solomon, let go! 

Relax! You have some kids that are the polar opposite of that like, ‘Did you do 

your work?’ 

‘No.’ 

‘Why not?’ 

 ‘I don't care.’ 

It's, it's hard to build a fire under the people who--who don't really have that drive. 

(20 Jun.) 

 

Eric takes obvious pride here in his son Solomon’s drive to be responsible for getting his 

work done as student by referring to it as a “wonderful characteristic.” It is, therefore, 

clear that Eric thinks writers entering college should be like his son and exhibit this 

internal “drive” toward being habitually responsible, so they relentlessly take actions to 

produce the texts required. Eric’s concluding statement, “It's, it's hard to build a fire 

under the people who--who don't really have that drive” is most revealing both in terms 

of its universality and implication that students either are or aren’t driven by 

responsibility. In this statement, Eric tells us that he thinks being driven to feel habitually 

responsible is a “fire” that some students have--like his son has--and some do not. He 

feels that those students like Solomon will continue to apply this innate habit of 

responsibility in each new context they encounter and thereby achieve their own material 

aims, like Conley advises. This would apply to material aims like achieving a degree or 

succeeding on the job. Conversely, Eric intimates, therefore, that since it is very hard to 

build this drive, students who are not habitually responsible already when they come to 

 

23 Eric’s son’s name is changed here to protect his identity.  
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college will find it hard to gain this habit, particularly as their responsibilities increase. 

He posits that “hard” does not mean “impossible,” so there is a chance that this innate 

sense of responsibility can be gained, although those who already possess this habit have 

the advantage.  

More proof taking responsibility was one of the principal intrapersonal habits 

writers need to possess for Eric can be found in Table 4. In the “Episode Dominant 

Habits Code Category Tallies” column, the “Eric” row shows this habit’s codes represent 

27% (4/13) of Eric’s intrapersonal domain orientation code tallies found in the previous 

column. While this percentage does not seem to represent a majority, it is tied with 

engagement as having the highest concentration of habit codes from the intrapersonal 

domain for Eric, with all other habit codes only showing up 1-2 times.  

Engagement  

Engagement is the other habit from the intrapersonal domain that only Eric 

privileges for writers. Eric characterizes engagement as an internal attitudinal orientation 

which writers must possess toward investment and involvement in taking the actions 

necessary to learn the writing process skills they did not learn in high school. I see Eric’s 

declaration about the necessary possession of this orientation as again being Dewian in 

nature. Mainly, I see it as Dewian because he implies that writers need to take these 

actions to transform the learning of college writing skills, so they produce texts that meet 

the professor’s expectations within each class context. Eric is consistent in discussing 

writing process skills needed for college in general terms as he did with the writing 

process. I attribute some of this vagueness, again, to Eric’s lack of experience as a writing 

instructor. I also see this vagueness as indicative of the rhetoric pushed in administrative 
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circles about the unpreparedness of new college writers as shown in Chapter 1. From an 

administrative perspective, therefore, writers becoming prepared by gaining these skills 

principally has a pragmatic aim of retention and graduation. These aims do, however, 

have pragmatic ends for writers because they must gain these process skills to produce 

successful college texts which meet Conley’s criteria for the formation of internal states 

culminating in external actions valued by students. What distinguishes Eric’s discussion 

of engagement from his discussion of responsibility, is that he talks about this habit as a 

foundational attitudinal orientation that cannot be fostered but must already be possessed.  

Eric establishes how important it is for incoming writer’s to already possess this 

engagement orientation by describing how it is the foundation upon which the traits 

which he ranked as vital to writerly success are built during his Method C interview:  

Um, let's--let's really just, well, l--let me tell you what's in--influ--influencing this 

[ranking process]. And--So, I--I've had the good fortune to teach undergraduates 

at, um, at a major state university, All-State. At, um a private, small school, 

Rycliffe University--Um, the College of State, which is a highly selective public, 

and here.24 And--and at all those places, what I--what I've observed is that, there's 

great varia--variation in students’ prior preparedness for writing, or skill level, I 

should say, skill level. But what I've found is that motivation, determination, 

openness to feedback, receptiveness to the professor, what he or she has to offer, 

can mitigate, it--it just sets the stage for them to be able to take advantage of, you 

know, the educational experience. (20 Jun.) 

 

What becomes distinct here as Eric describes the basis for his ranking process is that, in 

his experience, no matter what students’ “preparedness for writing” is, their “motivation” 

and “receptive[ity]” determine what I collectively see as characterizing their level of 

engagement in gaining college writing skills as most critical. For Eric, engagement 

 

24 The names of the previous universities Eric mentions he worked for have been changed here to protect 

his identity. 
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enables students to become invested and involved in acting on “feedback”— or what is 

taught by their first-year instructor—to learn the skills they now need. Eric also hesitates 

to imply here, that writers can act to “mitigate[e]” their writing shortcomings in terms of 

“skill-levels.” Thus, this Dewian-like internal orientation towards habitually being 

engaged is the fertile ground from which all other actionable writer habits Eric ranks as 

valuable can grow. Yet, writers cannot gain this internal orientation like they can gain 

their writing skills, they must already possess it. Eric characterizes engagement as 

“setting the stage for [writers] to be able to take advantage of the educational 

experience.” He implies, therefore, that writers already must possess this internal 

orientation it sets the stage for writers to take actions to learn skills they now need to 

know in college.    

Eric goes so far as to emphasize that this internal orientation toward habitual 

engagement is the attitude which writers need in order to actively learn writing process 

skills specifically. During his Method C interview about writerly traits, Eric describes 

engagement as “this attitude to learn”:   

You may know nothing about writing, but if--if you come in with this attitude to 

learn, and it, and it, and a devotion to your academic duties, an openness to the 

professor, and an eagerness to learn and share with your classmates, you're going 

to learn rhetorical awareness. You're going to learn research skills, you're going 

to, you're going to improve your grammar. All of those things, I think w--will be 

maximally achieved to . . . you know, adjusting of course for how many skills you 

had to be--begin with. (20 Jun.) 

 

Proof that Eric is talking about engagement can be found in fact that he attaches this 

attitude to investment and involvement in learning. He describes investment as showing 

“devotion to your academic duties” and involvement as “openness to the professor and 

eagerness to . . . share with . . . classmates” respectively. Eric is being hyperbolic by 
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referencing a most extreme case where a writer “knows nothing about writing” when they 

enter college. Eric’s use of hyperbole only serves to emphasize that this engaged attitude 

is all that writers need in order to actualize skills essential to college writing processes 

like “rhetorical awareness, grammar and research.” Rhetorical awareness and research 

skills are needed as the writing process begins. Grammar, however, refers to checking for 

correctness which writers need to do in the final editing stage. For Eric, this attitude, 

therefore, is the foundation upon which writing processes that lead to “maximal 

achievement” or the graduation and retention rates so key for administrators. I also 

interpret this to mean that learning skills essential to forming a college writing process for 

achieving the material aims of writers producing college-level texts as Conley 

emphasizes must be served. Yet, while Eric contends that these skills can somehow be 

gained by writers, he does not contend that this internal orientation of habitual 

engagement can be as well because it is something writers must “come in” with. 

Similarly to Kara, Eric had two intrapersonal habit codes that were highest in 

concentration for writer’s episodes--responsibility and engagement. Further proof that 

writers employing these habits was most important to Eric can be found in Table 4. In the 

“Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column, the “Eric” row shows this 

habit’s codes represent 27% (4/15) of Eric’s intrapersonal domain orientation code tallies 

found in the previous column. Collectively, therefore, the responsibility and engagement 

habits make up 53% (8/15) of the interpersonal domain orientation codes used to classify 

his writer episodes. This substantial percentage provides evidence that for Eric, 

possessing these two intrapersonal habits were of highest priority. 
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Transformationalists Writer Habits Conclusion 

In sum, the Transformationalist orientation toward the intrapersonal domain 

influences them to privilege the habits of metacognition, time management, responsibility 

and engagement for writers. The Transformationalist orientation toward the intrapersonal 

domain leads them to privilege these habits because of their essentialness to parts of a 

Dewian-like inner metacognitive process or orientation or attitude that leads to action. 

They believe this inner metacognitive process, or an inner orientation or attitude, is 

necessary for the changes in action integral to transforming high school writers’ 

processes and skills into those that produce college texts. Transformationalists see such 

change as ultimately necessary if these new college writers will achieve what I see as a 

version of Conley’s “deeper learning.” The Transformationalist version of deeper 

learning allows writers to meet their very real assignment product and course goals that 

lead to their ultimate practical goals of completing their degrees and being ready to face 

the world beyond college. For the administrators, retention and degree achievement rates 

are also foremost in their consciousness. How this inner process and orientation could be 

gained is more elaborated upon by Kara and talked about by Eric as they discuss the 

interpersonal habits essential to encourage through programmatic mechanisms. 

Programmatic Mechanisms: Interpersonal Domain Habits 

Collaboration  

Both Transformationalists see the instructor and tutor practice of collaborative 

habits from the interpersonal domain through programmatic mechanisms as key. Tutor 

and instructor practicing of these collaborative habits are requisite to writers internalizing 

a process they externalize through action in and outside the first-year class.     
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Interestingly, Kara and Eric come together here in their mutual emphasis on writers 

needing to gain some sort of inner actionable process. I believe the inner actionable 

process Kara emphasizes follows the metacognitive process she emphasized when 

discussing the importance of this intrapersonal habit for writers’ success. Yet, for Eric 

this inner actional process is simpler, as it involves just identification and then change of 

process or textual issues. This process, therefore, also mirrors Eric’s more simple 

intrapersonal processes for change that is based on possessing an inner attitude or 

orientation and then enacting process or textual change. According to them both, the 

collaborative category’s habits instructors or tutors need to consistently apply are 

building relationships and offering written and verbal feedback. Kara and Eric contend 

that if relationships are cultivated by instructors and tutors, the feedback they offer about 

writer texts and processes is more likely to be applied. Furthermore, Kara and Eric 

believe that these relationships provide opportunities for instructors and tutors to enact 

with writers or model the actionable processes each prioritize. Through this collaborative 

action, Kara and Eric claim writers can learn an inner actionable process so they can 

continuously adjust their written products and processes in the university context 

 Kara and Eric’s emphasis on relationships building especially shows that they 

concur that education is built on “interest in social relationships” as Dewey argued in 

Democracy and Society (99). This social interest leads to writers becoming concerned 

with what the tutors and instructors they are relating to are modeling or guiding them to 

do, so that they are enabled to enact what Dewey called “learning the habit of learning” 

(Human Nature and Conduct 105). In the Transformationalist case, this habit of learning 

entails habitually employing an inner actionable process like Dewey’s. Kara and Eric also 
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emphasize that writers need to transform their writing processes, so they produce college-

level texts as the outcome of learning an actionable process. Thus, these actionable 

processes lead to the achievement of the material goals of administrators and writers in 

the university context in what I see as a Conley-like way.  

I found that the “Collaboration” category habits of building relationships and 

offering feedback were dominant in my “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category 

Tallies” represented by the Table 5 column of the same name. By looking at the rows 

labeled “Eric” and “Kara” in this column, you can see that 23 out of 24, and 24 out of 24, 

respectively, from the “Collaboration” category were coded as discussing the importance 

of using programmatic mechanisms to build relationships and offer feedback. Thus, the 

“Totals” row of this column indicates that 100% (46/46) of episodes for 

Transformationalists were coded as discussing how these collaborative habits could be 

mechanized programmatically. Thus, the fact that these collaborative habits represent the 

totality of the episode dominant code category shows how important it is for 

Transformationalists that these habits are used by instructors and tutors in Solopaca’s 

first-year writing programs or Writing Center. 

The following sections detail how Transformationalists envision the relational and 

feedback habits that are grounded in a valuation of effectively relating to and 

collaborating with others that characterizes the interpersonal domain. Furthermore, they 

detail the ways in which Transformationalists conceive of these habits as involved in 

first-year writing instructional and writing center programmatic mechanisms that provide 

an inner actionable process writers can apply to their written texts. Kara and Eric credit 
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these actionable processes as leading, at the very least, to writers recognizing what needs 

to be changed and then taking action to make these changes.  

 Building relationships. Kara and Eric agree about much as they discuss the 

significance of habitually building relationships to encourage collaboration between first-

year writers and their tutors and instructors. I found evidence of how Eric and Kara both 

value habitual relationship building when analyzing their interviews required by Method 

C protocols following their ranking of instructor and tutor traits (see Appendix B). 

Specifically, Kara and Eric agree that the onus for habitually building relationships falls 

on instructors and peer tutors and these relationships must be founded on trust and/or 

shared experience. They also agree that instructors should utilize the programmatic 

mechanism of facilitated class discussion and that peer tutors should use the 

programmatic mechanism of dialogue when cultivating these collaborative relationships. 

Additionally, Kara and Eric similarly conceive of the purpose of instructors and tutors 

habitually forming collaborative relationships. In both their eyes, relationships with 

instructors set the stage for the sharing of written products or writing processes so that 

feedback can be shared. This feedback, they believe, will invoke a collaborative Dewian-

like actionable process that inspires changes in texts and/or writing processes in order to 

produce a final text for a class. Kara especially implies that what is appropriate for 

writing in one class may not be in another, so paying attention to what each professor 

wants is key to success, as she insists that only instructors should provide written 

feedback. Moreover, these Transformationalists see the relationships tutors cultivate with 

writers through collaborative dialogue during a writing center session as creating social 

interest in learning to apply an actionable process in what I see as a very Dewian way.    
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Yet, they disagree about the nature and impact of instructor versus tutor 

relationships with writers. Kara contends that tutor-writer relationships are based on 

sharing a similar status in the university context. According to Kara, writers are more apt 

to replicate the metacognitive process which tutors are modeling--since they are also 

students who have experienced similar textual and process challenges. At the same time, 

Eric contends that tutor-writer relationships and instructor-writer relationships can both 

be built on empathy and understanding about shared college writing experiences. Thus, 

for Eric, both instructors and tutors can spur writers to imitate actions they model that 

will guide writers through a process leading to change in both writing processes and 

products.        

In the end, Kara and Eric privilege the programmatic cultivation of relationships 

because these relationships play a role in writers internalizing an actionable process. This 

is an actionable process that they see as enabling writers to achieve material goals in a 

way I liken to Conley, when he talks about the objectives of a Dewian-influenced 

metacognitive process. These Transformationalists see the objective of enacting these 

actionable processes as achieving writers’ immediate textual goals in their classes and 

their larger goal of becoming capable university writers.   

Kara indicates most prominently that instructors need to habitually build trusting 

relationships with writers through class discussion so feedback can be shared that 

prompts a metacognitive process leading to textual change. Kara proffered the following 

explanation about why she highly ranked the instructor trait, “making sure students all 

have the opportunity to voice their opinions and insights during class discussions,” 

because it is so integral to forming successful writers:  
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Um, so it's funny, it's something that um, students have commented about me and 

I don't think I was aware of it until they said it . . . that they, in my class, they 

always say that like you don't have to be the person that like keeps your hand 

raised while people are talking. That as soon as they raise their hand, that I, like I 

definitely acknowledge, like visually acknowledge them. And that I always get 

around to like, ‘Okay, wait, Megan you had your hand raised. What did you 

wanna say?’ Um, and why I think, and it may seem like odd to have that ranked 

as number one when it's like, this is about writing, like what, this is, this is really 

kind of about is class discussion . . . But that I think that it's really important for a 

classroom to have a sense of community where everyone feels valued and feels 

welcomed and that if you don't feel that way, you're never going to wanna share 

your writing . . . And you're never gonna wanna put yourself in that vulnerable 

position. And if we don't share our writing, we're not going to get better, we're not 

gonna get feedback. So, I think that piece of like creating a classroom 

environment um, that, where students feel welcomed and valued and safe is 

important. And part of that is allowing students to voice their opinions. And, of 

course then part of it is then managing those opinions but . . . So that people can 

all feel welcomed and valued and safe, but you know, I, I think it's important. (12 

Jun.) 

 

What is especially revelatory here are Kara’s statements about how she intentionally 

cultivates a class environment where “students feel valued, welcomed, and safe” through 

the mechanism of class discussion. She specifies that she creates this environment during 

discussions by making sure all students have the opportunity to “voice their opinions” 

and she “manag[es] those opinions . . . So that people can all feel welcomed and valued 

and safe.” These statements indicate that instructors must first build trust with students as 

they facilitate discussion, a key classroom collaborative dialogic activity. In Kara’s view, 

instructors build trust when facilitating discussions by first ensuring that no matter what 

is “voiced” by a student, they will be heard. Moreover, once a student is heard, the 

instructor must ensure that the student continues to feel “valued, welcomed and safe” as 

responses are proffered by other students in the class. Kara goes on to emphasize the 

consequence of instructors’ habitually building relational trust so students are willing to 

share their texts with instructors so they can get “feedback.” She specifically articulates 
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this notion when she offers further insight about students having a trusting relationship 

with her as a writing instructor. She remarks, “I think students having a relationship with 

you and trusting you. Um, because it’s, it’s a very vulnerable position to share your 

writing with someone” (12 Jun.). Through this remark, Kara articulates how instructors 

establish trust when students share their thoughts through dialogue and are met with 

acceptance. Instructors’ establishment of trust makes students more willing to share what 

makes them feel more vulnerable to criticism:- what they write. Furthermore, Kara 

confirms that she believes that writers’ sharing what they write will lead to instructors 

sharing feedback. The implication is that this feedback is an important part of writers 

forming a metacognitive process. This feedback prompts writers to reflect on and 

evaluate their writing so they can recognize what actions they can take to improve their 

written products. Thus, instructor feedback begins the Dewian-like collaborative 

metacognitive process so important to writers taking actions with the Conley-like aim of 

changing their products in each class. Ultimately, Kara reinforces how vital building 

relationships through instructor facilitated collaborative discussion is to her through the 

following observation about her instructor trait ranking: “It may seem like odd to have 

that ranked as number one when it's like, this is about writing, like what, this is, this is 

really kind of about class discussion” (12 Jun.).  

Eric also emphasizes the importance of instructors’ habitually building trusting 

relationships with first-year writers through discussion. Eric, however, envisions these 

relationships as leading to collaborations that prompt writers to take action to change 

their writing processes and texts. Like Kara, Eric ranked “makes sure all students have 

the opportunity to voice their opinions and insights during class discussions” as the 
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number one trait instructors need to possess. Eric goes on to explain why this trait is vital 

to instructors’ in a way that has some striking similarities and differences to Kara’s 

explanation:  

Writing is a developmental interactive feedback process, right? So, it not the 

instructor simply dictating what must be done or how it’s done. It’s engaging 

students in the process of joining them in the learning experience. So, so you, you 

begin that by encouraging their voice right from the start. And thinking carefully 

about how you talk to them, number two. They see you're a sensitive, considerate 

person. You know, they feel safe. Um, they see that, you know, you kind of . . . 

well, I didn't focus so much on the original and more on generally exploring and 

portraying topics. Like trying to create the classroom as a place where the 

exchange starts occurring. Um, so you know, you, you, you let them know their 

voices are important and, um, you think carefully when you're speaking to them, 

and you are trying to help them bring their ideas out. (20 Jun.) 

 

What is similar in Eric’s explanation is that he, too, emphasizes an instructor’s ability to 

habitually cultivate trusting relationships with students during class discussions as 

making students “feel safe to voice their opinions and insights.” Eric also specifies that 

relationships need to be primarily built between instructor and student when he refers to 

the instructor’s exhibition of the trait he ranked as number two, “considers impact of 

commentary on students before speaking.” Eric describes that this trait is enacted when 

an instructor “thin[ks]carefully about how [they] talk” so writers perceive the instructor 

as a “sensitive, considerate person.” Yet, Eric differs from Kara in his assertion that if an 

instructor habitually practices this behavior, writers will be more willing to collaborate 

instead by sharing parts of their writing process. Eric suggests that parts of this process 

are like brainstorming “topics” or sharing “ideas” about what they want to write about 

with their instructors. As a result, instructors can collaborate with writers by becoming an 

integral part of what Eric calls the “developmental interactive feedback process” or what 

I call a Dewian-like actionable collaborative process that involves reviewing or listening 
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to instructor feedback and acting on it. Eric intimates at the end of this passage that, if 

instructor feedback is proffered about writers’ ideas at the beginning of their writing 

processes, writers can make changes that will “bring[ing] their ideas out.” As Eric 

indicates earlier, the collaborative exchanges that prompt writer change are important 

because otherwise instructors would “dictat[e] . . . what must be done or how it’s done” 

in terms of their writing processes. Thus, writers would not internalize a process that 

prompts them to consider instructor feedback and act on it. Thus, the Conley-like aim of 

this actionable process is materialized through writers making changes in their processes 

that leads to changes in their products. 

 In terms of writing center sessions, Kara emphasizes the importance of peer 

tutors habitually cultivating relationships through collaborative dialogue with writers. In 

her view, these continuous collaborative exchanges let writers see tutors model 

metacognitive processes that lead to textual and process changes. The priority Kara 

assigns to tutors building these relationships through dialogue was made apparent in her 

response to my last question about her peer tutor trait rankings during her Method C 

interview. This question was, “Is there any trait that a peer tutor could have that would 

make first-year students’ unsuccessful writers?”  

  Kara: Um, I would say if they don't have a conversation with them. If they are just, 

give me your paper, let me look at it, and not actually talking with them. 

Rachel: And why would that be damaging? 

Kara:    I think that it's a relationship moment, it's a moment we need to talk about 

our writing . . . And I think that that's sort of the, the tutoring moment is 

a, a moment that's very different from an instructor and it's a moment for 

gaining clarity and understanding and bouncing ideas and should I do 

this and that. Those are wonderful things, and I think that um, when you 

kind of shut that down--It creates a different dynamic, that this person 

over here is like the expert . . . And that I'm giving you . . . I don't know, 

it's just not a healthy peer tutor relationship. (12 Jun.) 
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Kara makes it clear here that she believes the success or failure of a tutoring session 

depends on a tutor’s ability to talk to and get a tutee to talk to them so they can 

collaborate. Her use of the phrases “it’s a relationship moment” and “it's a moment we 

need to talk about our writing” right before “that’s the tutoring moment” shows how 

closely aligned tutors building relationships through dialogue is to achieving tutoring 

sessions’ aims. For Kara, one aim she articulates for tutor dialogue is to help writers 

“gain clarity and understanding” about what in their text needs work. The other aim Kara 

specifies for tutors’ dialogue is to allow writers to “bounc[e] ideas” off their tutor, 

thereby, aiding writers’ writing processes during the invention stage. During this 

collaborative exchange, tutors can model for writers how to metacognitively reflect on 

and evaluate their texts or ideas through asking questions that lead to recognizing and 

making necessary changes. Writers can gain an understanding of the types of questions to 

ask themselves during their sessions, so they learn to enact this metacognitive process on 

their own. Thus, in a very Dewian manner, writers “learn the habit of learning” and how 

to achieve a Conley-like practical goal of continually changing their texts and processes 

to accommodate changing expectations. 

Kara posits that collaborative dialogue is more likely to take place in the writing 

center because the tutor is a peer who has shared experiences as a writer in the university. 

Kara makes a point of differentiating between the “tutoring moment” and an “instructor” 

interaction immediately in the second half of this response. At the end of this response, I 

see Kara as elaborating on this difference when she tries to articulate what is “not a 

healthy peer tutor relationship” by offering “when you kind of shut that [conversation] 
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down. It creates a different dynamic, that this person over here is like the expert.” Kara, 

thereby, implies that writers’ presumptions about first-year instructor’s expertise may 

possibly shut down a collaborative dialogue because transitioning writers who may feel 

intimidated or wait to be told what to do by the expert. Alternatively, a peer is seen as an 

experienced equal by a writer. Writers, therefore, would be more likely to openly talk to a 

peer about their struggles with the writing process and texts in classes they possibly both 

have attended. This more open dialogue allows for more information to be shared so what 

exactly in writer’s texts or processes that is preventing their success can be identified and 

changed. 

Eric, however, believes that both tutors and instructors can cultivate trusting 

relationships through collaborative dialogue by showing empathy toward shared college 

writing experiences. From his perspective, therefore, both tutors and instructors can 

model how to target aspects of products that they need to act on to change. Eric expresses 

this conviction when he explains how tutors can enact the traits he ranked as the top three 

for tutors to possess as listed below: 

1) Quickly and accurately identified the most pressing issues within peer’s written 

texts. 

2) Helps other students interpret and apply feedback. 

3) Is open to alternative points of view that show up when reading peers’ work. 

As Eric’s explanation unfolds, he soon realizes that tutors and instructors need to be 

hyperaware of the nature of their responses to writers if they want to build 

relationships. This type of relationships would consist of writers trusting tutors and 

instructors understanding their struggles and being able to help: 
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Um, the, the first thing is you have to understand what the student needs help 

with, right? And, and to help them understand that. That's why I went to number 

two. And then the student's gonna start talking so you then have to be kind of 

open to their point of view. And to be ref--, you know, being reflective during that 

process means that you're going to be able to relate to them with empathy about 

their struggles, I think. And, of course, carefully considering your, your own 

commentary. So, all of that, I think, really helps them win the person over. You 

know, it's sort of like you go in to see a doctor, and the doctor diagnoses you and 

understands what your experience is and [the patient says to themselves] like, 

‘Okay. I wanna go back to this person now for the intervention, or I'm, I trust this 

person through the intervention.’ This kind of overlaps with the, um, with the 

empathy part. And that is . . . and, and maybe I should've said this about the 

professors too. To be, to be a coping role model, uh, who has, who has writing 

competency, but doesn't come across as an all-knowing mastery role model. 

Right? Um, and, and the reason I say that is there, there's this extensive research 

in psychology that shows people trying to overcome difficult situations, deficits, 

do better when they have coping role models than they have mastery role, you 

know, role models. (20 Jun.)   

 

Eric first conveys here how important it is for tutors and instructors to respond with 

empathy if a relationship is to be built where writers trust that a tutor or professor could 

offer an “intervention.” Eric goes on to reveal what is most imperative about a tutor’s 

response by comparing it to how doctor builds trust. Eric sees that tutors, like doctors, 

build trust by conveying to their patients/writers that they “understand what [their] 

experience is” and have used this understanding to “diagnose” and prescribe an effective 

“intervention.” Eric is essentially saying that if tutors express understanding of a writer’s 

need by sharing their own struggles as a new writer and offers insight into how they 

successfully moved on, a writer will trust that the tutor can help them successfully move 

on. In fact, this sharing behavior encapsulates what Eric, relying on his background as a 

psychologist, calls the behavior of a “coping role model.” He then adds that professors’ 

and peer tutors should and can serve as coping role models because they both have been 

student writers. Tutors and instructors should not become “mastery role models” for as 
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Kara also believes “experts” can be intimidating because they present as all-knowing and 

not open to questions introduced during dialogue. Eric goes on to assert that if tutors and 

professors build trust, they will form long-term collaborative relationships with writers 

where they “go back to this person . . . for the intervention.” Moreover, if collaborative 

relationships are formed, writers will be more likely to see how these coping role models 

identify which actions to take in order to progress through the writing process. As 

professors and tutors share their college writerly experiences, they model how they 

identified what needed to change and took actions within their own writing processes 

and/or texts. Thus, instructor and tutors, by forming these collaborative relationships with 

writers, can become coping role models. By becoming coping role models, instructors 

and tutors will demonstrate to writers that they too can utilize this inner identification and 

action to form similar writing processes that lead to textual success. The continuous 

formation of these writing processes through this process serves a practical, material 

purpose for writers that Conley endorses. This practical purpose is for writers to 

continuously troubleshoot and alter their writing processes as they encounter new writing 

tasks such as writing in a different genre. 

Further proof that the collaborative category’s habit of relationships building is of 

primary importance to Transformationalists programmatically can be found within Table 

5’s column “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies.” This column’s “Eric” and 

“Kara” rows shows that 42% (10/24) of Kara’s and 52% (12/24) of Eric’s episode 

dominant habits code category tallies for the “Collaboration” category discuss the 

importance of relationship building. Thus, the substantial percentage that this relationship 
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building habit codes represent of the collaboration category’s habit codes shows how 

important tutor and instructor relationship building is programmatically to Eric and Kara.  

Providing feedback. Both Transformationalists also agree that if instructors 

engage in an indirect collaborative exchange through habitually providing written 

feedback, writers will learn how to use an actionable process to revise texts. I conceive 

the written feedback Kara and Eric reference as part of an indirect collaborative 

exchange, because it is read independently. Then, in response, writers are to apply the 

feedback during the revision stage. Kara and Eric both focus on just characterizing this 

habitual feedback in many episodes of their Method C interviews following their ranking 

of instructor traits. Within these episodes, Kara and Eric make it clear that this feedback 

must be approachable and applicable if it is to achieve its’ purpose. Due to her emphasis 

on a metacognitive process for writers, Kara envisions this feedback as providing 

reflections on and evaluations of writers’ drafts so writers can recognize and make the 

changes most needed for improvement. Eric, however, sees this feedback more simply as 

prompting further action on writers’ drafts. The emphasis Kara and Eric place on this 

feedback in activating in writers each of their actionable processes is shown by the 

amount of time they spend articulating what makes instructor feedback approachable and 

applicable so writers will take appropriate actions to revise. Kara and Eric’s criteria for 

what makes this feedback approachable and applicable, however, is not the same. For 

Kara, instructor feedback should point out what writers are doing well so writers can 

reflect on and evaluate not only their mistakes but their accomplishments. Additionally, 

Kara believes this feedback should only mark certain aspects of a text that need to be 

changed so writers can make the changes most needed for improvement. Eric, however, 
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advises that instructor feedback should not be based on unreasonable expectations or not 

provide enough information about what writers can do to take action to change their 

texts. If an instructor’s feedback does not meet either of these criteria, Kara and Eric both 

envision that this feedback must be understood and enacted instead by an in-person 

collaboration with a tutor in the writing center.     

Kara emphasizes not only how essential first-year instructor feedback is, but what 

it should consist of when answering my question about what instructor traits makes first-

year writers’ unsuccessful during our Method C interview:  

Uh, I would say that if [instructors] mark up a paper so heavily that the student 

feels overwhelmed. When they are giving them so much or setting a bar so high-

that the students just feel it's unattainable. And they don't know, you know, what's 

their next step. And also, never telling them what they're doing well. That you 

need to tell students um, even, even the, the, the most terrible paper, there's value 

in it . . . That you can comment on something so that they, they realize what 

they're doing well and to keep repeating that thing . . . and not change that thing . . 

. that I like about the paper. (12 Jun.) 

 

When Kara offers what it is about instructor feedback that makes it inapproachable and 

inapplicable as the first thing that would make writers unsuccessful, she underlines how 

paramount its’ converse is to writers’ success. What Kara suggests here is straightforward 

in terms of what would make writers’ feel feedback was unapproachable and inapplicable 

so it could not be the basis for forming a revision process anchored in a metacognitive 

process. To paraphrase, for Kara, feedback is unapproachable if instructors mark every 

mistake or set unrealistic expectations for writers. She feels that feedback that only 

inspires deficit-thinking in writers about their texts will most likely not be the basis for 

the reflection on and evaluation of their texts. Instead, this unapproachable feedback will 

feel “unattainable” to writers, so they will give up before they start. For Kara, therefore, 
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this type of feedback is inapplicable because writer can then not recognize “what’s their 

next step” to take since they are so far off the mark.  Thus, writers will not be able to 

engage in an exchange with instructors that will prompt a metacognitive process that 

leads to their enacting changes to their texts. By contrast, Kara implies that if first-year 

instructors tell writers what they are doing well, the feedback will be approachable 

because writers can reflect on and evaluate what they did well so they feel they can take 

actions that will change their texts for the better. Additionally, this positive feedback 

becomes applicable because writers know to “not change that thing that I like about the 

paper.” Writers can, therefore, metacognitively reflect on, evaluate and recognize which 

changes are a priority and begin to execute these changes.  

Eric’s response to the question about which first-year instructor traits would make 

a writer unsuccessful makes apparent that he believes feedback can more directly just 

activate actionable revision. Eric also discusses what makes instructor feedback 

unapproachable and inapplicable, although his criteria for inapplicable feedback differs 

somewhat from Kara’s. Eric’s criteria for instructor feedback is less detailed and oriented 

toward the actions it would inspire: “Um, um extremely rigid expectations, harsh critical 

feedback, um, no or paltry feedback” (20 Jun.). Eric offers here that feedback will be 

unapproachable if it is being too exacting and “harsh.” Eric indicates, therefore, that if 

feedback only focuses on the severity of writers’ mistakes, writers may feel there are no 

actions they can take to rectify them. Furthermore, Eric implies that offering little to no 

feedback will make it inapplicable because writers will be given no direction about what 

actions will help them revise their texts in order to meet the expectations set by their 

instructor. Either way, making feedback unapproachable and inapplicable will shut down 
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a collaborative exchange that leads to taking actions necessary for first-year writers’ 

textual revision process. Their conclusion here is that, if instructor feedback were not 

based on “rigid expectations,” “harsh critical” or “paltry,” then writers could engage in a 

collaborative exchange with instructors. These collaborative exchanges could then focus 

on identifying and making the changes instructors recommend. In other words, writers 

could learn to apply an actionable process using feedback to their make elemental 

changes. 

Kara and Eric both acknowledge that instructor-written feedback is not always 

approachable and applicable. They emphasize, therefore, that writing center tutors must 

habitually collaborate with writers about feedback that does not meet these criteria in 

their Method C interviews following their rankings of tutor traits. Eric evinces this 

position when discussing his top ranked instructor traits. For instance, Eric contends that, 

once tutors establish a relationship with writers, they need to collaborate with writers so 

they “understand that feedback from the professor”: 

Um, I guess then once you’ve [established a relationship], you’d take a look at the 

feedback and try to make sure you can quickly identify. ‘Cause, ‘cause . . . peer 

tutors have a limited time, right? So, they have to get to the essence of the issue 

quickly. Um, and then explain to the student there, what to understand that 

feedback from the professor. (20 Jun.) 

 

Eric seems to assume that writers come to a writing center to get help applying instructor 

feedback if it does not meet the standards of being approachable and applicable. Thus, 

writing center tutors consistently need to collaborate with novice writers to begin 

decoding the feedback so they can take action to make vital changes. This habitual 

collaboration around instructor feedback is crucial if writers during the revision stage are 

to make textual changes indicated for each assignment within this seminal college writing 
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class. In other words, tutors will build a relational bridge between writers and instructors 

that secures a “social change” in a Dewian way because then writers will witness the 

practical value of understanding instructor feedback to direct revision.  

Kara posits that writing center tutors’ habitual practice must center on 

collaborating with and modeling for writers a metacognitive process where they identify 

what is vital to apply within instructor-written feedback. Yet, she adds that helping 

writers to know how to apply these changes during their revision stage of their writing 

process is imperative if writers’ revision of texts is to be responsive to this feedback. 

Kara first remarks that she would’ve ranked the trait “provides thoughtful written and 

verbal feedback to tutees” higher for peer tutors if it did not include the “written 

feedback.” Kara then offers, “[Writers] already have the written feedback from the 

instructor. And it's like I, it's a moment of like I need to talk about this, how am I gonna 

apply this” (12 Jun.). Kara spells out that tutors must begin collaborating with writers by 

first “talk[ing]” to them about their instructors’ feedback so they can jointly reflect on 

and evaluate it. Next, tutors should collaborate with writers further to recognize what 

needs to change and show them what actions to take to revise their texts. Kara makes her 

position that tutors need to provide ways to interpret and apply instructor feedback 

undoubtably clear when she describes the type of feedback tutors should provide:  

Um, for me it was always like kind of at the end of the um, session, if like we 

talked for a while. And we came up with some things then it'd be like okay so let's 

write down like what you're gonna do. And almost making like a bulleted list. Of, 

like okay, so, remember we talked about your gonna do this with your transitions 

and remember you never wrote your Works Cited page. So that, that's on your list 

to do. And like kind of making this like marching orders. Let's review what we 

talked about. And jot them down so you don't forget now that we talked about 

them. (12 Jun.) 
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Here again, Kara is relying on her experience. This time, however, she refers to her 

experience as a tutor in a writing center as a graduate student while earning her doctoral 

degree, something she referred to often during our interview. When describing what she 

did at the end of a session, Kara alludes to the fact that she as a tutor began the session by 

first helping this writing center writer to reflect on and evaluate instructor feedback to 

recognize what must be changed when she states, “like we talked for a while. And we 

came up with some things.” Only then can she as a tutor go on to assist this writer with 

recognizing the actions she describes here that need to be taken when revising so that 

their texts are responsive to this feedback. Kara emphasizes here that the writers she 

worked with needed written-down “marching orders” from their tutors. By writing down 

what writers need to do next, I understand Kara to mean that tutors demonstrate that this 

practice will help writers remember what they were able to discern by utilizing the 

metacognitive process. Moreover, through writing down next steps, tutors show writers 

how to keep track of the needed textual changes highlighted in their professors’ feedback. 

Thus, tutors will enable writers to take identifiable actions that are responsive to 

instructor feedback which meet the material aim of revising a text that Conley 

emphasizes.   

 More evidence of the importance of interpersonal collaborative category’s habit 

of feedback to Transformationalists can be found within Table 5’s column “Episode 

Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies.” This column’s “Eric” and “Kara” rows shows 

that 58% (14/24) of Kara’s and 42% (11/23) of Eric’s episode dominant habits code 

category tallies for the “Collaboration” category discuss the importance of feedback.  

Thus, the substantial percentage these feedback habit codes represent of the collaboration 
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category’s habit codes shows how programmatically important tutor and instructor 

feedback is to Eric and Kara. 

Transformationalists Programmatic Mechanisms Habits Conclusion  

For Transformationalists, the habits of relationship building and providing 

feedback from the interpersonal domain are most imperative to be enacted by tutors and 

instructors within programs serving first-year writers. The Transformationalists share an 

orientation toward the interpersonal domain in terms of programmatic mechanisms that 

lead them to privilege this domain’s collaborative category habits. Mainly, 

Transformationalists esteem these habits because they allow instructors, writers and peer 

tutors to effectively relate to and work with each other to improve a writer’s texts and 

processes. Kara believes tutors and instructors can provide practice and modeling of the 

metacognitive process of reflection, evaluation, recognition that leads to actions being 

taken during revision. For Eric, instructors and tutors can work with and model for 

writers how to act during revision based on feedback. Kara and Eric are both describing 

Dewian-like inner actionable processes that they see as central to the Conley-like 

practical aim of transforming incoming writers’ texts and processes into those of a 

college writer. Kara and Eric both agree that these are founded on an interest in social 

relationships with instructors and tutors, which Dewey contends is the case with habits. 

Adaptivists: An Emphasis on the Cognitive and Interpersonal or Intrapersonal Domains 

 

  I left the explication of the Adaptivist group for last because its members’ 

conceptions of the habits which writers need for success sit between those of the 

Classicists and Transformationalists. Thus, I call them the Adaptivists because, like the 

Classicists, they are still invested in the argumentative rhetorical and linguistic Western 
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tradition primarily based on intellect and reasoning. Yet, like the Transformationalists, 

Adaptivists are open to adapting to student needs programmatically, which calls for the 

teaching and modeling of new processes and texts through collaboration, relationship 

building, feedback and metacognition. I classified a total of five participants as 

Adaptivists. One, Brian, is an administrator; one, Pamela, is an instructor; and three, 

Catherine, Derek and Jamie, are or were peer tutors in Solopaca’s Writing Center.   

As was true for the Classicists, through my data analysis process, I found that all 

five of these participants privileged habits from the cognitive domain related to intellect 

and reasoning as being integral to writers’ success. The cognitive domain habits that 

Adaptivists privilege emphasize that writers need to demonstrate their knowledge of 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions of the academic discourse 

community. These same cognitive domain habits were also privileged by the Classicists 

for writers’ success. Some Adaptivists, however, additionally believe successful writers 

must habitually apply grammatical and punctuation rules to create clear sentences. Thus, 

in terms of writers, Adaptivists, like the Classicists, generally believe that writers should 

participate in keeping the Aristotelian traditional argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic 

conventions alive, as this is what is valued and leads to success within the academic 

discourse community.  

Evidence of the Adaptivists privileging a cognitive domain orientation when 

conceiving of successful writers can be seen in Table 6. The “Domain Orientation Code 

Tally” column in the “Totals” row shows that for the Adaptivists, the cognitive domain 

orientation code tallies for writers add up to 46% (182/395) of the number of codes 

represented in the “# of Codes” column. The interpersonal and intrapersonal domain 
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orientation code tallies share the other 54% of the number of codes represented in the “# 

of Codes” column. The “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” columns 

“Totals” row for Table 6 also make it clear that the habit category of “Knowledge of 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions” dominates making up 44% (94/215) 

of writer domain orientation code tallies.  

  In terms of the habits that need to be inculcated through programmatic 

mechanisms in order to form successful writers, three of the Adaptivists privileged habits 

from the interpersonal domain like the Transformationalists. These three Adaptivists are 

Brian, Pamela and Derek and the habits they privilege are collaboration, relationship 

building and providing feedback. While both the Transformationalists and Adaptivists 

who privilege habits from the interpersonal domain believe they must be practiced by 

writing center tutors and instructors, the way they conceive of the programmatic purpose 

of these habits differs. Transformationalists believe the purpose of instructors and tutors 

practicing relational habits is to get writers to apply feedback in ways that habitually 

enact an actionable process that leads to writing process or textual change. By contrast, 

these Adaptivists believe instructors and tutors should practice collaborative, relational 

and feedback habits for the purpose of inculcating habits from the cognitive domain in 

writers. According to these three Adaptivists, if instructors and tutors practice these 

collaborative and relational habits, writers will believe instructors and tutors are invested 

in writers’ development. And if writers believe instructor and tutors are invested in their 

development, they will be likely to reciprocate by becoming invested in practicing the 

cognitive domain habits which Adaptivists believe are necessary for writerly success.   
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Evidence of Brian, Pamela and Derek’s privileging of habits from the 

interpersonal domain programmatically can be found in Table 7. The “Domain 

Orientation Code Tally” column in the “Totals” row shows that for these Adaptivists, the 

interpersonal domain orientation code tallies for programmatic mechanisms add up to 

about 53% (48/104) of their total number of codes in the “# of Codes” column. The 

intrapersonal and cognitive domain orientation code tallies share the other 47%% of the 

number of codes represented in the “# of Codes” column.  

The other two Adaptivists privilege habits from the intrapersonal domain for 

programs as Transformationalists did for first-year writers. These two Adaptivists are 

writing center tutors, Catherine and Jamie. Catherine and Jamie privilege the 

metacognitive habit that allows for a very different version of the successful enactment of 

the metacognitive habit that was privileged by Transformationalist Kara. Centrally, this 

difference stems from Kara’s view that the metacognitive process habit needs to be 

possessed by writers.  Specifically, Kara believes first-year writers need to reflect on and 

evaluate their own writing processes and strategies learned in high school in order to 

recognize and take actions to change and produce a text required by college assignment.  

In contrast to Kara, these Adaptivists believe writing center tutors need to apply this 

metacognitive habit in their work with writers. Alternatively, these two Adaptivists 

believe that writing center tutors must reflect on their own learning strategies and feelings 

to evaluate what brought about their success on a prompt and apply these insights when 

working with peers. In turn, these tutors can encourage first-year tutees to reflect on their 

feelings and learning strategies surrounding disciplinary writing tasks, so they achieve a 

prompt’s goals to apply disciplinary conventions. That these Adaptivists focus on the 
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prompt is a consequence of their privileging for writers the habit from the cognitive 

domain of understanding and following prompt directions. Furthermore, these 

Adaptivists focus on the role of the metacognitive habit in their tutoring practice because 

they are tutors themselves. Thus, they are speaking from their own contextual experience. 

By contrast, Transformationalist Kara, who also privileges this metacognitive habit, is a 

current administrator who has taught first-year writing. Kara, therefore, is speaking from 

her long contextual experience as an academic and with writers she encountered in her 

first-year writing classes. 

Evidence of Catherine and Jamie privileging of habits programmatically from the 

intrapersonal domain can be found in Table 7. The “Domain Orientation Code Tally” 

column in the “Totals” row, following the “Catherine” and “Jamie” rows, shows that the 

intrapersonal domain orientation code tallies for programmatic mechanisms add up to 

50% (36/72) of their total number of codes in the “# of Codes” column. The interpersonal 

and cognitive domain orientation code tallies share the other 50% of the number of codes 

represented in the “# of Codes” column.  

I will detail and provide examples below first, of the knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical and linguistic conventions habits from the cognitive domain which the majority 

of the Adaptivists believe need to be practiced by first-year writers in order to be 

successful. I will then specify and provide examples of the collaborative, relational and 

feedback habits from the interpersonal domain which three of the Adaptivists—Brian, 

Pamela and Derek—believe need to be enacted through programmatic mechanisms in 

order to ensure first-year writers’ success. Next, I will provide particulars and examples 

of the metacognitive habits from the intrapersonal domain that two of the Adaptivists, 
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Catherine and Jamie, believe need to be enacted through programmatic mechanisms to 

ensure writers’ success.  
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Table 6 

Adaptivist Domain Orientations & Dominant Habits for Writers 

 
Participant/ 

Role 

# of 

Episodes 

# of 

Codes 

Domain 

Orientation 

Code Tally 

Episode Dominant Habits Code Category 

Tallies  

Brian 

Administrator 

13 16 Cognitive 

10 

7 Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical or 

linguistic conventions:  

- 4 evinces rhetorical awareness –

audience & purpose 

- 3 uses organizational mechanisms 

Pamela 

Instructor 

48 97 Cognitive 

47 

20 Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical 

or linguistic conventions: 

- 12 reflects grasp of academic language 

conventions 

- 8 understands & follows prompt 

directions  

Catherine 

Peer Tutor 

41 79 Cognitive 

36 

14 Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical 

or linguistic conventions: 

- 8 understands & follows prompt 

directions 

- 6 grammar & mechanics 

Derek 

Peer Tutor 

49 89 Cognitive 

45 

27 Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical 

or linguistic conventions: 

- 12 understands & follows prompt 

directions/uses organizational 

mechanisms  

- 8 grammar & mechanics 

- 7 reflects grasp of academic language 

conventions  

Jamie 

Peer Tutor 

 

63 114 Cognitive 

44 

26 Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical 

or linguistic conventions: 

- 17 understands & follows prompt 

directions/uses organizational 

mechanisms 

- 9 grammar & mechanics 

Totals 214 395 182 94 Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical 

or linguistic conventions: 

- 42 understands & follows prompt 

directions/uses organizational 

mechanisms 

- 23 grammar & mechanics 

- 19 reflects grasp of academic 

language conventions  

- 4 evinces rhetorical awareness-- 

audience & purpose   

Note: Dominant habit category tallies represent the highest concentration of a category’s habit codes 

within the participant’s domain orientation for episodes discussing writers. 
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Table 7 

Adaptivist Domain Orientations & Dominant Habits for Programmatic Mechanisms 

 
Participant/ 

Role 

Number of 

Episodes 

Number 

of Codes 

Domain 

Orientation Code 

Tally 

Episode Dominant Habits Code 

Category Tallies  

 

Brian  

Administrator 

20 21 Interpersonal 

8 

8 Collaboration 

- 5 providing feedback 

Pamela  

Instructor 

30 44 Interpersonal 

23 

17  Collaboration:   

- 17 building relationships 

Derek 

Peer Tutor 

24 39 Interpersonal 

17 

  8  Collaboration  

Totals 74 104 

 

Interpersonal  

48 

 

33  Collaboration 

- 17 building relationships 

- 5 providing feedback 

Catherine 

Peer Tutor 

15 28 Intrapersonal 

15 

  6 Metacognition  

 

Jamie 

Peer Tutor 

24 44 Intrapersonal 

21 

  10 Metacognition 

Totals  39 72 Intrapersonal 

36 

 16 Metacognition 

  

Note: Dominant habit category tallies represent the highest concentration of a category’s habit codes 

within the participant’s domain orientation for episodes discussing programmatic mechanisms. 

 

 

Writers: Cognitive Domain Habits 

 

Knowledge of Argumentative, Rhetorical & Linguistic Conventions 

 

Like the Classicists, Adaptivists broadly view the cognitive domain’s 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic convention category’s habits as a writer’s 

capacity to determine and act on audiences, purposes and contexts so they can construct 

arguments that utilize academic language. Yet, some Adaptivists additionally emphasize 

the importance of new collegiate writers acting on their knowledge of grammatical rules 

to construct clear sentences. I found that Adaptivists, therefore, mostly mirrored 

Classicist descriptions of the knowledge of the habits within the argumentative, rhetorical 

and linguistic conventions category’s which writers need to be successful in the academic 

discourse community. Participants in both the Adaptivists and Classicists groups saw 
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successful first-year writers habitually demonstrating their knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical and linguistic conventions in one or more of the following ways: 

• Exhibiting their understanding of “prompt” directions and the disciplinary and 

argumentative conventions it spells out by showing evidence that they are 

followed in their execution of an assignment.  

• Using organizational mechanisms properly like integrating evidence into body 

paragraphs so that an argument becomes a cohesive whole. 

• Evincing rhetorical awareness by discerning disciplinary purpose and audience as 

they compose arguments.  

• Reflecting a comprehensive grasp of academic language conventions through 

their linguistic choices within their arguments.  

Additionally, some Adaptivists believe that successful writers demonstrate their 

convention knowledge by: 

• Applying their understanding of grammatical and punctuation rules to create 

clear sentences. 

Within the sections that follow, I will delineate how Adaptivists define and 

conceive each feature of the Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic 

conventions habits listed above which they deem critical to first-year writerly success 

during either their ranking activities, retrospective reflections or their accompanying 

interviews.  Furthermore, these sections contemplate how these conceptions are founded 

on an esteem for intellect and reasoning that undergirds the cognitive domain shared by 

the Classicists. I argue that this regard for intellect and reasoning also makes Adaptivists, 

like Classicists, place additional emphasis on maintaining Aristotelian traditions where 
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first-year writers are encouraged to employ rhetorical, argumentative and linguistic 

conventions. These are conventions and structures which additionally include the correct 

usage of grammatical and punctuation rules. They are conventions which Adaptivists too 

have been taught to value and apply as members of the academic discourse community. 

Understands & follows prompt directions. Four out of the 5 Adaptivists who 

prioritized Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions for first-

year writers’ success focused on the importance of writers habitually following the 

instructions which a professor provides in a prompt. These Adaptivists included 

instructor Pamela and writing center tutors Derek, Catherine and Jamie. Like all the 

members of the Classicist group, these Adaptivists linked this habit to writers’ success 

because its enactment shows that writers apprehend and apply the prompt’s instructions 

about how to properly implement argumentative or disciplinary conventions of the 

academic discourse community. As was also true of the Classicists, these Adaptivists’ 

Method A interviews revealed the primacy of following the prompt for writers’ success. 

Pamela, Derek, Catherine and Jamie also reviewed the same prompt before ranking 

writers’ excerpts from most-to-least successful. This prompt is very explicit about how 

each part of a writer’s argument about what makes the community they explored a 

discourse community should be constructed and what disciplinary conventions should be 

employed (see Appendix B). Yet, some Adaptivists, like Jamie and Pamela, consider not 

only their texts, but also their profiles, when ranking these writers. I believe this is 

because of their consideration of writers’ needs programmatically. 

Jamie most closely follows the example of Classicists Saul and Linda by 

prioritizing understanding the prompt when discussing her writer rankings. Jamie also 
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considers the efforts a writer took to understand the prompt, especially when justifying 

her ranking of Kevin during her Method A interview: 

I feel like Kevin's has the most growth out of . . . the, um . . . the profiles that I 

read. Because for the draft, it was mentioned he did it last minute . . . He sat down 

and he was panicked and then after his draft, his teacher gave him feedback and 

said he didn't understand the prompt, so he went to the writing center . . . to 

understand the prompt and I feel like you can tell that he more so understands the 

prompt now . . . He has citations, he brings what relates him to this group of 

people . . . into his prompt. Because he's talking about residence assistants and he 

mentions that he is a resident assistant . . . So, I feel like he more so, after reading 

the prompt, and reading the excerpt . . . he fully realizes the prompt now. (14 

Mar.) 

 

It is evident from what Jamie says about Kevin that she is impressed by the efforts 

described in his profile that he undertook to understand the prompt (see Appendix B). But 

what most impresses Jamie is that these efforts led to Kevin’s “fully realizing the prompt 

now.” What I think Jamie means by “realizing the prompt” is Kevin’s ability to carry out 

in his text what the prompt entails, especially about constructing an argument.  Jamie’s 

mentioning of Kevin’s “citations” indicates how important it is to her that writers 

especially heed the prompt’s advice about argumentative disciplinary conventions within 

this prompt.  The  “Introduction” portion of the prompt advises writers to construct their 

arguments about their communities using these two rhet/comp disciplinary authorities’ 

criteria with the statement: “Your argument must state the reasons why you think this is a 

discourse community and include some reference to how members join in, shape and 

employ literate practices within this community. You may use John Swales’ criteria in 

“The Concept of a Discourse Community” or James Paul Gee’s “Literacy, Discourse and 

Linguistics: Introduction and What is Literacy?” (see Appendix B).  Thus, Kevin can be 
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seen in his excerpt as heeding the advice offered in the prompt to base his argument in 

this discipline by citing a disciplinary authority like Swales:  

A discourse community, as defined by John Swales in ‘The Concept of Discourse 

Community,’ has six characteristics. The three are most needed in a community 

include: agreeing on a set of common public goals; using ways to provide 

information and feedback; and having enough members with a sufficient amount 

of experience or knowledge (471-473). These three are necessary so people within 

a discourse community can effectively communicate with each other to achieve 

goals and help new members. A community that I believe is a discourse 

community is the Resident Assistant (RA) community at Solopaca U. I am a part 

of this community because of my position as an RA in Solopaca’s Residence Life 

office. RAs have the responsibility to watch out for the safety and well-being of 

the students on their floors or hallways. RAs report to their supervisors if there are 

situations where residents violate university policies. They are also responsible 

for building community in their floors or halls so that the residents learn to live 

together without any discrimination, sexism or anything of that nature. Thus, the 

RAs share the common goal of ensuring the safety of the residents on campus and 

building the communities in the residence halls. The knowledge that is used in 

this community is being aware of the university policies such as what is the legal 

drinking age or how much alcohol is permitted in each room. The RA’s get this 

knowledge through orientation but have questions later. The weekly staff 

meetings are important for new RAs because they get to talk to more experienced 

RAs. Resident Assistants within the organization of Residence Life form a 

discourse community because they demonstrate these three characteristics of 

Swales. (see Appendix B) 

 

Kevin’s argumentative moves here are grounded in disciplinary conventions like citing a 

rhet/comp authority, like Swales, to frame and support one’s argument as was encouraged 

in the “Introduction” portion of the prompt. Kevin cites three of Swales’ characteristics of 

a discourse community as criteria that need to be in evidence if a community is to be 

considered a discourse community.  Kevin then explains how his Resident Assistant (RA) 

community meets these criteria drawn from Swales. For example, Kevin states that one 

of his criteria based on Swales is “agreeing on a set of common public goals.”  Kevin 

then offers that the set of common goals his RA community shares are “ensuring the 

safety of the residents on campus and building the communities in the residence halls.” 
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Kevin can be seen, therefore, as indeed understanding and following these disciplinary 

and argumentative convention directives of this prompt. More proof that following the 

prompt is most important for Jamie can be found when Jamie reveals that she bases not 

just Kevin’s, but all her excerpt rankings first on whether the writer followed the prompt. 

In response to my question about what she based her rankings on she replied, “I think I 

really kept it focused on whether they followed the prompt” (14 Mar.). Thus, for Jamie, 

like Saul and Linda, understanding and carrying out the prompt’s directions is most 

important for writer’s success.  

Catherine also prioritizes understanding and following the prompt when 

discussing her rankings of first-year writers, particularly when justifying why she ranked 

Han last during her Method A interview:  

Han is last because Han just seemed to not hit the prompt. He's talking about a 

discourse community, which is good, I guess, but the approach, and it may be 

with all of these, I feel like I keep saying, it might just be the portion of the 

excerpt, maybe it's my interpretation of that portion. It seems like . . . they were 

asked, from my understanding of the prompt, to select a very specific discourse 

community, then interview two people who are in the same community, and based 

on what I'm reading, my interpretation of what he's talking about with his 

interview with Kaab . . . It didn't really make that very clear to me, what he was 

doing. It sounded vague. It sounded vast, like it wasn't at all clear what he was 

referring to. The portion of the interview that he's quoting seemed like it was less 

about the importance of the . . . about the literacy demands on the community, and 

it seemed like he was asking more about things like political views. And he is 

talking about Tweets, so that is, in one sense, a communication tool, but it seemed 

like he was straying from the point, from what I understood it. (22 Feb.) 

 

Catherine shows that what she means by Han “not hitting the prompt” is that he didn’t 

understand it because she directly points out how Han is not executing the prompt in a 

way that corresponds with her understanding of the prompt. For instance, Catherine states 

that she understood the prompt to direct writers to conduct research about a discourse 
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community by “select[ing] a very specific discourse community, then interview[ing] two 

people who are in the same community.” Yet, Catherine sees Han as asking participants 

about their “political views” as communicated through “Tweets” instead of “asking about 

“the literacy demands on the community.” Catherine goes on to point out Han’s lack of 

success as hinging on not following the prompt’s directives about disciplinary 

argumentative conventions. Catherine’s concern with Han’s disregard for the prompt’s 

directions about disciplinary argumentative conventions becomes apparent when she 

claims that the quotations which Han selected from his interview with Kaab made him 

“stra[y] from the point.” I interpret this to mean that Han is missing the point of this 

rhet/comp disciplinary assignment – to prove or disprove that Kaab’s community is a 

discourse community. In other words, what Catherine is saying is that because Han does 

not tie the political views and Tweets he references to Kaab’s community’s literacy 

demands, Han is not arguing the case to show Kaab’s community is a discourse 

community. Of course, the implication is that this will be most apparent to his instructor, 

who knows what disciplinary argumentative conventions the assignment entails as part of 

this academic disciplinary community and will cause Han, therefore, to not do well on the 

assignment. 

Derek too talks in his Method A interview about his low ranking of Han in a 

similar manner to Catherine. Derek, however, more clearly articulates Han’s 

misunderstanding of the overall argumentative task of this rhet/comp disciplinary 

assignment while also referencing Han’s excerpt: 

And it's just like when they, well, more than anything else, like you're not really 

like . . . you're just like, this whole thing is--is just making like, uh, like a 

statement about, about Islamophobia in the United States and like Donald 
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Trump's election all that which isn't inherently relevant . . . unless until it's made 

relevant. And . . . he hasn't made it; Han hasn't made it relevant. Han hasn't 

connected it . . . like back to the prompt. Right. And given that content is, except 

in that one case, um, the--the number one the . . . um, uh, is that your content 

should always come first and if the content isn't following the prompt, then that is 

a problem. (16 Mar.)25 

 

Here, Derek is very plain in specifying that the content of Han’s excerpt centering on 

“Islamophobia” in the United States is “not relevant” because it is not connected to what 

the prompt asks for. In this case, however, Derek is even less specific about which 

prompt is being referred to. Thus, I inferred that the “Islamophobia” Han detected, and 

Derek referenced, is not being tied to the overall argumentative task of the prompt, which 

is to argue whether Kaab’s community is a discourse community. For Derek, therefore, 

Han is instead making assertions about the larger prejudicial ideologies which Kaab’s 

community’s is subjected to and does not “connec[t] it back to the prompt,” so he “isn’t 

following the prompt.” Even more significantly, Derek shows how, in his estimation, 

following the prompt is so important to writerly success with his ending statement, “your 

content should always come first and if the content isn't following the prompt, then that is 

a problem.” This is a problem, Derek implies, because the writer won’t successfully 

create the argument expected about discourse communities which would be expected by 

those in the academic discourse community. 

Pamela makes the most compelling case for the importance of following a 

prompt’s instructions to implementing argumentative and disciplinary conventions 

because of her specificity and application to a current first-year student’s success. Pamela 

 

25It should be noted that repeated syllables and phrases have been eliminated from Derek’s quoted 

interview excerpts. While I wanted to be true to Derek’s voice, ultimately, I decided that these speech 

patterns served to distract the reader from Derek’s overall message in print.  
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starts her discussion of the importance of the prompt when discussing her ranking of 

Tyrone as being low because his “argumentation is not as clear”:  

So, I found that, um . . . So, towards the end, he starts talking about, ‘I argue for 

the merit and importance of functional literacy as the dominant literacy, and this 

discourse community, its ability to find’, sorry, ‘provide workers with both 

contentment and a positive sense of self. I hold the imposition of a standardized 

literacy in the workplace to be a dangerous threat to the lives of those unreceptive 

. . . And some of this is announcing the whole paper . . . but the sort of like, the 

sort of threat thing and the, um, it seemed a little bit, uh, I wondered if it was 

something beyond the scope of the assignment . . . But I wondered if that was an 

indication this might start to go a little bit like down a different path than what it 

was intended to go. Um, I think, doing a little bit more of the, just going back to 

the assignment description, um, and there's an emphasis on kind of theoretical 

framework. Um, and kind of staying, um, not that there isn't room for, um, you 

know, certainly there's, I mean, of course there's the component in which you 

want to like challenge and come up with your own definition and everything, but 

making sure that that's done in a way that is rooted within, um, within this 

theoretical framework, and within the literature. And um, I thought that perhaps 

he was on the, at least from what I just read here, that he was perhaps kind of 

going to go off that chart, off that charted course a little bit . . . starting to dig into 

something else. (12 Mar.) 

  

What Pamela seems to be getting at here is that Tyrone is “moving beyond the scope of 

the assignment” or not following the prompt, principally because his argument is not 

“rooted” in a theoretical frame backed by rhet/comp literature, as emphasized by the 

prompt. Pamela’s statement that Tyrone is going “off the charted course a little bit” 

makes it clear that by not grounding his argument in this rhet/comp theoretical frame, he 

is charting his own course or making up his own criteria, and thereby not being faithful to 

disciplinary authorities in the academic discourse community. How much attention 

Pamela pays to following the prompt’s instructions in her determination of whether or not 

a writer will be successful, comes across when she compares Tyrone to a current student 

in her first-year writing class: 
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[Tyrone] like, I think, has a history of doing like what he wants to do and 

like regardless of what is or isn't assigned, and then, um, here he's trying, like he's 

kind of doing what the professor is asking for, but then at the end of the day, you 

know, when it comes down to the wire, he's like, oh, I'm just going to do what I 

want, you know? Which, of course, lots of students do that, but that can be, that 

can really derail a paper. Like, that can really derail, derail a student's success in a 

class, so . . . . 

 

So, it's really interesting. So, I also am like, I, it's . . . there's a particular 

situation that is maybe skewing my reading of that, but . . . I had a student, um, 

who I actually, I've ha--, I have for the second semester in a row, um, and the 

student I think is capable of doing, um, better work as a writer. Um, the student is 

very articulate, um, has a lot of great things to bring in class discussion, but, and 

has good ideas for writing, but has a really hard time actually like getting, like 

grasping onto the assignment prompt, and like accepting that as like those, those 

are the parameters. (12 Mar.) 

 

During Pamela’s comparison of Tyrone to her current student, what comes through is that 

what can most “derail” a writer’s achievement of success on a paper and in this class is 

“not grasping onto the assignment prompt.” Yet, what is underlined here is that for 

Pamela, not “grasping” here goes beyond “not understanding” and instead involves going 

outside of the “parameters” set by disciplinary authorities within the academic discourse 

community--both those within sources and those who created the prompt.   

 This constitutes further proof that, for these four Adaptivists—Pamela, Derek, 

Catherine and Jamie—understanding and following prompt directions was important 

knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions category habit from 

the cognitive domain can be found in Table 6. In the “Episode Dominant Habits Code 

Category Tallies” column, the “Totals” row showed that 45% (42/94) of Adaptivist 

episodes were coded as discussing the importance of being responsive to the prompt in 

concert with being familiar with argumentative organizational mechanisms. Thus, the 

large percentage of this habit’s episode code tallies shows how all Classicists believe that 
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writers practicing this habit is one of their most important practices, if they are to be 

successful. 

Using argumentative organizational mechanisms. Three out of the five 

Adaptivists focused on writers’ ability to use argumentative organizational mechanisms. 

These three are administrator Brian and writing center tutors Jamie and Derek. Like Jason 

and Tabitha, the Classicists who prioritized this habit, these Adaptivists discuss the 

organizational mechanism of utilizing evidence to support a writer’s overall argument.  

These Adaptivists do not prioritize, however, the habitual construction of organizational 

mechanisms like introduction and body paragraphs that Classicists Jason, Erin and 

Tabitha prioritized. Instead, these Adaptivists more specifically just focus on the 

importance of following the academic discourse community’s lead in citing, integrating 

and utilizing evidence to organize and build arguments.  

Of the three, Brian spends the most time discussing how every argument is built 

upon the proper incorporation of evidence. Brian discusses the importance of evidence as 

the organizing structure in the longest episode of his entire interview, following his 

ranking of writer traits during the execution of Method C. The statements made below 

during this episode were spoken when Brian was explaining why the trait “selects apt 

evidence to support arguments” is ranked as one of his top three college-level writer 

traits:  

Really what I was thinking about, the era of fake news, and . . . really the lies that 

are happening . . . in politics, and, um--you know, around social issues, uh--it just 

. . . uh, people are throwing out just blatant mistruths, untruths--that, um, uh, are 

really leading. And people are believing those, and--and they're--they're writing 

ab-- . . . it like that, and it's really, I think, it's dangerous to our society. 
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Um, if--if--if we begin . . . if we're not, um . . . and, uh, but . . . once again, 

this probably goes back to kind of years of training as a social scientist--but if we, 

if we are, um, continuing to be convinced by arguments that are not true or . . . not 

backed up by evidence, um, it'll lead us to some conclusions that will have . . . 

could have a really negative effect on people. Um, and not just on the people that, 

you know, um, are being directly hurt by it . . . but, uh, I think about how people 

come to believe what they believe--and the anger that exists in some people . . . I 

think the country’s really becoming divided, uh, in many ways--because people 

dislike . . . hate . . . are angry at other people be--based on the stereotypes that are 

coming out. (29 May) 

 

In this excerpt, Brian sees the conclusions that readers draw from a writer’s argument as 

being organized around evidence. When referring to his training as a social scientist, 

Brian indirectly implies that this evidence should be drawn from scholarly sources. As a 

member of the academic discourse community, Brian has been trained to build his own 

research in reference to and by referencing other scholars in his field. Brian makes it clear 

just how important this habit is for writers when he dwells on the wider negative social 

implications of writers lacking this habit. In essence, Brian alleges that if writers don’t 

learn the habit of structuring arguments around credible evidence in college, they will be 

vulnerable to drawing false conclusions. These false conclusions will, in turn, encourage 

the dissemination of “untruths” that will lead writers to believe stereotypes. These 

stereotypes may also possibly lead to socially-disintegrating hate speech that contribute 

to the divisive rhetoric now going on in this country.  

Jamie in her Method A interview is more focused on how the writers she 

consistently ranks as most successful will habitually conventionally integrate evidence to 

organize and build their arguments. Jamie, like Brian, is also focused on how drawing 

evidence from scholarly sources builds an argument’s credibility. Jamie consistently 

ranks Kevin and Crystal as numbers 1 and 2. When discussing Kevin and Crystal’s high 
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ranking, Jamie stresses their habit of using conventional organizational mechanisms in 

their excerpts like explaining and citing evidence as is the case here: 

And, um, I feel for Crystal, she has a citation, but it's not as fully realized 

. . . as Kevin's is. Kevin has that, like I had mentioned earlier, two to three 

sentences . . . after quote to kind of give some background. [Crystal] has a nice 

quote. She introduces it very well, she cites it correctly, but again, it's only that 

two sentences after. (14 Mar.) 

 

Jamie is basically stating here that the way writers like Crystal and Kevin need to build 

their arguments is by integrating their quotes utilizing the organizing mechanism of 

adding two or three sentences of explanation after a quotation. The two to three sentences 

which Jamie references conventionally help to organize and develop a writer’s argument 

because they explain the relation of these quotes to the claims made in their topic 

sentences. Furthermore, because of this familiarity with conventions as a member of the 

academic discourse community, Jamie knows that these claims are conventionally part of 

a writer’s overall argument within a writer’s thesis statement. Thus, Jamie is expressing 

the idea that she believes that the practice of this community’s convention of integrating 

evidence by providing explanatory sentences after a quotation is a way for writers to 

attach to and organize evidence around their central argument. How important adding 

these conventional explanatory sentences is revealed when Jamie states that Kevin’s 

offering a fuller explanation in “two or three sentences” versus Crystal’s “two sentences” 

are what makes him more successful than Crystal. Furthermore, the convention of citing 

evidence is important as well to Jamie, because she also repeatedly mentions it here. 

Jamie’s emphasis on citation, however, can be attached to making a writer’s argument 

credible. Through a citation, writers can provide information about the sources from 

which their evidence is drawn. These sources then can confirm their legitimacy or not. 
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Ultimately, I see Jamie as asserting here that providing this evidence and its sources are 

key argumentative discourse community conventions to practice if an argument is to 

achieve success.  

 Derek also emphasizes the importance of writers using the convention of 

integrating evidence as an organizational mechanism. When writers introduce, insert and 

explain each quotations it helps structure and develop their overall arguments. Derek’s 

emphasis on this organizational mechanism is most apparent when he discusses the 

reason he ranked Inez’s excerpt # 2. Derek refers to the explanatory sentences following 

quotations as “analysis” as he reads and responds to parts of her excerpt aloud when 

considering Inez’s ranking:  

‘An example of this bilingual literacy was when Moll and Gonzalez 

observed bilingual investigations between students and teachers, um, about doing 

research on the temperature of a pond . . . Uh, a short quote from the book stated . 

. . [reads silently]. Okay, ‘bilingual literacy’ . . . because it shows how people are 

able to communicate with each other and understand one another…with two 

different languages other than English,’ okay.  

 

But that's like the only like, post quote like post quotation analysis that 

[Inez is] really providing. Like no, like [she] need[s] to provide more, more than 

that. For what it's worth, I like how she was, um, how she was, uh, um, 

adventurous enough to try to use like block quotes and all that, which is a really 

good effort, but there does need to be more analysis, um, after the quote, of 

course. (16 Mar.) 

 

Based on what Derek is saying above, what he finds remarkable about Inez as a writer is 

her introduction of a “block” quote to support her argument. I interpret Derek’s labeling 

of Inez’s use of this quote as “adventurous” to mean that Inez is exploring previously 

unchartered territory by including block quotes as part of an evidentiary organizational 

mechanism. Derek, however, deems the inclusion of this quotation as not completely 

successful because Inez does not offer enough “analysis.” I take Derek to mean by 
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“analysis” that Inez doesn’t offer an explanation after this quotation about how it 

supports her claim about “bilingual literacy” in an adult day care workers’ discourse 

community she is investigating in her excerpt (see Appendix B). Derek ranked Inez 2nd to 

Kevin, therefore, because Inez did not fully provide an explanation of how her quotation 

supported her claim within this paragraph or her argument overall.   

More evidence that Brian, Jamie and Derek prioritized argumentative 

organizational mechanisms can be found within Table 6’s column “Episode Dominant 

Habits Code Category Tallies.” Within Brian, Jamie and Derek’s episodes, 3 out of the 7, 

17 out of 26 and 12 out of 27 habits respectively from the “knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical and linguistic convention” category were coded as discussing the importance of 

being responsive to the prompt in concert with being familiar with argumentative 

organizational mechanisms. Thus, the “Totals” row of this column indicates that 53% 

(32/60) of episodes for these three Adaptivists were coded as discussing the habits “uses 

organizational mechanisms” in addition to “understands and follows the prompt.” Thus, 

the high percentage of this habit’s episode code tallies shows how being familiar with the 

organizational mechanisms that properly integrate evidence to form a unified argument is 

important to Adaptivists Brian, Jamie and Derek.  

Evincing rhetorical awareness. As Erin was for the Classicists, Brian is the only 

Adaptivist who prioritizes the writerly habit of discerning audience and purpose based on 

an affinity for the Western Aristotelian rhetorical frame of the academic discourse 

community. Both Erin and Brian agree that writers’ habitual discernment of audience and 

purpose is essential for assignment success in the first year and within their disciplines. 

What distinguishes Brian from Erin, however, is that Erin consistently uses rhetorical 
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terminology.  In not initially using this terminology, Brian conflated his conception of 

critical thinking with discerning audience and purpose, thereby ranking “thinks critically 

about readings, their own writing and the writing of others” as #1.  This conflation is 

particularly evident when Brian discusses his top ranked writer trait during his Method C 

interview: 

One is really critically thinking about their own reading and the reading that they 

do . . . and--and then how they convey their thoughts . . . into--into words on--on a 

pie--page, um, is . . . a lot of things will follow through from that. So . . . it'll be 

better content writing, it'll be better, um, grammar-wise and all of those things, 

because you're really thinking about . . . you're not only thinking about the ideas 

you're putting on paper, but critical thinking to me is about, um, how the other 

will rec--, will read it. You know? Um, c--so, um--That's how I interpret critical . . 

. thinking, anyway. (29 May)  

The way Brian is interpreting this trait is that it means that writers should critically read 

their own writing in order to make their “content better” by considering how their 

audience “will read it.” Consequently, Brian substitutes the rhetorical term “audience” 

with the phrase “how the others will read it.” Brian also alludes to achieving the purpose 

of a specific class writing assignment when he discusses how writers must think critically 

about readings in order to “convey their thoughts into words [on a] page.” I interpreted 

Brian’s statements this way because of my work in writing centers. Through this work, I 

have observed that many instructors’ assignments’ purposes are for writers to utilize 

assigned readings to write about the aspect of their discipline which their course is 

focused on. Thus, what Brian is really saying here is that discerning audience and 

purpose is most important if writers want to succeed on an assignment within the 

disciplines within the academic discourse community.  

Brian goes on to confirm that the habit “considers the audience and purpose of 

assignments” is really number one for writers when he discusses why he ranked this trait 
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second during his Method C interview. It is during this discussion that Brian shows that 

he is indeed conflating critical thinking with discerning audience and purpose: 

For me, critic--this first one, really, if you do that well, you're going to be doing 

the others well. So, if I'm really critically thinking about what I'm writing about, 

then I'm going to be considering the audience, and--and--the purpose of the 

assignment. Um, but I do think that number two is important, because I do think, 

um . . . I've seen this in students a lot who are . . . you know, wrote a decent paper, 

but it really wasn't, uh . . . it wasn't written with me as a reader in mind, and often 

wasn't even really accomplishing the assignment, uh, in--in a lot of ways. So--

Um, so, I think just putting more thought into that. (29 May) 

Brian’s succinct second statement about whether he as a writer is “really critically 

thinking about what I'm writing about, then I'm going to be considering the audience . . . 

and the purpose of the assignment” sums up how much he equates critical thinking with 

discerning an assignment’s audience and purpose. Brian’s sense of how first-year writers’ 

discernment of audience and purpose first and foremost equals success thus becomes 

evident.  

Brian also manifests how important he has found habitual consideration of 

audience and purpose to disciplinary writing when he discusses his own writerly 

development in graduate school while completing his dissertation. When I asked Brian to 

elaborate about how he determined what trait he would rank first, he responded:  

Um, you know, I . . . partly I think was in my own writing is . . . that there 

are . . . there have been times where I've gotten things on, um, the page that I think 

is quite articulate and brilliant . . . but then I'll have somebody else read it . . . and I 

realize I wasn't thinking about how the reader . . . is going to be, um, receiving it in 

that way. Um, and, uh, so I think that a big part of kind of the critical thinking 

about writing . . . is--is or, you know, if you're really . . . I guess if you're really 

critically thinking about what you're reading . . . as well, you're going to, um, be 

thinking about, ‘What was that writer trying to convey . . . and how well did they 

do it?’ and that helps to improve your writing. 

 

I think, uh, particularly in, um . . . I--I probably thought it fit . . . pro--I 

probably thought about that most when I was doing my own dissertation, you 

know? Like . . . I would read . . . my . . . particularly my committees . . . uh, you 
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know, I--you . . . and I would read that . . . with that in mind. Like, what were 

they trying to say? How well did they say it? You know? And because I also 

knew them, because I was taking classes with them too. So, uh-- . . . like, that's 

probably when it, when it happened the most. (29 May) 

 

Brian recognizes here that knowing his dissertation committee audience helped him to 

make sense of the written feedback they provided. The larger implication of this insight is 

that his habitual consideration of how this audience understood not only his disciplinary 

content, but also their expectations about the execution of disciplinary conventions in 

writing from the classes he took with them gave him important contextual clues. Brian 

could discern from these contextual clues what this audience wanted so he could achieve 

the purpose of his dissertation--to prove that he had the “chops” to conduct and write 

about scholarly research in his field. What this experience impressed upon Brian, 

therefore, is that disciplinary writerly success beyond the first year cannot be achieved 

within the academic discourse community without habitually discerning the audience and 

purpose for writing. Brian believes that this discernment will allow writers to enact the 

conventions and utilize understandings of content expected by a disciplinary audience 

that will allow writers to achieve a disciplinary assignment’s purpose.  

 The importance which Brian assigns to the habit of discerning and considering 

audience and purpose is underlined further when looking at the episode dominant habits 

category code tallies from the cognitive domain in Table 7.  In the “Episode Dominant 

Habits Code Category Tallies Code Tallies” column, the “Brian” row shows this habit’s 

code tallies made up 57% (4/7) of his knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and 

linguistic episode code tallies. Thus, the fact that this habit’s episode code tallies 

represent more than half of Brian’s knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical & linguistic 
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category episode code tallies shows how much he believes writer practice of this habit is 

essential to their success.  

Reflecting a comprehensive grasp of academic language through stylistic choices. 

As was true of Classicists Saul, Linda and Jason, Adaptivists Pamela and Derek 

emphasize writers’ evincing a comprehensive grasp of argumentative and linguistic 

conventions privileged within the academic discourse community as essential to their 

success. Moreover, these Adaptivists do so primarily in the interviews following Method 

A’s ranking activity, as did these Classicists. What makes Adaptivists’ conceptions 

different is that they do not emphasize the application of disciplinary and academic 

vocabulary like Saul and Linda. Moreover, these Adaptivists are more conscious of their 

beliefs about descriptive language and how it impacts their perceptions of a writer’s 

success.  

Derek’s ranking of Tyrone was especially impacted negatively by Tyrone’s use of 

descriptive language in his argument, instead of the rational language of the academic 

discourse community, as were Saul, Linda and Jason’s. Derek directly states that the 

“main thing” that caused him to rank Tyrone third was that his excerpt is an “awkward 

read . . . because it falls into that purple prose category where it’s just like, it’s not at all 

concise and it’s just so flowery to the point of just causing like – like annoyance” but 

then adds, “there were a lot of valid points in there” (22 Feb.). When I asked Derek to tell 

me what he meant by “purple prose,” he defined this term in the following manner:  

Purple prose, um, is a term, um, that is commonly used, with like regard to like, to 

a problem, uh, which can exist in like creative writing . . . Where someone tries to 

be like flowery not for the sake of providing imagery, but for the sake of being 

like of being flowery . . . Like if you were like, um, ‘The man rambunctiously 

with enthusiasm, um, exaggeratedly blah, blah, blah.’ And it's just like, ‘Okay, get 
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to the point though.’ Because on one hand, it’s like one of like the elements of 

writing is to express that imagery that can't be, like, directly seen, but at the same 

time you shouldn't do it in such a way that like that it makes it like hard to follow 

what's actually going on. (22 Feb.) 

 

Derek’s observation that Tyrone’s language “makes it hard to follow what’s actually 

going on” is especially significant. I understand Derek’s observation to mean Tyrone’s 

use of descriptive language impedes the tracing of Tyrone’s rational thought patterns. 

This point which Derek makes about Tyrone’s language shows that a first-year writer’s 

linguistic choices can adversely impact his or her ability to communicate a rational 

argument. As was true of the Classicists, therefore, Derek reveals the privileges of the 

rational over the imagistically, evocative language within arguments. In his valuation of 

concision, Derek seems to repeat Classicist Saul’s valuation of concise language, like that 

used in an Aristotelian enthymeme, as more clearly communicating the rational essence 

of the academic argument. Thus, Derek implies that the argument Tyrone is making 

about his warehouse full of workers being a discourse community must be made using 

conventional, concise and rational language. This would be the type of argumentative 

language that is valued by those within the academic discourse community like Derek, 

Saul, Linda and Jason. 

What distinguishes Pamela’s views from those of her Classicists counterpart is 

her underlying awareness that judging an argument primarily based on stylistic choices is 

misguided, because it leads to privileging argumentative language over content. Pamela 

is more explicit about how her preference for a first-year writer’s stylistic choices, shared 

by Classicist Saul, influenced her ranking of their arguments when discussing her ranking 

of Inez versus Han. While Pamela values conciseness like Derek, its importance is 
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couched in her emphasis on sentence length and variety. She focuses upon a conventional 

stylistic technique which Saul also emphasizes in order to have the writing gain clarity. In 

this passage, Pamela discusses why she was tempted to rank Han fourth and Inez fifth: 

And I'm thinking . . . And I think that, um, that it, in a way, I mean it . . . 

You know, that this, that there's al--, almost like a little bit more of a structural 

variety in [Han’s excerpt] that, that for me at least, like sonically, like my brain is 

just processing it a little bit. You know, when I look at it, so just in terms of like 

the structure of the sentences that I kind of like okay, I can read that.  And then 

when I look at the content, I'm like . . . like what is this?  

 

Whereas [in Inez’s excerpt], I'm like, okay, like I'm having to do a lot of 

work to kind of like get through these sentences, you know what I mean? And 

like, and, and they're a little, like we could, we could do some variety or some 

like, streamlining or some--, you know, something like that to, to, to maybe, um, 

or just, you know, to create some variety. Um, and I think that's probably why. 

(12 Mar.) 

 

As Pamela compares the merits of Han versus Inez’s argument “content” here, she 

realizes that Han’s shorter sentences and varied construction appealed to her and initially 

made her want to rank Han higher. In fact, Pamela was so taken in by Han’s beautifully 

constructed sentences that she almost was led to believe that Han’s argumentative content 

had merit. In retrospect, Pamela now sees that this argumentative content is so illogical it 

is indecipherable and causes her to finally exclaim in her head, “What is this?” 

At one point, Derek also realizes how his emphasis on stylistic choices may have 

caused him to misjudge Tyrone’s argument when he reflects that in ranking Tyrone, he: 

For a split second when I was reading these, I--I forgot about the importance of 

like actual like content beyond just like actual like appearance. And then it was- 

and, um, and then like once I considered that I was like, "No, because Tyrone like 

despite--despite all this, like I can understand overall like, I can like understand 

like completely like what he's saying and like, uh, it's based on the prompt. Like, 

yeah, no, like I can't just like be ranking, uh, Tyrone's writing just off of whether 

or not I like the way he writes. Like, no. Because ultimately, Tyrone did very 

well. So, yeah, it's just not fair. (22 Feb.) 
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Derek admits here that his dislike of Tyrone’s “purple prose” almost made him miss that 

Tyrone has achieved what Derek has stated is most important to a first-year writer’s 

success: being responsive to the prompt. Moreover, Derek realizes that his reaction as a 

reader to a writer’s stylistic choices can be based more on his personal preference or not 

“lik[ing] the way he writes” and this is “just not fair.” The unfairness stems from Derek’s 

perception that the unconventional imagistic form of Tyrone’s sentences causes him to 

forget that the “content” of these sentences is the more important aspect of an argument. 

When further discussing the ranking of Han versus Inez, Pamela realizes why 

primarily judging writers on sentence style is unfair. When I asked Pamela to elaborate 

on why she initially ranked Han’s over Inez’s excerpt, Pamela struggles for a long time 

before pinpointing her primary reason by comparing Inez’s excerpt to those of her first-

year students:  

 Anyway. Sorry, that was very long but [Inez’s excerpt] is one of those like, if I'm, 

you know, it's on--, it's one of those p--, like this would be one of those papers that 

as a, as an instructor, like if I'm marathon grading and I'm just like going through, 

and I would get, I'd be like, okay, I need a minute before I . . . I'm like, this is a lot, 

this is a lot of very long sentences. Like my brain hurts, and I need to like step 

away. Not that it's like, not, not that there aren't really interesting ideas, like there 

may be really interesting ideas but like, sometimes, you know, it's that style piece. 

It's like, and which, you know, is, like it can be so hard to teach sometimes. Like I 

think it might actually be within just the sentence style. (12 Mar.) 

 

Pamela’s hesitation to name “sentence style” as the measure of her evaluation of the 

relative success and failure of not only Han and Inez, but the written texts of her first-

year writers is significant. I believe Pamela’s hesitation signifies that she recognizes that 

her valuation of sentence style over a writer’s “really interesting” ideas is unfair, 

especially because, as she admits, “it can be hard to teach.” Pamela indicates, above, that 

the reason that the argumentative convention style can be hard to teach is because what is 
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pleasing to each reader “sonically”— and, I would add, “socially”— is subjective. What 

is pleasing to one reader may not be pleasing to another. Much of this subjective 

judgment depends on having knowledge of how language is expected to be used in the 

academic discourse community, knowledge that Pamela is well aware has taken her 

longer than one first-year writing class to acquire. Thus, Pamela is reluctant to admit how 

much she prioritizes first-year writers’ habitual use of language to structure sentences in 

an academic paper when determining their success. 

More proof that Adaptivists Pamela and Derek gave precedence to the habit that 

enables writers to meet conventional argumentative language and stylistic expectations is 

found when examining their dominant habit code tallies in Table 6. If one looks at the 

number of episodes coded as discussing the reflects grasp of academic language 

conventions habit for Pamela and Derek in the “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category 

Tallies, this habit represents 60% (12/20) of Pamela’s and 40% (6/15) Derek’s episodes 

discussing habits from the knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic 

conventions category. The high percentage of this habit’s episode code tallies shows how 

important Pamela and Derek believe writer practice of this habit is to their success. 

Applying their understanding of grammatical and punctuation rules to create 

clear sentences. All three writing center peer tutors, Derek, Jamie and Catherine, in the 

Adaptivist group, added one more knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic 

conventions habit as being essential for first-year writers to practice in order to be 

successful. This habit involved first-year writers applying their understanding of 

grammatical and punctuation rules to create clear sentences. These three peer tutors were 

unlike any of the Classicists, who did not stress the habitual application of grammar and 
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mechanics rules as being most critical to writerly success. All three Adaptivists ranked 

Shaunia’s writing excerpt as last, due to what they described as her sentences lacking 

punctuation and the application of grammatical rules rendering them—and thereby her 

argument—indecipherable.  

Derek’s emotive depiction of Shaunia’s writing and its impact on him as a reader 

was most emotive in details about how Shaunia’s utter absence of grammatically and 

mechanically-correct sentences led to his determination of Shaunia as the least successful 

writer. For instance, Derek describes here why grammar became his most important 

criteria when evaluating Shaunia’s excerpt:  

Shaunia, the problem with Shaunia is like, um, even though I know that my 

emphasis should be on like content and not like on the grammar and stuff. With 

Shaunia's thing, it does. Shaunia's writing does get to the point, like it got to the 

point where I had to read one sentence five times just to figure it out, like what 

she was trying to say because . . . And like at that point like it doesn't matter how 

insightful your writing is, if the person who's reading it cannot understand it 

because the grammar is that poor, then that grammar issue suddenly takes on a 

whole new weight. Um, because, because the ultimate goal of, uh, any writing is 

to convey something--And it's just really hard for something to be conveyed to me 

as the reader if I, if I can't make out what it is this person is trying to say, without 

getting frustrated. (22 Feb.) 

 

Derek’s initial declaration about knowing that his emphasis should be on content, not 

grammar, suggests that, in speaking with me as the Coordinator of the Writing Center, he 

is hyperaware that in evaluating Shaunia’s writing, he is ignoring what he has been taught 

in training. He and I both know he was taught that, when reviewing a writer’s text in 

order to determine a session’s focus, a tutor’s emphasis “should be on content” and “not 

on grammar and stuff.” Derek seems to have forgotten, however, that he was also taught 

that if a tutor cannot make out the meaning of each sentence except by reading it “five 

times,” a writer’s grammatical sentence construction should be addressed first. As Derek 
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points out, the “goal of writing is to convey something” and if a writer’s grammar is 

“poor” because there is a complete lack of grammatical sentence construction knowledge 

being applied, nothing will be conveyed or communicated to the reader, especially their 

argument. Nonetheless, Derek remains resolute and prioritizes the frustrating impact of 

Shaunia’s poor grammar on him as a reader and thereby, determines that grammar is 

what prevents Shaunia’s argument from being successfully communicated to him.  

Additionally, Derek reveals he is equally frustrated by Shaunia’s lack of 

punctuation as he goes on to further justify her low ranking:  

Uh, ‘For instance, when I was in history class and I asked my dad can he help me 

with my history homework, and he asked’ . . . Oh wait. Oh my gosh. No, she 

wrote this entire [paragraph] as one sentence. No, yeah, this is, is just one entire 

sentence without a period. I just realized that . . .There's no commas either, so I 

had to just go through all of that without a lot of pause . . . Um, yeah, no. It's just, 

it's, uh, it's really annoying to read. It's just like it's such an eyesore because of 

that, it's just really, really, really not enjoyable to read this . . . I don't want to read 

it. I don't like having to read this. I don't even like want to like look at it, it's just, 

it's annoying. (22 Feb.) 

 

In this instance, Derek specifies how Shaunia’s lack of fundamental punctuation, like 

commas and periods, makes her sentences indecipherable and her text, therefore, 

unreadable. Derek’s point is that if Shaunia’s text is an unreadable “eyesore” due to her 

lack of punctuation, how can her argument be deciphered and deemed successful by her 

readers.  

While less focused on feelings, Jamie and Catherine’s explications of why they 

ranked Shaunia last repeat Derek’s emphasis on Shaunia’s lack of grammar and 

punctuation and its impact on the reader. Jamie almost repeats exactly what Derek said 

when explaining why she ranked Han fifth and Shaunia last: 
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[Han’s] writing is conversational, but it’s not bad. There’s not an enumerate 

amount of grammatical . . . errors. Because while I was reading Shaunia's, I 

sometimes had to read sentences two to three times . . . To even understand what 

she was saying. Like that last sentence that I had read. I had to read that a good 

number of times. (14 Mar.)  

 

For Derek and Jamie, having to read sentences two or more times means Shaunia’s 

sentences are not communicating what she intends to communicate to her reader about 

her argument and it is because of her grammar. Thus, Shaunia’s text is failing because it 

is not achieving its central purpose, which is to clearly communicate her argument to her 

reader.  

Like Derek, Catherine also specifically cites both grammar and punctuation when 

explicating her low ranking of Shaunia’s argument. In common with Jamie, however, 

Catherine contrasts Han and Shaunia’s excerpts as she substantiates why Shaunia’s 

writing shows that she would not achieve success in the first year:  

That is the type of where it sounds strange, in a sense, if you're reading just for 

straight up quality of writing between [Shaunia’s] and Han's. Because Han, it says 

he sees himself as a better writer, in a sense. The quality of the writing itself, 

shows maybe he is. I mean clarity of sentences and sentence structure, I mean 

grammatical and mechanical skills, even ways of referencing people. (22 Feb.) 

 

Thus, for Catherine, Shaunia is less successful than Han, primarily because of her poor 

sentence quality and construction springing from a lack of “grammatical and mechanical 

skills.” Overall, Jamie agrees in her discussions of Shaunia’s terminal ranking that 

grammar is the issue when making her argument which makes Shaunia least successful as 

a writer.  

More proof that Adaptivists Catherine, Jamie and Derek believe putting grammar 

and punctuation rules into practice is essential for a writer’s success can be found in 

Table 6.  If one looks at the number of episodes coded as discussing the grammar and 
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mechanics habit for Catherine, Jamie and Derek in the “Episode Dominant Habits Code 

Category Tallies, this habit represents 43% (6/14) of Catherine’s, 35% (9/26) of Jamie’s 

and 29% (8/27) of Derek’s episodes discussing habits from the category knowledge of 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions. The substantial percentage of this 

habit’s episode code tallies shows how important Catherine and Jamie believe writer 

practice of this habit is to their success. Although Derek’s percentage of this habits 

episode code tallies is not as high, it represents the second highest percentage of habit 

codes for Derek for the knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic 

conventions category. 

Adaptivist Writer Habits Conclusion 

Altogether, what this examination and analysis of Adaptivists data reveals is that, 

when talking about writers and their success, Adaptivists share much in common with the 

Classicists. Not only do Adaptivists share a cognitive domain orientation with the 

Classicists, but they are also prioritizing almost identical knowledge of argumentative, 

rhetorical and linguistic conventions category habits. The prioritization of this category’s 

habits also shows both groups’ allegiance to preserving a Western rhetorical tradition that 

privileges rationality and the argumentative, rhetorical, linguistic conventions of the 

academic discourse community. There are only three significant differences between the 

two groups. One difference involves Adaptivists Derek, Catherine and Jamie adding the 

habit applying an understanding of grammatical and punctuation rules to create clear 

sentences. Another difference is Adaptivist Brian, Derek and Jamie’s centering of the 

argumentative organizational mechanisms habit on citing and integrating evidence within 

body paragraphs in order to create argumentative cohesion within writers’ texts. 
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Classicists Jason, Tabitha and Erin’s more expansive characterization of this habit 

includes the construction of organizational mechanisms like introductions and body 

paragraphs. The third difference stems from Adaptivist Derek and Pamela’s articulations 

of what enacting certain linguistic convention habits means for writers. Adaptivists 

Pamela and Derek are more aware than Classicist Saul that their privileging of 

conventional stylistic choices can cause them to pay attention to form over content when 

determining how successful a first-year writer’s argument is.  

Programmatic Mechanisms: Interpersonal & Intrapersonal Domain Habits 

The Interpersonal Domain: Collaboration  

Programmatically, Adaptivists share an interpersonal domain habit with the 

Transformationalists, but still view their programmatic objectives through the lens of the 

cognitive domain like the Classicists. Yet, what differentiates Adaptivists and 

Transformationalists from the Classicists is that they are responsive to the needs or goals 

of writers, including those from changing higher educational populations. Both 

Adaptivists and Transformationalists privilege the development of collaborative habits 

from the interpersonal domain. Yet, the way Adaptivists conceive of these habits overall 

and specifically are very different. When discussing collaboration and its attendant habits 

as conceived of by the Transformationalists, I posited that the Transformationalists’ 

programmatic focus is on developing a writers’ ability to understand and apply feedback 

in order to change their writing processes and texts. By contrast, I posit that Adaptivists’ 

focus programmatically when discussing collaborative habits is on instilling a sense of 

mutual investment and reciprocity around learning to write in a manner marked by 

academic discourse community conventions. I believe this difference is due to 
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Adaptivists’ cognitive domain orientation versus Transformationalists’ intrapersonal 

domain orientation when talking about what makes writers achieve success in college. 

Transformationalists’ intrapersonal orientation leads them to believe that what allows 

writers to produce successful texts is an internal process, orientation or attitude or process 

that leads to transformative actions being taken to change their writing processes and 

texts. By contrast, Adaptivists’ cognitive orientation leads them to believe that writers’ 

produce successful texts by employing traditional Aristotelian-inspired knowledge of 

argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic convention category habits. Adaptivists share this 

cognitive domain orientation and its prioritization of the habits of this category with the 

Classicists. Adaptivists’ traditional bent programmatically, however, differs from the 

Classicists in that they are adapting to the needs of a changing higher educational 

population programmatically. Adaptivists are invested in new pedagogical emphases that 

help these first-year writers practice the academic discourse traditions which the 

Adaptivists have grown to know and love.  

Adaptivists’ conceptions of what sort of expectations for collaboration need to be 

instilled in the Writing Center are articulated by Brian and Derek. Both Brian and Derek 

dwell on the importance of strategies tutors should practice to encourage collaborative 

reciprocal action so a tutor and tutee can work together toward a common goal. Through 

the establishment of this common goal, tutors can move tutees toward conforming to 

established college-level argumentative, rhetorical and linguistic conventions in their first 

year.  

Derek particularly emphasizes how reciprocity must be established through 

strategic action on the part of the tutor and responsive action on the part of the tutee in his 
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Method B retrospective interview when discussing his contributions as a tutor toward 

writers’ success. When discussing one successful writer he worked with, Derek 

emphasizes that he as a tutor and she as a writer must both “give and take” for 

collaboration to occur so this writer could acquire argumentative organizational 

mechanisms: 

So, there's like a give and take like within tutoring. I mean, granted, there 

is like a little of that in like teaching and stuff, but like not to like that same 

extent.  

 

Um, but like the student would also . . . like her ability to use articles . . . 

gradually increased . . . I noticed because she was using more analysis in like her 

research papers. Yeah, like with journal articles. Um, it was, she was able to use 

the Academic Search Complete database. And she made more use--because she 

made use of it like on her own. I mean, and granted that could just as easily like, 

because some of her teachers recommended it and stuff. But it was just like, she 

was just really receptive to things and like she like embraced them. And that's 

what I liked about her. (6 Apr.) 

 

When Derek explains here how he “gave” as a tutor to this writer “an ability to use 

articles . . . to use more analysis in her research papers,” he is talking about how he taught 

her to use the organizational mechanism of explaining quotations from researched articles 

to build and connect with her argument overall. As you may recall, Derek referred to this 

ability as “analysis” when discussing Inez in his Method A interview. I believe that is 

what Derek also means here when he talks about this writer using “analysis” in 

conjunction with her research papers and journal articles. Consequently, what this writer 

“took” because she was “receptive” during a series of tutoring sessions allowed her to 

“gradually” “embrace” and apply this organizational mechanism. Moreover, Derek 

asserts that it is especially important for tutors like him to spark this habitual give and 

take within a tutoring session to meet writers’ conventional needs because it may not be 
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practiced enough by instructors. Derek specifies in his introduction of his explanation of 

this “give and take” process within tutoring that, “there is like a little of that in like 

teaching and stuff, but like not to like that same extent.” In a fit of modesty, Derek even 

seems to allow in his closing statement that this tutee’s change in behavior “could” be 

because her instructor “recommend[ed]” using databases to find articles to analyze to 

support their arguments. Derek’s use of the conditional “could” and “recommend”, 

however, imply that instructors may only tell, but not show, writers how to utilize this 

conventional organizational mechanism, so it is up to the tutor to do so.  

Derek emphasizes again and again how important he believes this writing center 

tutor enactment of collaboration is to first-year writers’ success. Throughout his Method 

B interview, Derek returns to an explication of the phrase “give and take” and the word 

“receptivity” a total of ten times when discussing his tutoring practice.  Each time, Derek 

expands more on what strategic giving looks like for the tutor and taking or receptivity 

looks like for the tutee. Eventually, Derek posits that collaboration can only occur if both 

tutor and tutee are receptive to each other’s input: 

Like it can't just be the tutor, um, like, uh, there have been times where 

somehow I ended up . . . and this is with other students, like there would be times 

like where I would like fall into the trap of basically just being like, "Okay, so, 

um, okay, so yeah, like I'm going to like read this out loud and I'm just going to 

see issues I can  find. And then I would just like explain [the issues], but not 

really give the student opportunities…  

  

I mean, but then, over time, I would personally get better with that. In part, 

um, after seeing how students could be receptive . . . So, then I was like, okay, so 

I need to be more receptive. So, I need to hear what you have to say . . . So, like 

whenever I start a session I'll just be like, "Oh, how can I help you? Um, how can 

I be of service? Hey, what can I do you for?" . . . It has to be mutual. (6 Apr.) 
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Derek shares his realization here that if he wants tutees to be receptive to his explanations 

about “issues,” he as a tutor needs to be receptive to “what [they] have to say.” For tutees, 

receptivity is further defined later in this explanation by Derek as ‘working alongside the 

tutor” in order to “leave their comfort zone and kind of stretch their own boundaries” (6 

Apr.). Thus, Derek once again shows that this explanatory exchange must lead to writers’ 

actual application or “working” with the tutor so that acquisition of these needed 

conventions can occur. 

Derek elected to end our Method B interview by recounting the importance of 

tutor and tutee reciprocity, especially when getting tutees to apply stylistic conventions 

during editing:  

Students who come in like not having made, um, any corrections, even 

like the most like basic ones like suggested, like by the professor. It's just, like, 

‘Alright, I mean, you arranged this like appointment like a week ago and you 

mean you haven't been working on this at all because you because you were just 

like, yeah, I'll let the writing center like take a crack at it.’ And it's just like, no, 

like, I need you to work with me, not for me to do the work for you. Like I'm 

helping you, this session is supposed to be us, like, working together.  

 

 Now you’re like being on your phone while I look at your paper and I'm 

just like, ‘Got to fix that, fix that, fix that, fix that, fix that.’ Because there have 

been like very rare occasions where I did, uh, fall into that trap. And I really do 

try to avoid doing that because it's like, no, because then I'm not really, like, 

tutoring you. I'm just being an editor. Being an editor and being a writing tutor are 

two completely different things. I mean, I would make a good editor--but that's 

not what I am here to do right here, right now. Right, it's like, as the tutee, don’t 

expect me, the tutor, to just like correct your paper for you. Like, that's not the 

point. The point is for me to help you improve based on your own merits. Um, 

and just like that give and take. Like the reciprocity like I was talking about 

before, like, that's not there otherwise. (6 Apr.) 

 

I should specify here that through his writing center tutor training that I developed and 

conducted in my role as Writing Center Coordinator, Derek was taught to define editing 

as addressing sentence-level errors involving grammatical construction and punctuation. 
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Thus, in speaking with me, Derek knows that, when he uses the word “edit,” that I 

understand that he is referring to the work of applying these grammatical and mechanical 

conventions to construct clear sentences. What I find most significant here is Derek’s 

tangible anger towards tutees who don’t edit prior to the session or during the session. He 

makes statements like “don’t expect me, the tutor, to just like correct your paper for you.” 

This expression of anger lets us know how passionately Derek feels that tutors are not to 

act as editors or do the work of applying these grammatical and punctuation rules for 

tutees. Moreover, when Derek concludes with a statement about tutees improving “based 

on their own merits,” he reveals his belief that if he resists editing, he will inspire his 

tutees to take reciprocal action by applying what he helps them see about their use of 

these conventional rules within their writing. This tutee reciprocal action will, therefore, 

help them reinforce and form new editing habits.  

What differentiates the receptive exchanges Derek describes from the 

collaborative dialogic exchanges Transformationalists described is that their focus is on 

enjoining first-year writers in the work of applying conventional habits. In the 

Transformationalist model, the first-year writer is prodded to use an internal orientation, 

attitude or process to take external action to change their texts and writing processes. The 

writer is encouraged to reflect on and evaluate their writing process in order to recognize 

what they need to change to achieve writing success in college. The goal of the 

Adaptivists’ model, however, is to push writers to learn how to enact argumentative and 

linguistic conventions expected in college-level writing, if they don’t already possess this 

conventional application knowledge.  
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Adaptivist Brian also emphasizes the strategic actions tutors need to take to 

inspire writers’ reciprocal action to habitually apply knowledge of argumentative 

conventions during collaboration, albeit in a less extensively descriptive manner than 

Derek’s. In his case, Brian’s stress on tutor collaborative action comes to light in the 

episodes where he talks about his ranking of the traits of writing center peer tutors that 

help writers become successful. During these episodes, Brian also prioritizes tutors 

refusing to do the work for first-year writers for reasons akin to Derek’s. For example, 

Brian’s connection to Derek’s perception is most apparent when sharing his reasoning 

about why he ranked the trait “poses questions that help student writers consider the 

audience and purpose of an assignment” as third most-important for writing center tutors 

to possess during his Method C ranking of tutor traits: 

I--I think that, you know, a big, uh . . . on two dimensions. One is that, um, it 

really helps the . . . particularly with peer tutors, I think it helps the student to . . . 

the good peer tutors in my mind are helping the students, the--the--the--the writer 

. . . to become . . . to come to their own conclusions, you know? To--to learn, and 

no--not just saying, "This is . . . you need to change this and this and this." Right? 

And the best way to do that is through questions. (29 May) 

 

Brian’s stress here is on tutors taking strategic action through questioning to get writers to 

take reciprocal action to apply an argumentative convention he deemed important for 

writers’ success--evincing rhetorical awareness. While Brian’s emphasis is getting writers 

to act on their knowledge of a different argumentative convention than Derek, what they 

share is the belief that tutors must push writers to take reciprocal action based on what 

they point out about writers’ use of conventions within their writing. According to Brian, 

tutors should not, therefore, tell tutees “you need to change this and this” due to the 

requirements of a writing assignment’s audience or purpose. From Brian’s standpoint, 
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this allows writers to “come to their own conclusions” about what they know about the 

rhetorical conventions that they have been impelled to realize through tutor-questioning 

and take action to ensure that this conventional rhetorical knowledge is being implement. 

More confirmation can be found that tutor and tutee collaboration during the 

writing center tutoring session is crucial to forming successful writers for Adaptivists 

Brian and Derek is in Table 7. In the “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” 

column, the “Brian” and “Derek” rows show that this habit’s codes represent 100% (8/8) 

of Brian’s and 47% (8/17) of Derek’s interpersonal domain orientation code tallies found 

in the previous column. The substantial percentage this habit category makes up of Brian 

and Derek’s interpersonal domain orientation codes shows how important they believe 

writers’ practice of this habit is to their success 

Building relationships. Pamela is the only Adaptivist who prioritizes the habitual 

programmatic practice of relationship building by first-year writing instructors with 

writers in their classes like the Transformationalists in order to promote the learning of 

conventions which Classicists also prioritize. Unlike the Transformationalists, Pamela 

does not envision relationship building as building trust with writers so they will share 

their writing and so that feedback will be offered that invokes a Dewian-like actionable 

process for change. Instead, Pamela sees relationship building as a process where 

students get to share their personal struggles and an instructor can offer care and attention 

which shows that they are invested in the student as a person and a writer. As this 

relationship process moves along, this investment reciprocally engenders in the writer an 

investment in what the instructor cares about--teaching certain conventions of the 

academic discourse community. Thus, the writer becomes invested in learning about 
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what Pamela regards as the most important aspects of the habit of demonstrating 

knowledge of argumentative and linguistic conventions from the cognitive domain. 

Pamela shares with the Classicists the prioritization of the habit of writers demonstrating 

their knowledge of argumentative and linguistic conventions from the cognitive domain. 

Pamela’s ultimate purpose for writers’ learning these conventions is so that students can 

become a part of the academic discourse community, so their ideas can be heard. This is 

very reminiscent of Classicists Linda and Saul’s prioritizing writers’ acquisition and 

utilization of language in their writing to mark them as a part of an academic and 

disciplinary discourse community in a very Aristotelian sense. Saul and Linda’s argument 

reflect the viewpoint that if writers use this language, their ideas will be heard by this 

community audience. 

Pamela’s belief in the primacy of relationship building between instructor and 

writer as a programmatic mechanism was illustrated many times in her Method A & B 

interviews. I believe there are three key illustrative moments where Pamela articulates the 

impact and purpose of the programmatic mechanism of the instructor practice of 

relationship building on students. The first two instances are from the portion of the 

Method A interview after I asked Pamela to rank writers from most-to-least successful 

just based on their profiles. It could, therefore, be interpreted that Pamela was influenced 

to consider relationships as they were discussed in some of the profiles like Tyrone’s. 

Yet, Pamela constantly revisited this theme in her Method B interview, especially when 

discussing unsuccessful writers whom she taught in the first year and spoke about what 

she did to foster their success. Her words give credence to my findings about the 

importance of instructor-relationship building to her. It is in these three instances that 
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Pamela shows how her caring response allowed for the opportunity for these students to 

care about learning and applying argumentative, genre and disciplinary conventions of 

the academic discourse community that must be used in college writing.  

In the first illustrative instance I chose from her Method A interview, Pamela 

focuses on how important instructor relationship-building is for investing writers of color 

in argumentative and disciplinary conventions. This focus was inspired by her review of 

the part of Tyrone’s profile which discusses the positive impact of his relationship with 

his professor on his writing:  

Tyrone doesn’t really like writing and has struggled with both reading and writing 

in the past. Yet, on the first day of class, he is surprised by his professor. She isn’t 

like any other teacher he has had.  She talks about reading and writing in a way 

that makes sense to him and even uses the word “bullshit” when talking about the 

how other professors only concentrate on grammar instead of ideas when 

commenting on students’ writing. He finds he likes her more and more because 

the readings and discussions focus on the ideas of authors from different races, 

cultures, genders and sexual orientations. He is able to start to see that maybe he 

hasn’t liked writing or reading because he has never been able to relate to 

assigned readings and his ideas were often ignored because he doesn’t know a lot 

about grammar or punctuation. He likes working with his peers and professor in 

class because they often help him see things differently about himself and his 

writing. (see Appendix B) 

Tyrone’s profile causes Pamela to articulate the following reflection on her 

relationship with an African American student in her first-year writing class where she 

had a similar positive impact:  

  [Tyrone] actually reminds me very much of a student who I have this year, 

and like . . . There's a particular situation that is maybe skewing my reading of 

that, but . . . I had a student, um, who I actually, I've ha--, I have for the second 

semester in a row . . . And I, we have a really good relationship, like I know that 

the reason that that student, A, stayed in my class in the first semester, B, is in 

another class with me now, and, C, is like doing what I'm asking this student to 

do, is because of our like relationship, like once we have a good, you know, a 

good rapport . . . And it's also, I mean, it, there's, um, um, you know, a lot of, a 

lot of our conversation has to do with, um, race quite frankly, and um, and like 

that's a, that's a factor. But I think that, um, you know, the student has talked 
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about the fact that, um, he has not always felt, um, s--, that there, that there are a 

lot of, that there, that he's had a lot of like professors who have sort of been, um, 

uh, you know, not accepting . . . . 

He's a, you know, he's Black, and, and but that has been a factor for him, 

and so I think that it's really important for him that, you know, that he's, that he 

has a professor with whom he can have a good relationship. I don't know. I 

mean, I'm not saying anything about myself. I'm just, like that's sort of what he 

said to me. (12 Mar.) 

In Pamela’s recounting of this relationship, what becomes distinct is that her ability to 

“accept” her “Black” student has allowed him to share that other professors have rejected 

him. Pamela seems to infer, therefore, that her caring about this first-year writer’s racial 

struggles has enabled her to build a relationship with him unlike “a lot of professors.” In 

turn, this has led to this student “doing what [Pamela] ask[ed] this student to do” in terms 

of writing so that he successfully completed one first-year writing class and was able to 

move on to another with her. 

Pamela’s report that the student is “doing what I'm asking [him] to do” is 

important to make note of because it connects to his application of disciplinary and 

argumentative conventions. The importance Pamela assigns to this recalls her emphasis 

on the importance of writers following the prompt, especially Tyrone. Previously, Pamela 

characterized understanding and following the prompt directions as writers staying within 

the parameters set by disciplinary authorities, including instructors. Thus, understanding 

and following the prompt is a form of doing what an instructor is asking a writer to do. 

Also, as has been established, these prompt parameters have much to do with 

implementing argumentative and disciplinary conventions.  

In the second illustrative instance I chose, Pamela defines her practice of 

relationship building as a tool an instructor can leverage to invest disengaged writers in 
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applying genre and disciplinary conventions. In Pamela’s response to my question about 

what can be done programmatically to help writers whom she ranked the lowest, Han and 

Shaunia, she outlines her relationship building approach during conferencing and its 

impact:  

And so, um, and so, I . . . But a lot of times, you know, for students who 

are maybe not accustomed to [writing in college] or are resistant to it in some 

way, I try as soon as I can in a semester to c--, to bring them in to, for a writing 

conference, um, on their first paper . . . You know, even if it's just like two 

minutes. But a little bit of that is like, ‘How's your semester going?’ You know, 

‘What's going on?’ ‘Oh, I'm really interested that you're writing about this.’ Or 

like, ‘I remember you said this about yourself, and that's really cool. I have this in 

common,’ or whatever. And I think that like doing that work of interpersonal 

relationship building, even if it's really small, like, you know, that starts to have, 

um, have an impact. And I mean there are, I mean there are students like even 

where I feel like I'm, either they're a little disengaged or they're a little resistant. 

Um, but, I'll just like, I mean, it seems so silly, but it's like, I just like make sure I 

say ‘Hi’ to them and smile at them, and like ask them how they're doing, and it's 

amazing like how often they seem to respond really well to that. 

 

So, I know that's like not directly related to writing, but like, like writing 

instruction, but I, but for me, I mean, that's been like, I feel like that makes such a 

big difference in whether or not I'm able to then have a good conversation about 

how do you, like do we write annotated bibliographies, or like how has the MLA 

style evolved over, you know, the years or something. (12 Mar.) 

 

What is notable here is how Pamela names her practice of inquiring about her students’ 

lives outside of class as “interpersonal relationship-building.” Furthermore, Pamela 

explicitly connects her relationship-building practice to getting these “resistant” or 

“disengaged” first-year students to engage in “conversations” about applying annotated 

bibliography genre and the disciplinary citation conventions of the Modern Language 

Association (MLA). 
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During this discussion about addressing low ranked writers Han and Shaunia’s 

needs, Pamela even specifies how the purpose of relationship building and learning these 

conventions is to help these writers gain entrance into an academic discourse community:    

Like that, I mean, that is like, [relationship building] is very important to me, and 

so I think that, um, once the students know that I see them as people, they also 

start to see each other as people, and it creates more, and we were talking about 

discourse community, it creates more of a discourse community and especially a 

community within the classroom itself, and so then it becomes a site for, um, 

exchange of ideas rather than, um, you know, just a, I'm going to give you 

information and you are going to receive it. I mean, that's not at all how my 

classes are structured. And so, um, you know that it's much more of a, um, of a 

workspace and a, and a kind of shared environment in which we can all kind of 

like grow together. (12 Mar.) 

 

Pamela’s statements here show Pamela’s intent in building relationships with her students 

is so she can create an academic discourse community in her classroom. Pamela 

envisions that her discourse community will emphasize “an exchange of ideas” rather 

than her “giv[ing] [her students] information. Pamela prefaces this discussing of a class 

discourse community with connecting relationship-building to applying annotated 

bibliography and citation conventions. I infer, therefore, that Pamela sees belonging to 

this community as being predicated on conventional knowledge. In other words, for this 

exchange of ideas to occur in her class, Pamela wants her students to first show that they 

know how to apply academic and disciplinary conventions in their writing. Pamela joins, 

therefore, her Classicist colleagues, Saul and Linda, in assigning primacy to writers using 

Aristotelian-inspired argumentative and disciplinary conventions so they are identified as 

members of the academic discourse community and so that their ideas can be heard.  

In the final instance I chose, Pamela discusses another reason why relationship 

building is important--personal issues can distract students from the business of learning 
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conventions. In this episode from her Method B interview, Pamela identifies how 

addressing the struggles of students within her current first-year class have allowed them 

to concentrate on achieving the objectives of their current assignment:  

Every other student in the class, like, the list of like, personal drama, like . 

. . And I mean, not to make light of it, I mean it's like--It's serious stuff. I mean, I 

have one student with an unplanned pregnancy, I've got one student who like, 

suffered a serious injury at the beginning of the semester that really impacted the 

student's ability to, like, do any writing. I have another student who has had like . 

. . a couple students actually, who have had a bunch of, like, different family 

situations going on. Um, and so, just like, to get any of the work of the writing 

done.  

I've had, and I take this on myself. Like, I know a lot of people would just 

be like, ‘Oh well then, like, you're done.’ And I feel like because of how I am, as 

a teacher I guess, and just because of how I am, like, I have to um . . . I want to 

be able to address those, like . . . I want to help them get through it, because I 

know it's impacting them in this class . . . .  

So, if I can be someone to like, at least, like have the conversation with 

them, to like, kind of help them work through . . . And I have to say, I'm feeling a 

little optimistic because I had writing conferences with this group this morning. 

But, for as like, for as arduous as this semester has been, this morning, the 

conferences went really well. They were far more prepared than they had been all 

semester. And suddenly, they seemed to like, have a really good sense of what 

they needed to get done and like, be really committed to the work that they were 

gonna do.  (9 Apr.) 

 

To me, what Pamela is saying here is that students’ personal troubles cannot be ignored 

by her as the instructor because they “impact them in this[writing] class.” So, if Pamela 

shows she cares about students’ situations by “help[ing] them work through” these issues, 

then these students may be able to get to the “work of writing.” The evidence Pamela 

provides of the success of this approach is the productive conferences she had that 

morning. In short, Pamela believes that, unless the instructor builds relationships by 

addressing students’ sufferings first, the work of the first-year writing class cannot be 

done. Work, Pamela implies, entails learning argumentative and disciplinary conventions. 
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Furthermore, based on Pamela’s consistent emphasis, Pamela believes this relational 

work, more than anything else, will enable students to learn and apply academic 

discourse community conventions so necessary for their success.  

Further proof that the collaborative category’s habit of relationships building of 

primary importance to Pamela programmatically can be found within Table 7’s column 

“Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies.” This column’s “Pamela” row shows 

that 100% (17/17) of her episode dominant habits code category tallies for the 

“Collaboration” category discuss the importance of relationship building. Thus, the 

substantial percentage this relationship building habit codes represents of the 

collaboration category’s habit codes shows how important to Pamela the instructor 

relationship-building is to students’ success programmatically.  

Providing feedback. Brian is the only Adaptivist who privileges the habit of 

providing feedback as a programmatic mechanism for producing successful writers in the 

transition as do the Transformationalists, but who at the same time, doesn’t see its 

purpose and enactment in the same way. According to Brian, the purpose of this feedback 

that needs to be provided by both first-year writing instructors and writing center tutors is 

to communicate disciplinary conventions. Thus, Brian joins his fellow Adaptivist Pamela 

in privileging collaborative habits as vehicles for communicating traditional academic 

writing forms, not inculcating a Dewian-like actional process for change like the 

Transformationalists. Moreover, Brian does not spell out criteria for written first-year 

instructor feedback so it can be habitually applied like the Transformationalists apply 

them. Instead, Brian sees providing written feedback and discussing it verbally is an 

interactive learning tool to be habitually utilized by first-year instructors in service of 
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addressing individual college writing needs. A further difference between the 

Transformationalists and Brian is their conceptions of the collaborative habits which 

tutors need to engage when providing feedback within the Writing Center. The 

Transformationalists see the habitual practice of collaboration by tutors as aimed at 

interpreting first-year instructor feedback so it can be applied during the revision process. 

Yet, Brian sees the tutoring session as providing more time to habitually interactively 

address individual disciplinary first-year writer needs as identified by instructors. This, 

then, creates a need for further time which an instructor cannot spare, in or outside the 

classroom, with his/her other responsibilities of communicating disciplinary material.  

Brian first makes it plain that providing feedback is an interactive learning tool 

that should be most about a first-year writing instructor’s collaborating with a student to 

address individual writing needs. The precedence Brian assigns to instructor-feedback in 

addressing student writing needs is made apparent during his Method C interview, 

following his ranking of instructor traits that influence first-year writer success. 

Expressly, Brian makes the importance which he assigns a first-year instructor providing 

“explicit and comprehensive written and/or verbal feedback to students about their 

writing” very conspicuous when he discusses why he ranked this trait as number one for 

these instructors to possess:   

But, you know, the more I . . . I kept re-- . . . I read through them all . . . twice, 

and I just, I kept coming back to that one. But that feedback, the direct feedback . 

. . you know, the classroom is so important in my mind. But the . . . it's that fee- . . 

. like, if a student hands in some writing . . . and the feedback that they receive on 

their individual writing, I just think is really one of the most valuable pieces. Um, 

I think it's the most individual student-centered of, uh, everything on that list. You 

know? So, it's all so important, and--and learning about . . . within the classroom, 

but, um, I think I've received the best, uh, help on my writing when I've handed in 

something, and then . . . particularly because it mentions both the written and 
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verbal feedback, you know? When I've . . . not only gotten the feedback, but then 

have sat down with that person . . . or the . . . my instructor and talked about it. 

So, I think that's been the most help for me. (29 May) 

 

In sum, Brian expresses here that the most effective tool that first-year writing instructors 

have in their teaching toolbox is providing written feedback and then sitting down and 

talking about it with the writer. And the reason this feedback is such an effective 

collaborative interactive tool is because it is “student-centered” in that it focuses on 

instructor identification and discussion of an individual writer’s needs. The implication 

here is that once these needs are identified, writers can then get “help” addressing these 

needs through a verbal exchange with someone with expertise in writing instruction--

their instructor.  

Brian further reflects on his experience learning the conventions of his discipline 

when writing his dissertation to establish the positive impact of habitual instructor 

feedback. Offering this type of proof is consistent with the other proof Brian offered in 

his discussions about the cognitive habit of evincing rhetorical awareness which he 

regards as important for writers. Brian’s response to my request to expound upon his 

comment that he found instructor-written and verbal feedback “most helpful” for him is 

where he offers this proof:  

Well, I actually was . . . I was talking about it. It wasn't one of my . . . it wasn't my 

chair of my dissertation. . . but it was actually two members of my committee 

were really good at that, and they-- . . . and they'd get feed-- . . . they'd write out 

feedback, but they'd also invite me in to . . .   just to kind of go over it, and we'd 

talk through it that way. (29 May) 

 

By choosing this example of helpful feedback, Brian intimates that the type of feedback 

provided to him and other writers that is most helpful should be about disciplinary 

conventions. As I indicated before, when Brian used his dissertation writing experience to 
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show the importance of writer consideration of audience and purpose, writing a 

dissertation is about, in part, exercising knowledge of disciplinary writing conventions. 

These disciplinary conventions are ones that have been learned from those disciplinary 

authorities on the dissertation committee through the courses taken with them that they 

are now reinforcing through their feedback.  

When discussing providing feedback in relation to tutors, however, Brian 

contends that tutors’ habitual provision of feedback within the writing center is even 

more essential than its provision by first-year instructors. As was true for first-year 

instructors, Brian also ranked the trait “provides thoughtful written and verbal feedback 

to tutees” as number one for writing center peer tutors. When asked to compare the 

importance of providing feedback for first-year instructors versus tutors, Brian offered:  

I . . . you know, in some ways it's even more important for peer tutors in my mind 

. . . just because a lot . . . they . . . they're gonna do a lot more one-on-one work. 

Whereas the--the faculty are always . . . the instructor is always trying to balance 

out . . . kind of my class . . . the use of my classroom time with the use of my 

feedback time. Um, so I would say it's even more important for the peer tutor, 

from what I know. (29 May) 

 

Brian’s implication, therefore, is that tutor feedback is essential. Brian indicates that 

disciplinary instructors have less time to offer further individual feedback. Brian indicates 

that disciplinary instructors must distribute their time between the “classroom,”  meaning 

“preparing for the teaching of disciplinary material in class,” and “feedback” meaning 

providing feedback on writing assignments. Instructors, therefore, do not have time to 

continually guide students in applying this feedback. Thus, it is the Writing Center tutor’s 

role to supplement instructor feedback by habitually providing more extensive one-on-

one work, applying each discipline’s conventions as they implement instructor feedback. 
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Moreover, Brian offers more about how often tutors should provide feedback and the 

nature of this feedback, when asked if there is anything that peer tutors could do to not 

promote writers’ success. Brian replied, “Just coming in and marking up the paper, and 

saying, ‘You should do this,’ you know, I don't think really helps students become better 

writers. It may . . . might help them on that one paper, but they don't necessarily become 

better writers” (29 May). Brian’s choice to reemphasize the importance of provision of 

feedback by tutors in creating better writers here, underlines that tutor feedback for him is 

about more than success on one assignment. Furthermore, Brian is offering the concept 

that tutor provision of feedback is not about identifying errors by “marking up the paper” 

or providing directives that the tutee needs to act on without thinking. Instead, tutor 

provision of feedback is more about discussion and then collaborative action by the tutor 

and tutee on many assignments so that a writer learns the conventions and traditions to be 

followed within disciplinary college writing.  

Further proof that the collaborative category’s habit of relationships building is of 

primary importance to Brian programmatically can be found within Table 7’s column 

“Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies.” This column’s “Brian” row shows 

that 63% (5/8) of the episode dominant habits code category tallies for the 

“Collaboration” category discuss the importance of relationship building. Thus, the 

substantial percentage these relationship building habit codes represent of the 

collaboration category’s habit codes shows how important to Brian instructor feedback is 

to students’ success programmatically.   
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The Intrapersonal Domain: Metacognition 

The other two Adaptivists, Jamie and Catherine, focus on programmatic 

development of the metacognitive habit from the intrapersonal domain to ensure writerly 

success in the first year. Jamie and Catherine’s conception of the metacognitive habit is 

centered on tutors’ ability in a writing center to reflect on and evaluate their own feelings 

and learning strategies in order to determine how they achieved success on class 

assignments. Tutors can then use these insights to provide first-year tutees with strategies 

that help them achieve their prompt or professor’s directives. Furthermore, tutors can 

teach tutees to reflect on feelings and learning strategies to evaluate their performance. 

Based on this evaluation, tutees can either focus on the work at hand or select and enact 

the appropriate strategy needed to successfully complete an assignment. Thus, writers can 

be taught how to identify and address their own disciplinary conventional needs in an 

assignment.  

What distinguishes these Adaptivists’ view of the metacognitive habit from the 

Transformationalist view forwarded by Kara is that it primarily focuses on writing center 

tutors changing tutees’ abilities to execute traditional disciplinary conventions used by 

these disciplinary members of the academic discourse community--or sometimes simply 

whatever conventions their professors expect. Instead, Transformationalist Kara’s focus 

was on changing a writer’s high school writing process practices during text production 

in college classes. Thus, while both these Adaptivists and Kara broadly value the practice 

of reflection, evaluation and change for writers, their foci for change differs. Yet, both 

these Adaptivists and Kara are still looking to address writers’ specific needs. Moreover, 

given that Adaptivists Catherine and Jamie are peer tutors in Solopaca’s Writing Center, 
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it is no surprise that they have mainly discussed the metacognitive habit within the 

practice of tutoring as the programmatic mechanism that will bring about writer’s 

success. It follows, therefore, that Transformationalist Kara, as an administrator who has 

taught first-year writing at Solopaca, mainly discussed the metacognitive habit with the 

practice of the transitioning writers for whom she has provided instruction. 

Both Catherine and Jamie consider how enacting the metacognitive habit of 

reflecting on and evaluating what make them achieve success on a prompt translated into 

their ability to provide tutees with strategies for achieving a disciplinary prompt’s 

directives. These considerations occurred during their Method A interviews following the 

ranking activity. Catherine and Jamie’s repeated relating of their practice of this 

metacognitive habit when tutoring as they considered what makes first-year writers 

successful shows how significant they believe this programmatic practice is to first-year 

writers’ success. For example, Catherine offers, in response to the question about what 

programmatic mechanisms would help those first-year writers she ranks as “least 

successful”—Tyrone and Shaunia—become successful: 

   I'm never 100% certain that that's how the professor interprets [a prompt]. 

I'm interpreting it based on how . . . It can go five different ways, and I think that 

I, as a tutor, always feel three times more confident helping a student if it's a 

student in a class that I've had before, because I've had that class. I've had that 

professor. I've had that assignment, maybe, so I know.  

 

I had a student the other day who had a poli sci class I was in, and she was 

saying, "I don't understand how this has to be set up." I was like, "Listen, I had 

this paper. Here's the things he wants to see. If you're having this, it's not going to 

matter as much as if you're including this," . . . I think for Tyrone and for Shaunia, 

that would really solve a lot of the issues they had. (22 Feb.) 
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I should begin by noting that I believe that when Catherine uses the word “assignment,” 

she is referring to the prompt, particularly because she uses these words interchangeably 

later in this interview. What shines through here is Catherine’s certainty that her ability to 

metacognitively reflect on and evaluate what made her successful on a “poli sci” prompt 

translated into her ability to tell the writers responding to the same prompt exactly what 

the professor wants. By identifying this prompt by its discipline, Catherine is indicating 

that this disciplinary identity has bearing on how she sees this prompt and its 

conventional expectations. Catherine remarks that, without this opportunity to reflect on 

and evaluate her performance in response to a prompt, she is never “100% certain” what 

the disciplinary conventions should be utilized in order to meet the professor’s 

expectations. Furthermore, what seems to follow, but Catherine does not express, is that 

if she is not certain, she may cause the writer to miss the mark in terms of interpreting the 

prompt’s disciplinary expectations and conventions. Catherine ultimately asserts that her 

metacognitive practice will be enabling less successful writers, like Tyrone and Shaunia, 

to achieve success on disciplinary prompts she, too, has responded to. Through 

metacognitive reflection, Catherine can discern what disciplinary conventions she used to 

achieved success, so she will know how to be able to pass on this information to the 

writers she tutors.  

Jamie also talks about how her application of the metacognitive habit of reflecting 

on and evaluating her performance in response to a prompt will help tutees meet the 

professors’ expectations of prompts from the same courses. Jamie’s focus, however, is 

more on first-year writers and using grades to determine the success of her texts in a 
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certain discipline. In 8 out the 10 episodes coded as discussing metacognition & 

programmatic mechanisms, Jamie repeats time after time something like this:  

Sometimes I can help if I've had the class and the professor, like--I've had, 

um, people come in with papers from Dr. X, Dr. Y. Classes that I've had freshman 

year or sophomore year. And they're very specific in what they want in their 

prompts. Most of the time their prompts are quite similar. They're always asking 

for similar things. So those classes, I can help out because I have that experience 

under my belt. 

 

I'm like, well, Dr. X wants this. I know he wants this because I got an . . . 

And it depends on how I did in the class as well. Like, especially with Dr. Y, I've 

gotten ‘A’s in every one of his classes that I've taken with him. So, I'm like, I can 

help you. 'Cause if I got a bad grade on his paper, I'm like well, maybe you should 

go see them because I didn't do well. 'Cause I don't want to give [tutees] false 

advice. (14 Mar.)26 

 

Like Catherine, Jamie is only comfortable with providing advice on prompts from 

courses she has taken where her texts have been successful.  Yet, Jamie is more focused 

on first-year writers here because she specifies prompts from courses she took in her 

“freshmen” or “sophomore” years. Jamie is also more explicit about how her 

determination of success is influenced by her grade on an assignment. Jamie points out 

that her “paper” performance must first have been evaluated as worthy of an “A” by Dr. 

Y before she feels able to reflect on what made her successful and share with her tutees 

what Dr. Y wants in response to his prompts. Jamie perceives that professors’ successive 

positive evaluations especially directly impacts her ability to offer future students in this 

class advice. As Jamie offers, she “can help” with prompts in Dr. Y’s class because, “I’ve 

gotten ‘A’s in every one of the classes I’ve take with him.” Furthermore, Jamie uses 

grades to determine when she could give tutees “bad advice”--if she tries to help them 

 

26 Dr. X and Z are pseudonyms use here to conceal the identifty of the professors at Solopaca Jamie is 

referencing.  
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with interpreting prompts for papers, she “got a bad grade on.” Ultimately, Jamie believes 

that metacognitively reflecting on and evaluating her performance when responding to 

prompts enables her to help tutees in their first year give professors “what they want” (14 

Mar.).  

Jamie ties the prompt to what the professor wants in terms of their disciplinary 

expectations as well, particularly when she defines what the professor can want, as she 

calls it, “outside the prompt”: 

I have had teachers who say APA format. And then I'll hand in APA format with 

a title page and an abstract and they'll be like, oh, you didn't need the title page 

and the abstract . . . So that's what I'm used to with APA format . . . Um, another 

thing that I have trouble with professors and APA format, is the subheadings. I 

always put a subheading. A lot of professors don't want a subheading. They'll 

have it for the introduction and that's it. So, it's something I'm used to 'cause with 

most of my psych stuff, you want the abstract, you want the title page . . . 

Sometimes with my crim work, they don't want the subheadings. (14 Mar.) 

 

What Jamie is highlighting here is that even when a professor indicates they want 

students to use a standard disciplinary convention like APA formatting in a prompt, what 

they want can still vary because of the disciplines like “psych” and “crim.” Thus, she 

shows that by reflecting on and evaluating her performance in response to prompts in 

these two fields, she is able to gain insight on how even APA formatting can vary for 

these fields due to disciplinary conventions or professor preferences, it’s not clear which.  

Based on this insight, Jamie recommends that her tutees utilize the strategy of going to 

office hours “if they want to fully realize these prompts and fully get that grade” (14 

Mar.). In other words, the only way that tutees can ensure they meet both professor 

preferences and disciplinary preferences is to ask the professor.  
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Jamie adds another piece to her metacognitive habit practice--that it must be 

practiced not only on each assignment but collectively in order to determine professor 

wants. This piece of the habit practice comes to light as she elaborates a bit more on how 

and why she offers this strategy of going to office hours to tutees in several places as she 

does here:  

I tell my tutees constantly, go to your teachers. Especially if they come in not 

understanding a prompt. I will try and explain what I see on the prompt paper . . . 

But again, I have that idea of what the teacher's asking for outside of the prompt. 

And I'll explain that to students, but like there are some things that teachers want 

that they won't ask for in a prompt . . . And if you go to talk to them about your 

paper, they're probably going to tell you. (14 Mar.) 

 

Jamie reveals here that her strategy to go to her “teachers” which she offers to tutees was 

derived from reflecting on her collective performance as a college writer, where she 

discovered that prompts often do not include all that a “teacher wants.” This has led her 

to realize that in order to fully understand what a professor wants in response to a prompt, 

including the disciplinary conventions, you must ask them. And Jamie repeatedly shares 

this strategy with first-year writers because she has learned it has been most important to 

her success and, therefore, believes it will be important to the success of these writers as 

well.    

Catherine also discusses how she encourages tutees to visit their professor to get 

clarification on prompts based on her collective metacognitive practice regarding 

prompts. In one instance, she reflects on the prompts from Dr. Z’s first-year classes that 

she has found to be particularly indecipherable, so she encourages first-year tutees to go 

speak with Dr. Z: 

Dr. Z’s assignments . . . whenever she gets to that big one, and . . . it's always a 

variation of that same sort of assignment for her papers. I had one of her classes, 
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and I still look at it sometimes when people come in, and I'm like, ‘I don't fully 

know what she wants, either’ . . . Sometimes, I feel like students maybe get a 

little frustrated sometimes, but there are points when I don't have the answer, and 

I'm saying, ‘Listen, this is how I'm reading it, but I really think you need to go 

talk to your professor and make sure you understand.’ Students don't always like 

that answer, and sometimes students are almost afraid to go talk to their 

professor, and I'm like, ‘Your professor is not going to get mad if you're asking 

for clarification on the assignment’ or at least they shouldn't be. It's better that 

you understand it than all of a sudden, you write something completely wrong 

and your professor is like, 'Well, you didn't understand the prompt.' It's one of 

those things, so I'm doing my best to understand it, but that doesn't always mean 

that what I get out of it is the same that the professor has. (22 Feb.)27 

 

Thus, Catherine, too, can offer this strategy to new college writers only because she has 

reflected on her experience as a new college writer in this class. Catherine has 

discovered, through evaluating her performance on this assignment, that this particular 

prompt does not readily reveal what this professor “wants.” By eventually referring to 

“Dr. Z” as “professor,” Catherine universalizes this strategy in that she indicates this 

strategy is not only effective for Dr. Z’s prompts, but for realizing the expectation of all 

professors’ prompts.  

Jamie and Catherine also both reveal that they utilize this metacognitive habit to 

reflect on and evaluate the effectiveness of their tutoring sessions. By reflecting on and 

evaluating their sessions, they have insight into which strategies they or their tutees 

should practice in order to overcome barriers to successful performance. Catherine gets to 

how important this metacognitive practice is for writing center tutors as she answers the 

final question used in Method A about what programmatic mechanisms would help 

writers who have been least successful:  

 

27 Again, Dr. Z is a pseudonym used here to conceal the identity of the professor at Solopaca Catherine is 

referencing. 
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You need to know yourself and that's hard, I'm not saying that's easy, but 

when it comes to classes and writing and things . . . it sounds kind of silly, but I 

had a creative writing class and the first assignment we had, we had to write a 

discussion post and it was like, ‘Tell me about yourself as a writer. What do you 

like to write?  What do you like to read? Do you think you're a good writer?’  

  

It was those type of questions, and on one hand, you feel a little silly saying 

that type of thing, I'll admit, but on the other hand, you suddenly stop and you're 

like, ‘Well, you know, I never really thought about why I don't like writing 

poetry.’ It makes you stop and reconsider, and then all of a sudden when you're in 

the middle of a poetry unit, you're understanding a lot better why you have those 

reactions, so I think it's important to ask those questions, and people don't always 

do that.I think that even if that shouldn't be the writing center's primary concern, if 

you have students who are coming in like I've had before, who are saying, ‘I'm not 

a good writer’ or ‘I don't like writing. I've never learned how to write well,’ or 

something like that, then I think that is something that takes a few minutes to 

explore and say, ‘Why don't you think you're a good writer?’ Not saying take the 

entire 45 minutes to have that discussion but take a couple of minutes. I think that 

students always think they're going to come in and just immediately, ‘Okay, let's 

fix my paper.’ A lot of times, it's so much more than that, once you start talking to 

them about . . . I've had people who come in and all of a sudden, they're crying 

about, ‘Oh my gosh, this class is driving me nuts.’ You got to just take the time to 

really discuss everything with them. (22 Feb.) 

 

The length of this episode shows how much time Catherine has spent metacognitively 

reflecting on how her feelings about the subject matter of a class have impacted her 

performance as a writer, especially in the genres of certain disciplines like poetry. 

Moreover, its length shows how much time Catherine has spent on metacognitively 

reflecting on how tutees’ feelings about themselves as writers can impact their ability to 

perform as writers in any discipline. This has led her, therefore, to realize that in her 

practice as a tutor, she must find an outlet for these writers’ feelings.  Catherine offers an 

example of a question she uses, "Why don't you think you're a good writer?," in response 

to tutees articulating feelings like, “I'm not a good writer or I don't like writing. I've never 

learned how to write well.”  Catherine indicates it is only after airing and acknowledging 

these feelings that writers can no longer be overwhelmed by them. Once these feelings 
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are expressed and responded to, Catherine believes she as a tutor can be effective in 

improving tutee performance because the work of “fixing” their papers can become the 

writer’s focus. 

Jamie too talks about the importance of metacognitively reflecting on and 

evaluating the effectiveness of a tutoring session, but for her it informs the metacognitive 

practices she teaches her tutees. During her Method B interview, Jamie discussed a 

student who immediately came to mind when I asked her to talk about an unsuccessful 

writer. As she reflected on and evaluated a tutoring session with this unsuccessful 

student, Jamie’s emphasis became on how the student should reflect on and evaluate her 

performance in her research methods class to be successful:  

I think she needs to reflect and do a lot of learning . . . on her own time.  

And I feel like, if it, if that was me personally, when it was came around time for 

withdrawal dates, I would've withdrew from the class . . . And retook it. Because 

in my head, I would've known that there was no possible way that I could've 

passed. And I would rather have a ‘W,’ than an ‘F.’As I had said, in her not 

knowing these concepts that are covered in that class . . . I think she needs to take 

a long look at what she hasn't been doing . . . As far as paying, not paying 

attention or even sitting down and being like, can I even pass this class? Because 

at this point in time, the student's mentality is more of, I just need to get this done 

. . . And after our session, she had thanked me and said, that she didn't understand 

these concepts, but now she does. And there's only so much that I can teach her in 

45 minutes. I can teach her what a lit review is, but I can't teacher her a semester 

full of research methods in 45 minutes. (25 Apr.) 

Obviously, this is not a first-year student if she is learning how to do a literature review. 

In choosing this student as an example of an unsuccessful student, however, Jamie 

reveals how important metacognitive reflection and evaluation on performance is to 

success for her. What also makes this excerpt notable is that there is a doubling of 

reflection and evaluation going on here simultaneously. Jamie metacognitively reflects on 

and evaluates this session with this unsuccessful writer and ultimately concludes that her 
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attempts to teach this student how to write a literature review were ineffective. There is 

also the metacognitive reflection and evaluation which Jamie suggests that the student 

needs to do as a result of Jamie’s metacognitive reflection and evaluation about what 

would make the session effective. Essentially, Jamie attributes her ineffectualness to the 

student’s inability to metacognitively reflect on and evaluate her own performance in the 

class. Jamie believes, therefore, that if this student practiced this metacognitive habit, the 

student would realize what Jamie has realized as she has evaluated her own performances 

in the past--that it might be a better option to withdraw instead of fail. At this point, since 

the student has not learned what she needs to write a literature review, a key disciplinary 

convention in a research project, she will most likely fail her culminating research 

project. Jamie implies, therefore, that perhaps if this student were taught this strategy of 

metacognitive reflection and evaluation, the student would have saved the session and her 

performance as a writer in this class.   

Further proof that the intrapersonal habit of metacognition is vital to tutors’ 

practice and tutees’ success in the writing center for Jamie and Catherine can be found in 

Table 7.  In the “Episode Dominant Habits Code Category Tallies” column, the 

“Catherine” and “Jamie” rows shows this habit’s codes represent 40% (6/15) of 

Catherine’s and 48% (10/21) of Jamie’s intrapersonal domain orientation code tallies 

found in the previous column. The substantial percentage this habit makes up of 

Catherine’s and Jamie’s intrapersonal domain orientation codes shows how important 

they believe programmatically practicing and inculcating this metacognitive habit is to 

writer’s success.  
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Adaptivist Programmatic Mechanisms Conclusion 

Adaptivists still keep the cognitive habits they privileged for writers in mind when 

considering the goals of the programmatic mechanisms that must be employed by 

instructors and tutors. Specifically, the goal they see these programmatic mechanisms 

serving is to support the augmentation of writer habitual use of the knowledge about 

argumentative and linguistic conventions communicated through prompts. Adaptivists 

also join the Classicists in believing these academic discourse community conventions 

must be practiced for writerly success in the university. 

Where Adaptivists differ from the Classicists is in terms of how collaborative 

habits are to be practiced programmatically, due to their interpersonal or intrapersonal 

domain orientations: orientations that are shared by Transformationalists. While 

Adaptivists and Transformationalist may privilege similar habits from these domains, the 

specific purpose and the “where” and “whom” these domain habits need to be enacted by 

programmatically differentiate Adaptivists from Transformationalists. Moreover, 

Adaptivist assertions about these domain habit’s programmatic specific purpose and 

where and by whom they need to be practiced programmatically differentiates 

Adaptivists from each other. Yet, all Adaptivists agree with the Transformationalists that 

these mechanisms need to serve writer’s needs or goals. 

Repeatedly, Adaptivists—Brian, Derek and Pamela—due to the interpersonal 

domain orientation they share with Transformationalist, also emphasize collaborative 

habits when discussing programmatic mechanisms. Yet, how these Adaptivists describe 

the specific purpose and where and whom these collaborative habits they need to be 

enacted by programmatically differ not only from the Transformationalists but between 
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Adaptivists. When considering the programmatic mechanism of writing center tutoring, 

Adaptivists Derek and Brian privilege collaborative strategic action to be taken on the 

part of the tutor in order to engender reciprocal action to be taken on the part of the writer 

in service of learning argumentative and/or linguistic traditions and conventions they 

need to possess. Unlike Derek, Adaptivist Brian regularly privileges writing instructors 

and writing center tutors using the collaborative habit of feedback as an interactive 

learning tool to communicate disciplinary conventions of which writers lack knowledge. 

Adaptivist Pamela, however, is the only Adaptivist who privileges habitually relationship 

building through caring responses to students’ individual issues outside of writing as 

allowing for the teaching of needed argumentative and disciplinary conventions. In 

further contrast, Transformationalists Kara and Eric discuss the instructor and tutor use of 

the interpersonal habit of feedback and building relationships; they see both habits as 

intertwined within instructor and tutor practice. Kara and Eric see feedback as a tool that 

can only be used if instructors and tutors first build solid collaborative trusting 

relationships where writers feel comfortable sharing their writing and openly relating 

their writing experiences and struggles. Moreover, Kara and Eric believe that only 

through instructors and tutors offering feedback can Dewian-like inner actionable 

processes be formed that address writers’ needs by transforming incoming writers’ texts 

and processes into those of a college writer. 

Adaptivists Catherine and Jamie and Transformationalist, Kara share an 

intrapersonal domain orientation and privilege metacognitive habits. As was true of the 

collaborative habits from the interpersonal domain, how the Adaptivists describe the 

purpose of the metacognitive habits and “where” and “who” they need to be enacted by 
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differs programmatically from the Transformationalists. Yet, Adaptivists Catherine and 

Jamie, unlike Adaptivists Pamela, Derek and Brian, agree on “where” and “by whom” 

this metacognitive habit needs to be enacted by programmatically. Catherine and Jamie 

only consider the practice and impact of the programmatic mechanism of writing center 

tutoring in addressing writers’ needs, due to their own experience and writing center 

tutors. Adaptivist tutors Catherine and Jamie both emphasize their practice of 

metacognitively reflecting on and evaluating their own performance on specific class 

prompts. For Catherine and Jamie, the purpose of the practice of this metacognitive habit 

is to provide writers with directions and strategies to apply so they are responsive to these 

prompts. These directions and strategies will in turn ensure that tutees will meet the 

revealed and hidden argumentative and disciplinary conventions which instructors expect 

in response. Moreover, Catherine and Jamie believe that another purpose of the practice 

of this metacognitive habit by tutors is that it will improve their tutoring practice, by 

addressing feelings or faulty learning strategies that can get in the way of writers’ 

attending to disciplinary conventions and genres when writing or seeking to improve. 

Transformationalist Kara, however, believes tutors and instructors can provide practice 

and modeling of the metacognitive process of reflection, evaluation, recognition that 

leads to actions being taken during revision that address writer’s needs. 

Chapter 4 Conclusion  

 

What I found through my research was that Solopaca U. stakeholders formed 

three groups which shared a domain orientation, if not the same exact conceptions. of the 

habits: a) which writers should possess for success; b) which writing center tutors and 



259 

 

 

 

first-year instructors should inculcate in writers programmatically. I named these three 

groups the Classicists, the Transformationalists and the Adaptivists. 

Essentially, the Classicists are oriented toward the cognitive domain and are 

overarchingly committed to conceiving success as rooted in writers habitually 

understanding and employing traditional argumentative and linguistic conventions in 

service of constructing reasonable arguments touted within classic rhetorical texts. 

Classicists forward the maintenance of propagation of these conventions because they 

value them as members of the academic discourse community. Thus, Classicists believe 

writers must practice these conventions and become members of the academic discourse 

community if they are to be successful in the university. Programmatically, Classicists 

are also oriented toward the cognitive domain, but they do not teach all the habits which 

they consider all writers need to possess for success.  

 By contrast, Transformationalists are oriented towards the intrapersonal domain 

when conceiving of successful writers, and the interpersonal domain when conceiving of 

the programmatic mechanisms that form them. Centrally, Transformationalists believe 

that, due to their intrapersonal domain orientation, successful writers must habitually 

embody internal processes, orientations or attitudes that help them transform their high 

school writing processes, skills and texts into college ones. Yet, Transformationalists also 

believe that, due to their interpersonal domain orientation, those who teach and tutor 

these writers are better able to help writers transform through programmatic mechanisms 

if they habitually engender collaborative, trusting relationships where feedback is shared 

and either a Dewian metacognitive or inner actionable process is formed. 
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Transformationalists believe that the ultimate goal of these programmatic mechanisms is 

to serve individual writer needs.  

Finally, the Adaptivists, like the Classicists, are also oriented towards promoting 

habits from the cognitive domain for writers which preserve argumentative, rhetorical 

and linguistic conventions based on intellect and reasoning. Adaptivists, too, share 

Classicist beliefs that writers must learn these conventions and correctly apply them in 

order to become a member of the academic discourse community--a membership that 

success is predicated upon in the university. Yet, Adaptivists are oriented towards either 

the interpersonal or intrapersonal domains programmatically. Like the 

Transformationalists, Adaptivists Brian, Pamela and Derek emphasize collaborative 

habits from the interpersonal domain programmatically. Brian, Pamela and Derek, 

therefore, believe that through habitual collaboration, relationship building, or feedback, 

new strategies and tools can be utilized that assist writers in learning some combination 

of the conventions they privilege for writers.  Adaptivists Catherine and Jamie, however, 

emphasize use of metacognitive habit from the intrapersonal domain by tutors 

programmatically. Thus, they agree with Transformationalist Kara that the practice of 

metacognition can be helpful to writers. Yet, the way Catherine and Jamie use 

metacognition programmatically to improve tutor practice differs from how Kara uses 

this habit programmatically to improve writer processes and texts. Most importantly, 

what Transformationalists and Adaptivists have in common is that they keep writers’ 

needs or goals in mind.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

IMPLICATIONS 

 

This chapter focuses on the implications of the findings of my study. Chiefly, it 

discusses the implications for: a) which habits make transitioning writers successful; b) 

which programmatic mechanisms instill habits that make transitioning writers successful. 

I also include the current recommendations I have for applying these findings and their 

implications, as well as future directions for this research. 

What Habits Make Transitioning Writers Successful 

Identifying Domain Orientations:  Pinpointing Agreement & Dissent about Successful 

Writers’ Habits for Stakeholders Across the University 

 

Principally, I found that utilizing a Habits of Mind Domain Orientational 

Framework found areas of commonality across and within the three Solopaca U. 

stakeholder groups who have a role in programs for transitioning writers.  Utilizing this 

framework showed that domain orientations were shared within and between 

administrators, instructors and tutors and between the Classicist, Transformationalist or 

Adaptivist groups and their members. Both the Classicists and the Adaptivists groups 

shared a cognitive domain orientation toward successful writers’ habits and consisted of 

administrators, instructors, and tutors. Moreover, administrators, instructors and tutors 

from these groups prioritized similar categories of habits from the cognitive domain. 

These two groups’ university stakeholders all prized habits from the knowledge of 

argumentative and stylistic conventions category. Specifically, all Classicists and 

Adaptivists prioritized one cognitive domain habit from this category: understanding & 

following prompt directions/uses organizational mechanisms (see Table 8). 
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I believe this common prioritization was detected because I analyzed my data 

utilizing a habits of mind orientational framework. This framework included a priori 

habit definitions that come from administrative and rhet/comp theoretical and conceptual 

bases. Thus, I included habits that are valued by both administrative as well as tutors and 

instructors’ literature. In forming this framework, I considered theories about learning 

habits and their impact from compositionists. I especially relied on the Framework for 

Success authored by the compositionist organizations.28 The Framework’s portrayal of 

habits has been tied to John Dewey’s theories on habits.29  Thus, I investigated the 

treatment of habits concepts in both Dewey’s volumes and The Framework. I also 

examined the theoretical discussion of habits from the ancient rhetorical tradition 

stemming from Aristotle’s On Rhetoric. In turn, I studied the concepts of habits aimed at 

an administrative audience based on the theories of educational researchers like Conley 

and Costa and Kallick. Finally, I used the habits of mind domain framework to parse 

habits into the same three domains utilized in the National Research Council’s 

Education for Life and Work: Developing Transferable Knowledge and Skills in the 21st 

Century. These three domains and their refined definitions include: 1) the cognitive 

domain which includes habits involving reasoning and thinking; 2) the interpersonal 

domain, consisting of habits having to do with relating to and collaborating with others 

 
 
28 The compositionist organizations include the Council of Writing Program Administrators (CWPA), the 

National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) and the National Writing Project (NWP). 

 
29 Dewey’s theories on habits are found in Human Nature and Conduct: An Introduction to Social 

Psychology and Democracy and Education. 
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and 3) the intrapersonal domain, focused on habits that give students the ability to 

recognize and reflect on their own behavior and emotions in order to reach goals.  

By considering these theories and concepts from these administrative and 

rhet/comp stakeholder camps, I moved past the previous divisive theoretical arguments 

in rhet/comp literature about what positive college-level writing consists of and how 

high school writers should be prepared to write in college. These arguments pitted 

organizations for high school and college instructors and those within rhet/comp against 

administrations, policy makers, corporate and private philanthropic entities, and testing 

companies. These arguments fell into roughly into three categories. These categories 

include arguments that make assertions about: 

1) the negative impact of the proliferation of standardized testing instruments 

produced by an interconnected web of testing companies used by both high school 

and college administrators to measure writing progress and readiness on:  

• high school teachers’ conceptions of college-level writing tasks and 

expectations that misinform high school writing pedagogy and curricula 

• college administrators’ perceptions that improving retention and graduation 

rates should be the aim of first-year composition curricula (Addison et al.; 

Addison and McGee; Alsup and Bernard-Donals; Applebee and Langer;  

Blau; Brockman et al.; Clark-Oates et al.; Dombek and Herndon; Fanetti et 

al.; Griffin et al.; Jones; McCormick; O’Neill et al.; Thompson and Gallagher; 

Sullivan, “An Essential Question” and Yancey)  

2) how conflicting definitions of college-level writing at the high school and college 

levels make writing pedagogy, curricula and assessment disconnected and 
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conflicted (Harris; Sullivan and Tinberg; Sullivan et al.; White; Yancey with 

Morrison). 

3) why educational college readiness literature’s misconceptions about college 

writing for an administrative audience need to be combatted by foregrounding a 

writing studies curriculum and The Framework that are grounded in rhet/comp 

theory (Adler-Kassner; Adler-Kassner and Wardle; Behm et al.; Downs and 

Wardle; Johnson; Khost; Clark-Oates et al.; O’Neill et al.). 

Instead, my habits of mind domain orientational framework found shared conceptual 

understandings about transitioning writers’ success between policy- driven administrators 

who fund writing programs and rhet/comp-influenced instructors and tutors who are 

trained by writing center administrators, who in turn are influenced by both sets of 

literature.  

My findings about shared conceptual domain and habits prioritized by 

administrators, instructors and tutors are significant for several reasons. First, they proved 

that this habits of mind framework enabled the detection of commonalities amongst 

university stakeholder groups in terms of habits identified with transitioning writers’ 

success. This focus on commonalities benefits incoming writers because a shared 

conceptual domain orientation provides a conceptual basis for university stakeholders 

from which to identify the habits which they agree have the most import for transitioning 

writers’ success. Stakeholders can then work together to reinforce or help writers form 

this agreed upon set of habits. Secondly, these conceptions can serve as a basis for the 

examination of contextual and disciplinary variability by administrators and instructors 

within each university context and create an opening for further conceptual shaping and 
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expansion. Third, even if domain orientations are not shared by these university 

stakeholder groups, identifying each stakeholder’s domain orientation can lead to sharing 

and comparing of conceptions of the habits writers need for success across domains. 

Ultimately, using this domain habit framework allows university stakeholders to come to 

shared understandings across and within institutional bodies about what domains and 

habits which may matter most for writer’s success. Yet, this framework can also expose 

stakeholder and programmatic explicit and implicit agendas.  

Domain Orientations & their Impact on the Success of Students of Color and/or of 

Limited Financial Means 

  

Utilizing this orientational habits of mind framework also revealed that stakeholder 

groups, like the Classicists and Adaptivists, who privilege the cognitive domain when 

conceiving successful writers, are unknowingly bolstering a system that privileges 

academic cultural traditions that are not inclusive. The Classicist and Adaptivists groups 

contain most study participants (10/12), and they all base writers’ ability to achieve 

success on being able to habitually understand and follow a prompt’s directions about 

argumentative conventions and organizational mechanisms. They stress key 

argumentative conventions and organizational mechanisms like composing a thesis 

statement, sustaining its argument through body paragraph construction and utilizing 

evidence from sources to support this argument. Additionally, Classicists--Saul, Linda 

and Jason--and Adaptivists--Pamela and Derek--also prioritize linguistic conventions (see 

Table 8). I argue that these conventions and mechanisms are grounded in a white, upper 

class, Western cultural tradition starting with the classic text Aristotle’s On Rhetoric that 

determines who is part of the academic discourse community. Aristotle says he composed 
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this text to teach his students to “both test and maintain an argument” by examining “the 

cause why some succeed by habit and others accidentally” (bk.1, ch.1, sec. 1-2). 

Furthermore, Aristotle contends in Book 3, “Character also may be expressed by the 

proof from signs, because to each class and habit there is an appropriate style . . . If then 

anyone uses the language appropriate to each habit, he will represent the character; for 

the uneducated man will not say the same things in the same way as the educated” (bk. 3, 

ch. 7, secs. 6-7). In Aristotle’s time, only very wealthy white men had access to 

education. Thus, Aristotle intimates that having the ability to make a successful argument 

by habitually using the forms and language within his work signals that they have the 

wealth and class status to afford an education. The findings of my study show that, for 

this group of Classicist and Adaptivist university writing stakeholders, using these forms 

and language still signals that you are a part of an elite social group—the university 

academic discourse community.  

Since an education has become more accessible to groups other than the 

Caucasian, male and wealthy, these Classicists and Adaptivists now rely on prompts as 

guides. These guides indicate what academic discourse community argumentative and 

linguistic conventions should be demonstrated in each assignment. These prompts, 

therefore, are more formalized than conceptual, in that both Adaptivist and Classicists 

believe that only writers who follow modern renditions of these argumentative traditions 

and conventions privileged by the academic discourse community will be successful. 

Thus, in their view, all writers must adopt these dominant academic discourse cultural 

traditions if they want to be successful university writers. What Classicists and 

Adaptivists miss in this view is that these traditions may clash with the traditions brought 
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by writers from backgrounds and communities that are not white and middle class. 

Furthermore, the privileging of these conventions for success may inhibit the 

achievement of Solopaca’s social justice agenda which is focused on ensuring 

opportunities for success for all students.  

Evidence of the privileging of and potential clash between these cultural traditions 

especially becomes apparent when these Classicists and Adaptivists use “following the 

prompt” as the determiner of a writer’s success or failure. They stress the importance of 

understanding and following prompts that lay out the academic discourse community’s 

current argumentative and linguistic conventions if writers are to achieve success.  For 

instance, Adaptivist Pamela admits how much she prioritizes Tyrone’s following of the 

prompt directions about crafting an argument in determining his success. Pamela’s 

selection of Tyrone is significant from a racial standpoint because Pamela told me he is 

just like an African American student in her current first-year class. When discussing her 

low ranking of Tyrone’s excerpt, Pamela states that it is mainly because his “argument [t] 

is not clear” (12 Mar.) According to Pamela, what makes his argument unclear is that it 

“move[s] beyond the scope of the assignment” (12 Mar.). She explains that his argument 

does not follow the prompt’s instructions that it must be “rooted” in a theoretical frame 

backed by rhet/comp literature. Pamela further adds that Tyrone is going outside of the 

“parameters” set by the prompt (12 Mar.). The parameters have been set up by instructors 

who are disciplinary authorities within the academic discourse community. I see 

Pamela’s other declaration that Tyrone is going “off the charted course a little bit” as 

proof that Pamela sees him as responding to his own criteria, criteria that could stem from 

the cultural criteria of argument he brings to the table (12 Mar.). It appears that Pamela 
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does not recognize his criteria because of her Caucasian and middle-class background, or 

she denies the validity of his because his criteria are not part of the academic discourse 

culture (see Chapter 3’s Table 1: Overview of Key Participants). Pamela’s discussion of 

Tyrone intimates, therefore, that by not following the directions given by a member of the 

academic discourse community in the prompt, writers of color will be identified as 

unsuccessful outsiders. Thus, Pamela is may be unconsciously communicating to writers 

of color like Tyrone that they must adopt these university academic discourse 

communities’ conventions and traditions and abandon their own in order be successful 

writers and get a degree that represents social status and financial opportunity. Pamela 

also shows that for those oriented toward the cognitive domain, prompts can become 

prescriptive, with an emphasis on including these conventional markers which distinguish 

writers as being part of the academic discourse community.  

Similarly, when Classicist Saul discusses Tyrone’s writing, he reveals his 

underlying conception that writers’ must adopt academic and disciplinary language 

because it connotes that they are a part of the academic discourse community. Saul seems 

to believes that this discourse community’s literate practices have the highest value both 

in the university and outside it. Saul’s bias toward privileging academic language 

conventions becomes most apparent when he rejects Tyrone’s argument that for working 

class workers in Tyrone’s warehouse discourse community, functional literacy is more 

desirable. Saul remarks about Tyrone’s argument that “it’s sort of like he's trying to show 

that [the workers] aren't academics . . . And an academic who had a better command of 

language or communication wouldn't do well in that dirty old warehouse” (7 Feb.). I 

interpreted Saul’s ultimate rejection of Tyrone’s argument, therefore, as stemming from 
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Tyrone’s rejection of academic discourse conventions. Apparently, Saul thinks Tyrone is 

arguing that academic discourse conventions are unnecessary for those like him who are 

a part of the working-class culture. I especially base this interpretation on the mocking 

tones Saul uses when he says, “dirty old warehouse.” To me, this marks Saul’s response 

as defensive and implying academics could do well anywhere. Tyrone’s argument, 

therefore, devalues Saul’s valuation of academic discourse conventions.  I believe Saul is 

affronted because these conventions are privileged by what he does not see as a white, 

Western, academic culture whose conventions he has spent his life teaching writers to 

adopt.  Furthermore, I believe Saul shares the unspoken perceptions of the larger society 

that those following other discourse traditions will not be granted the opportunities 

available to those who practice the literacies of the academic discourse community 

associated with being part of an educated elite. 

Some Classicists reveal an unconscious racial and class bias through their 

expectation that all writers must come to college already using these academic 

argumentative cultural traditions and conventions. They assume that, since these writers 

come from schools or communities who did not value the same traditions and 

conventions, they won’t be able to become successful college writers. These Classicists--

Erin, Tabitha and Jason--all make it plain that their low-ranking writers should have 

come to college knowing how to use organizational mechanisms that build an argument 

into a cohesive whole. Erin makes this shared position most clear when she declares 

writers must “have foundational writing skills already from high school” because she 

doesn’t “think a college level teacher should necessarily be the person telling a student, 

‘Here’s [how to write an] . . . introduction or body or conclusion’” (31 May). Moreover, 
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Erin contends that if writers do not possess these “foundational skills,” these writers 

“should have enough internal motivation . . . to find out that information for themselves” 

(31 May). In other words, Erin believes writers coming from schools which didn’t 

prepare them for college writing in this way have to find out what these foundational 

skills are and learn them. A belief also professed by Tabitha and Jason in their own ways. 

Furthermore, Jason and Tabitha agree with Erin that if underprepared writers have any 

chance at success, they must work much harder on their own to catch-up. Jason even 

specifies that students who attend Philadelphia schools will be most likely to be 

underprepared.  It is important to note that many of Solopaca’s minority and financially 

strapped populations graduated from Philadelphia high schools, as indicated in Chapter 3. 

Jason intimates, therefore, that these Classicists’ expectations can have implications that 

will especially negatively impact the chance for success for students of color and/or those 

who come from low income families. 

Writer Habit Section Conclusion 

Overall, identifying a habits of mind domain orientation for university writing 

stakeholders’ conceptions about successful writers can serve as the basis for conceptual 

conversations between stakeholders about which habits from each domain matter most to 

entering writers’ success in college. This orientational framework is also useful because it 

reveals that some domain orientations can thwart a university’s social justice agenda. 

Additionally, attending to these domain orientations can reveal how a cognitive domain 

orientation can hide preferences that are not about cognitive ability or performance at all. 

Instead, these preferences are focused on preserving what is exposed as an academic 

discourse tradition and its conventions that stems from a white, upper-class, Western 
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tradition. The prioritization of these conventions is particularly damaging for students of 

color and/or with significant financial need because their success in the university and 

access to opportunities in the wider world depend on learning these academic discourse 

conventions. These populations, therefore, are required to abandon their own culture’s 

discourse priorities and conventions. These racial and social implications are especially 

important to take note of for small universities, like Solopaca, whose minority population 

has become the majority and where the numbers of students with significant financial 

need are rising as discussed in Chapter 3. Without a unified writing support system, some 

of these students may leave the university with a large debt instead of a degree. Instead, a 

social justice agenda calls for identifying and supporting the acquisition of habits needed 

for writer success using a habits of mind domain framework and examining their 

unconscious racial and social implications.  
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Table 8 

Classicist, Adaptivist and Transformationalist Domain Orientations and Participant Habits 

Privileged by University Role 

 
Color Key: Yellow = Cognitive domain; Pink= Interpersonal domain; Blue = Intrapersonal domain 

Group 

Name 

Domain 

Orientations  

Habits Privileged  Participants & 

Roles 

Classicists Writers: 

Cognitive 

 

• Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical & 

linguistic conventions: 

- understanding & following prompt 

directions/uses organizational mechanisms 

Administrator: 

Erin 

Instructors: 

Linda, Saul & 

Tabitha 

Tutor: Jason 

- evincing rhetorical awareness- audience & 

purpose 

Administrator: 

Erin 

- academic language & disciplinary vocabulary Instructors: 

Linda & Saul  

Tutor: Jason 

• Critical Thinking: research Administrator: 

Erin 

 

Programmatic 

Mechanisms: 

Cognitive 

 

• Knowledge of argumentative, rhetorical & 

linguistic conventions: 

- Academic language & disciplinary vocabulary 

Instructors: 

Linda & Saul  

- understanding & following prompt 

directions/uses organizational mechanisms 

Tutor: Jason 

• Critical Thinking:  

-  Research 

Administrator: 

Erin 

- Assessment Instructor: 

Tabitha 

Adaptivists Writers: 

Cognitive 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Knowledge of argumentative & stylistic 

conventions: 

- understanding & following prompt 

directions/uses organizational mechanisms 

Administrator: 

Brian 

Instructor: 

Pamela 

Tutors: 

Catherine, Derek 

& Jamie 

- grammar & mechanics Tutors: 

Catherine, 

Derek & Jamie 

- academic language & stylistic choices Instructor: 

Pamela 

Tutor: Derek 

- evincing rhetorical awareness- audience & 

purpose 

Administrator: 

Brian 
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Table 8, continued 
 

Group 

Name 

Domain 

Orientations  

Habits Privileged  Participants & 

Roles 

 Programmatic 

Mechanisms: 

Interpersonal 

• Collaboration 

- building relationships 

Administrator: 

Brian 

Instructor: 

Pamela 

Tutor: Derek 

- providing feedback  Administrator: 

Brian 

Intrapersonal 

 
• Metacognition Tutors: 

Catherine & 

Jamie 

Transform- 

ationalists 

Writers: 

Intrapersonal 

 

• Engagement Administrator: 

Eric 

• Metacognition Administrator: 

Kara 

• Responsibility Administrator: 

Eric 

• Time Management Administrator: 

Kara 

Programmatic 

Mechanisms: 

Interpersonal 

• Collaboration 

- building relationships 

- providing feedback  

Administrators: 

Kara & Eric 

 

The Programmatic Mechanisms That Instill Habits that Make Transitioning Writers 

Successful 

 

Identifying Domain Orientations: Establishing Programmatic Alignment & Consistency 

Between Stakeholders Across the University 

  

Using my habits of mind domain orientational framework to identify the domain 

orientations and habits being inculcated programmatically also revealed alignment within 

and between university stakeholders in the Adaptivist, Transformationalist and Classicist 

groups.  Finding alignments is important because it can allow for the clarification of the 

domain habits which groups & their stakeholders value programmatically. These shared 

values can then be adopted and consistently acted upon in first-year writing programs and 

writing centers.  
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Three diverse groups did share values. Most notably, Transformationalist 

administrators, Kara and Eric; Adaptivist administrator, Brian; and instructor and tutors, 

Pamela and Derek, shared an interpersonal programmatic domain orientation (see Table 

8). Their shared orientation led to further agreement within Solopaca’s programs 

supporting new writers about the importance of collaborative habits, especially 

relationship building. Kara, Eric, Brian, Pamela and Derek believe that tutors and 

instructors collaborating with and building relationships with incoming writers is 

essential if writers are to develop habits that make their texts and writing processes 

successful in college. Furthermore, collaboration and/or building relationships provide an 

opportunity for tutors and instructors to get to know transitioning writers and their needs. 

Adaptivists and Transformationalist identify these needs as being within writing 

processes or their knowledge of conventions. These Adaptivists and Transformationalists 

understand that identifying writers’ needs are crucial if instructors and/or tutors are to 

choose the right programmatic mechanisms to apply so all writers can achieve success.  

Furthermore, Transformationalist, Kara, prioritized writer acquisition and 

programmatic use of the intrapersonal habit of metacognition30 along with Adaptivist 

tutors, Catherine and Jamie. When discussing metacognition, Catherine, Jamie and Kara 

all broadly believe tutors or instructors should practice a metacognitive process that 

includes reflecting on and evaluating texts so writers can make changes necessary for 

success. More explicitly, they believe the use of a metacognitive process benefits writers 

 
 
30 I should note that although Kara is not oriented towards intrapersonal domain programmatically, she does 

believe that the habits she privileges programmatically due to her interpersonal domain orientation should 

be used to inculcate a metacognitive habit. I believe that Kara prioritizes this inculcation of the 

metacognitive habit because she privileged that intrapersonal domain habit for writers. 
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by the following: identifying what to change in their high school and college writing 

processes; discerning what the professors in the disciplines want from the prompt; 

determining what is effective in a tutoring session so improvements can be made. All 

these beneficial changes result in writers being able to produce texts that meet each 

professor’s expectations or, as Jamie says, “what [professors] want” (14 Mar.).  

Domain Orientations & Incongruencies Between Habits Groups Value & Habits They 

Instill Programmatically 

The Cognitive Domain & Incongruencies: Impact on the Success of Writers, Especially 

Those of Color and/or Limited Means 

Another benefit of utilizing this habits of mind orientational framework is that 

groups can become cognizant of a lack of correspondence between the habits they 

privilege for writers and the habits they use to teach or tutor writers in first-year writing 

program or the writing center. This underlines the need for all university programmatic 

stakeholders to utilize a habits of mind framework to identify their domain orientations 

and the attendant habits they prioritize both for writers and programmatic mechanisms to 

ensure they are aligned. This comparison of their domain and habits identification 

benefits transitioning writers because it prevents clashes between the programmatic 

goals articulated and the way in which these instructor and tutors perceive the success or 

failure of writers’ texts. Identifying orientations explicitly can also expose a writing 

agenda that may reflect racial or class bias.  

The Classicist group best demonstrates the need for awareness of a lack of 

correspondence between the writer and programmatic domain habits they prioritize. 

Essentially, all Classicists make first-year writer success contingent on practicing the 

cognitive domain habit of understanding and following prompt directions/using 
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organizational mechanisms. Yet, only Jason considers how to teach writers this cognitive 

domain habit so they can become successful college writers. When considering tutoring 

writers from ENG 101 & 102, Jason offers pedagogical strategies that would help these 

writers decode the prompt. The pedagogical strategies Jason describes are a form of 

cognitive scaffolding advocated by Nordlof as stated in Chapter 4. This cognitive 

scaffolding shows writers how to break down assignments into parts and provides steps 

they need to take to write each part. He also discusses passing on the visual analogy of 

the hamburger he used to learn the organizational structure of an argument. The top bun 

was compared to the introduction, the meat to the body paragraphs, and the bottom bun 

then becoming the conclusion (16 Mar.). No other Classicist demonstrates this 

pedagogical awareness that the habits they privilege must also be taught to them through 

programmatic mechanisms.  

Additionally, Jason shows how important teaching these conventional habits are 

when providing support for writers of color and/or limited financial means whom he 

believes are underprepared because they come from Philadelphia schools. When 

discussing cognitive scaffolding, Jason also offers that this pedagogical strategy helped a 

first-year writer who went to “a charter school in Philadelphia” learn the writer habit he 

prioritized, “uses organizational mechanisms (8 May). Again, as was established in 

Chapter 3, many of Solopaca’s students who attended underfunded Philadelphia schools 

are African American and of limited financial means. Moreover, Jason indicates that 

these students who attend Philadelphia schools are underprepared (8 May). Thus, Jason 

demonstrates his understanding that programmatic mechanisms employed by him as a 

tutor can teach writers of color and/or limited income the predominant cognitive habits 
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privileged by instructors. This has programmatic implications because, as found in 

Chapter 4, the other Classicists, Erin and Tabitha, instead put the burden of learning this 

habit on these underprepared writers on their own time.  Although Jason agrees these 

writers should learn these habits by themselves, it seems that here he counts “attending 

tutor session” as learning on their own time. Thus, utilizing a habits framework could 

point out to stakeholders the inconsistencies between the habits they prioritize for writers 

and the habits taught through programmatic mechanisms. Such inconsistencies could be 

especially detrimental to the success of writers of color and/or of limited financial means. 

Failing to understand these inconsistencies can result in writing support programs 

unintentionally supporting systemic racism and classism by withholding the means for 

learning the habits which are keys to their success.    

When Classicist instructors and tutors require adherence to linguistic, disciplinary 

and genre conventions of the academic discourse community conventions, they can 

unknowingly intensify feelings of otherness and confirm that conformity is a condition of 

success. For instance, this becomes clearest in the case of Tyrone and Classicists Saul, 

Linda and Jason. These two Classicist instructors and tutor rank Tyrone, third, second 

and last, respectively. Their ranking was based on Tyrone’s use of descriptive language 

in his excerpt. This descriptive language made these Classicists perceive Tyrone’s 

excerpt as not meeting the research genre’s conventions they are familiar with and see 

signaled through the prompt. These research genre conventions require writers to use 

rational and objective academic language when making an argument using research. For 

these Classicists, Tyrone’s evocative description of his research site did not meet this 

conventional linguistic criterion of the research genre and thereby, lessens his chances for 
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success. This perception is most succinctly rendered when Saul states that “I liked 

[Tyrone’] writing. I thought the quality of that writing, it was descriptive, it was 

energetic. And he's a good writer” but then ranks his probability for success as third (7 

Feb.). Saul, Linda and Jason’s focus on the conventional language required by the 

research genre causes them to miss that it was even specified in the prompt that in the 

Introduction, writers should “describe the discourse community you chose to examine.” 

Moreover, in the discipline of rhet/comp when performing qualitative research, it is 

conventional to describe the community you are studying. I was shocked, therefore, to 

see that this linguistic quality made these Classicists assign Tyrone a lower rank, even 

though he is admittedly a “good writer.” I imagine that writers like Tyrone who attend 

Classicist instructors’ classes or see Classicist tutors in the writing center are equally 

shocked. These writers’ writing is strong but does not meet the stylistic linguistic 

requirements required for the research genre, so it is perceived as unsuccessful. Those 

who are not in the know or who are not explicitly taught about these genre conventions of 

the academic discourse community, therefore, will feel out of place at best, or at worst, 

question their ability to succeed as writers in college. 

Tutors and instructors, therefore, need to learn and understand how this pressure 

to assimilate presents writers like Tyrone with an impossible task and choice. These 

writers’ success depends upon encountering someone who can recognize and teach these 

linguistic research genre requirements. Moreover, their success depends upon—as Salem 

offers in her recent article—choosing between: a) changing their language and 

vocabulary in order to achieve writerly success and the financial security a degree 

represents; or b) abandoning their communities’ language or voice and the possible 
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financial and social support of these communities (36). If these students continue to be 

forced to make this impossible choice, the higher education environment will continue to 

feel inhospitable to these populations. These populations more privileged white 

counterparts do not have the burden of finding someone who is able to teach them what 

they don’t know about the academic writing.  These white, middle class writers, like 

Jason, are immersed in a cultural environment where they are taught these genre and 

linguistic conventions and provided with role models who constantly show them how to 

properly use these conventions (see Chapter 3’s Table 1: Overview of Key Participants).  

Utilizing this framework also reveals that groups oriented toward the cognitive 

domain only formulate programmatic goals that serve institutional academic discourse 

community conventions, rather the needs of underprivileged and/or minority students. 

Most tellingly, Classicist Saul reports that teaching the cognitive conventional linguistic 

habits he prioritizes is the overall goal of his first-year writing course. Saul assumes he is 

also serving the goals and needs of his African American students and others of color. 

Saul asserts that teaching linguistic conventions is desired by students of color because it 

allows them to become a “different kind of person . . . associated with traditional liberal 

arts” (7 Feb.). He outright rejects the notion, therefore, that these student’s goals for 

learning about writing in college may be to serve more practical needs like learning to 

write memos or letters, essential on the job skills.  Yet, as Salem points in her article 

referenced in Chapter 1, “The liberal arts-inflected pedagogies and practices . . . were 

developed for the relatively privileged students” (38). Thus, these pedagogies and 

practices fail to address underprivileged students’ needs and goals like “how to acquire 

job skills and credentials as quickly as possible” (Salem 38). Since Saul is white and 
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describes himself as affluent, he is not able to represent these populations’ goals for 

writing. His position within the majority causes him to take for granted that these 

conventional goals are shared by everyone. Moreover, he does not recognize how forcing 

these goals on students of color and/or with significant financial needs can be potentially 

detrimental if or when he simultaneously ignores the students’ own need-oriented goals. 

Undoubtedly, conventional goals benefitted him as an academic. Saul could gain an 

awareness of whom his programmatic goals serve by exploring the goals toward which 

his cognitive domain orientation steers him.  

The Interpersonal Domain & Incongruencies: Prioritizing Writers of Color and Other’s 

Needs & Goals that Inspire Programmatic Changes 

 

I found that all Adaptivists are oriented towards the cognitive domain when 

considering habits and writers success, but Pamela and Derek are oriented towards the 

interpersonal domain’s habit of building relationships programmatically. Pamela’s 

prioritization of the interpersonal domain habit of building relationships shows how 

building a relationship with a writer of color led her to reconsider her conceptions about 

successful university writers. As has been established, Pamela likens Tyrone to an 

African American student she was teaching at the time. Due to Pamela’s building of this 

this relationship, this student was comfortable revealing to her that he perceived other 

instructors as not “accepting” him (12 Mar.). 

Pamela’s hesitancy to tell this African American student’s story indicates that 

Pamela was conflicted because she feels pressured to choose between her investment in 

teaching the conventions she prioritizes from the cognitive domain and her investment in 

this student’s success. On the one hand, Pamela has come to care about this student 
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because of their conversations and is invested in helping him succeed. She is distressed, 

therefore, that this student is feeling rejected by other instructors in the academy. She also 

indicates, when discussing this student, that she is frustrated that he is not adhering to the 

academic conventions and traditions which she as an academic prioritizes. It seems, 

however, that Pamela’s insight into this student’s experience based on their relationship 

helps her to understand what she sees as this student’s need to feel accepted. Thus, she 

teaches him the conventions and traditions he needs to belong to the academic discourse 

community, so he can succeed. She offers evidence of this provision of this support when 

she tells me that this student did succeed in her class. Yet, her understanding of this 

student’s feelings of rejection, seem to have caused her to question, even in a small way, 

whether or not her conceptions of what makes a writer successful in the university 

alienate writers of color. Thus, Pamela shows how emphasizing building relationships 

when teaching in the first-year writing program can allow for writers of color to succeed. 

By building relationships, Pamela could change her conceptions about who programmatic 

goals should serve.  As a result, Pamela’s programmatic goals for first-year writing may 

now begin to serve students of color’s needs.  

 Similarly, I believe Adaptivist Derek’s interpersonal orientation 

programmatically permits him to consider the perspective of writers who don’t conform 

to the Western linguistic conventions prescribed by his orientation toward cognitive 

domain habits. When also reflecting on Tyrone’s text, Derek recognizes his preference 

for concise language like that found in an Aristotelian enthymeme. In fact, Derek 

confesses that the imagistic form or what he calls “purple prose” used in Tyrone’s 

sentences causes him to forget the “content” these sentences convey (22 Feb.).  Derek 
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further divulges that his preference made him perceive Tyrone’s descriptive and lengthy 

prose as not making a strong argument. Derek, however, rightly concludes his 

prioritization of his linguistic preference is “just not fair” because it causes him to 

privilege “style over argumentative content” (22 Feb.). Thus, Derek realizes his linguistic 

preferences can cause him to dismiss legitimate arguments and thereby, exacerbate 

inequities between writers. Derek may be primed for this realization because of his own 

experience of similar clashes as an African American writer who came to the Solopaca 

with significant financial need (see Chapter 3’s Table 1: Overview of Key Participants).  

Transformationalists prioritization of building relationships programmatically not 

only pushes them to serve all writers needs and goals, but also encourages teaching these 

writers an intrapersonal inner actionable process that brings about external textual 

changes needed within the university context. Transformationalist’s emphasis on forming 

an inner actionable process writers can repeatedly use in all writing contexts is due to 

what I see as alignment with the habits’ theories starting with John Dewey. Essentially, I 

contend that what Dewey calls “learning the habit of learning” in Democracy and 

Education is fundamentally about learning an actionable process (105). An actionable 

process is illustrated in Kara and Eric’s case, which first requires the identification of a 

writer’s process or textual issues before deciding what actions need to be taken to change 

them. Moreover, Kara and Eric rely on what Dewey contends in Democracy and Society-

-that education is built on “interest in social relationships”--when offering how this 

process will be taught programmatically (99). Kara and Eric contend that writers will be 

inspired to emulate the actionable processes which tutors and instructors’ model due to 

the relationships which tutors, and instructors have built with writers.  Ultimately, these 
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actionable processes lead to the achievement of the material textual goals of both writers 

and the university, as David Conley asserts, should be the goal of Dewian-like processes.  

Transformationalist Eric shows how he believes building relationships with 

writers leads to addressing their needs and helping them achieve their goals when he 

offers that instructors and tutors should serve as “coping” vs. “mastery” role models (20 

Jun.) When discussing tutor traits that make writers successful, Eric compares tutors to 

doctors, who must build relationships with patients by conveying that they “understand 

what [their] experience is” and have used this understanding to “diagnose” and prescribe 

an effective “intervention” (20 Jun.) Eric then goes on to liken this behavior to what he as 

a psychologist calls the behavior of a “coping role model” (20 Jun.) He then adds that it is 

important that instructors and peer tutors serve as coping role models because this will 

promote the formation of long-term collaborative relationships with writers. 

Relationships where writers “go back to this person . . . for the intervention” (20 Jun.) 

Eric contends, therefore, that tutors and instructors must become coping role models 

instead of what he calls “mastery role models” who tell students what to do.  

Eric also wants tutors and instructors to become coping role models because he 

believes writers will imitate these role models’ modified Dewian-like actionable process. 

This is a process which he likens to the one a doctor uses when diagnosing and offering 

possible interventions to combat a patient’s illness. Since Eric doesn’t articulate exactly 

how a doctor’s process would map onto a tutor or instructor’s process, I believe 

“diagnosis” represents gathering information about writers’ experiences in order to 

identify their textual or process needs. In turn, the “intervention” represents offering a 

strategy that will help writers take action to address those identified needs. Mainly, Eric 
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is relying on what Dewey calls “social interest” to influence these writers to imitate their 

role models’ actionable process because they will see this process enacted again and 

again due to the relationships they formed. Moreover, Eric is implying that learning an 

actionable process will meet writers’ needs, as well as their immediate and long-term 

goals. This learning process, by showing them how to continuously troubleshoot and alter 

their writing processes, will thus enable them to produce successful texts. In other words, 

I believe Eric is saying that all writers can achieve their material aims that Conley 

suggests are most important through imitating this Dewian-like process that coping role 

models demonstrate. 

 Alternatively, Kara emphasizes that peer tutor habitual cultivation of 

relationships will especially provide opportunities for success for all writers. When 

discussing tutor traits that ensure writer’s success, Kara contends that because tutors are 

peers who have also had similar experiences with writing in the university context, 

writers will be more willing to share their troublesome experiences.  This more-open 

dialogue allows for more information to be exchanged, so writer needs can be revealed.  

Tutors then can model for writers a metacognitively-based actionable process where they 

can reflect on and evaluate their texts or ideas through asking questions that lead to 

recognizing and making necessary changes. This is a metacognitive process that again 

will help writers meet their goals of what Kara sees is becoming a university writer. 

Thus, tutors building relationships leads to writers “learning the habit of learning” in a 

very Dewian manner inspired by relationships. Writers, therefore, will learn how to 

achieve a Conley-like practical goal of continually changing their texts and processes to 

accommodate changing expectations in the university. 
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Programmatic Mechanism Section Conclusion 

By utilizing a habits of mind orientational framework, university stakeholders can 

benefit all writers because they can identify the set of habits from each domain that need 

to be instilled or utilized programmatically for writers’ success. This framework allowed 

me to identify programmatic practices that need to be or are already addressing all 

transitioning writers’ needs at Solopaca University. Moreover, by identifying the 

cognitive domain orientation of the Classicists, I found that the Classicists’ privileging of 

this domain’s habits, required all writers to learn the conventions and traditions of the 

academic discourse community. I was able to demonstrate, therefore, how privileging this 

domain’s habits when teaching and tutoring can forward the agenda of a community 

which privileges a white, upper class, Western tradition. Furthermore, Classicists who 

share this orientation reveal that these conventions are too often expected to be known by 

incoming writers, so they are not taught. Thus, students from communities who have 

different cultural traditions, or who are from schools which prepare them differently, 

encounter barriers when attempting to join this academic discourse community. This is a 

discourse community where all writers must signal that they joined, by means of being 

able to correctly apply these conventions in order to be successful writers in the 

university. Additionally, Classicists fail to recognize the costs to these writers of color 

and/or who are underprivileged because they cannot clearly see beyond their own 

communities’ traditions and goals. Thus, as Salem implies, they do not recognize that 

their liberal arts teaching agenda should be changed to address these students concerns 

and needs.  



286 

 

 

 

Some Adaptivists and Transformationalists, however, prioritize the habit of 

building relationships from the interpersonal domain in their teaching and tutoring. As I 

have shown, building these relationships with writers allows these Adaptivist and 

Transformationalist to recognize the negative impact of privileging the academic 

discourse community’s traditional conventional writing agenda over the writing agendas 

of those who come from different traditions. This insight helps these Adaptivists and 

Transformationalists to instead address students of color and/or those who are from 

limited financial means needs and goals. The Transformationalist administrators 

especially believe that writers’ needs and goals can be addressed by modeling an 

actionable process that will help writers identify and change their texts and writing 

processes in order to meet their university writing goals. Even more hopefully, as 

Adaptivists Pamela and Derek demonstrate, instructors and tutors can examine their 

conceptions about which habits makes a writer successful in the university, and thereby 

perhaps alter their conceptions of success, as well as their own teaching or tutoring goals. 

Current Recommendations for the Application of the Findings and Implications for This 

Study 

 

Tutor Training 

 

What I plan to do first at Solopaca is to operationalize certain findings and 

implications of this study within writing center tutor training so my tutors can serve a 

broader swath of writers. One way I will do this is to provide tutors with a session 

structure that models a metacognitive process of reflection, evaluation, and recognition 

that leads to actions to change writing processes and texts. I believe this process is most 
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important to teach tutors because it could help tutors address writers’ individual learning 

needs. This new session structure would consist of: 

• Setting a focus—Tutors reflecting on and evaluating writers’ experiences, 

processes and texts in order to recognize a writer’s needs and negotiate the 

session’s focus. 

• Introducing and practicing strategies—Tutors offering strategies that will help 

writers make the changes within their texts and processes identified when setting 

a focus. Tutors should allow writers time to begin to apply these strategies on 

their texts so that any misunderstanding can be addressed and clarified.Take-

aways & next steps—Tutors reviewing what writers have learned in the session 

and what actions they need to take during revision or editing. During this portion 

of the session, tutors should also emphasize to writers how they can also utilize 

the metacognitive process they modeled in order to improve their texts. 

I plan to incorporate these changes in writing center tutor training by the fall of 2021.  

 

I would also like to incorporate my findings and implications into my learning-

assistant training. I think that this training would provide disciplinary and first-year 

instructors with an introduction to the importance of considering habits of mind and their 

domains to student success. Since I have been at Solopaca, I have taken on a new role as 

Director of Learning Support Programs. In this position, I also oversee the Learning 

Assistant Program. A learning assistant enables students to succeed in a particular class 

by providing supports such as the following: a) advising students on how and what to 

study; b) reviewing content to ensure understanding; and c) providing strategies that help 

students on writing assignments. The method I would use to incorporate habits and their 
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orientations into learning-assistant training is by framing all domains as key habits and 

thus, essential to learning. As a result, since learning assistants work closely with their 

professors, they can communicate how domain orientations impact learning and writing 

in their subject matter. 

Administrator and Instructor Training 

 

I know that the process of initially training only one group, tutors, based on this 

orientational habits of mind framework and this study’s findings and implicationswill not 

have a lot of influence on other important writing stakeholders. Faculty and upper-level 

administrators’ conceptions of the habits that make writers’ successful and what first-year 

writing programs need to do to teach these habits will need to be upgraded. I would, 

therefore, like to create a session based on my findings, aimed at writing faculty and 

upper-level administrators. The objective of this session would be to use my habits of 

mind orientational framework to demonstrate that all domain orientations’ habits, not just 

those of the cognitive domain, would be seen as educationally necessary. I believe this 

could help Solopaca develop a joint writing agenda aimed at identifying a set of habits 

necessary for writing success & exploring programmatic options that ensure that all 

writers have the opportunity to acquire and apply these habits. I would garner 

administrators’ and writing faculty’s support and participation by appealing to the ways 

in which this session would benefit what is most important to each group in terms of 

writing. For administrators, my appeals would be based on connecting this joint writing 

agenda to improving retention and graduation rates. I would appeal to first year writing 

instructors by emphasizing how this gives them more power and control over their 

university’s writing agenda. Specifically, writing instructors would no longer be fighting 
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for control with administrators over writing assessment, pedagogy and curricula, but 

could instead be involved in forming a comprehensive university-wide writing agenda.  

Future Areas for Study 

 

Going forward, I would like to test the efficacy of this framework by exploring 

how it can be used by university stakeholders to successfully identify habits within each 

domain in order to form a joint writing agenda. I would also like to test whether or not 

my domain orientational framework could be used to shape university writing 

stakeholders’ understandings of how domain orientation and their habits impacts the 

success of all writers. Eventually, I would like to see if my habits of mind orientational 

framework could be used to develop joint cooperative efforts between high schools and 

colleges. They could focus their cooperative efforts upon the habits which writers need 

for success, along with the programmatic mechanisms that support writer acquisition and 

application of these habits as they transition between high school and college. I believe 

the work I have already done to form this habits of mind orientational framework and to 

show how it guides university stakeholder conceptions of writers’ success has laid the 

groundwork for these future projects.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

HABITS OF MIND FRAMEWORK WITH A PRIORI DEFINITIONS COMPARED 

ACROSS SOURCES 

Table 9 

Habits of Mind Framework with A Priori Definitions Compared Across Sources 

Domain Key Habits of 

Mind Related 

to Writing 

Framework Costa & 

Kallick 

Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

(NRC) 

Conley 

Cognitive 

= Relies on 

intellect 

and 

thinking 

 

1) Reasoning/ 

argumentation 

= ability to 

discover some 

version of the 

“truth” by 

selecting apt 

evidence and 

creating a chain 

of reasoning 

that supports 

this version 

(Lunsford et al. 

8). 

 

Although this 

habit is not 

specified here, 

I believe this is 

a foundational 

concept whose 

practice is 

inculcated in 

many first-

year writing 

courses as 

exemplified by 

commonly 

used texts like 

Lunsford and 

others in 

Everything’s 

an Argument 

and even in 

high school 

writing classes 

as  

Newell and 

others’ “High 

School English 

Language Arts 

Teachers’ 

Argumentative 

Epistemolo-

gies for 

Teaching 

Writing” 

shows. 

This habit is not 

explicitly listed, 

however, it is 

covered broadly 

under the 

epigraph from 

Arthur Koestler 

that introduces the 

habit of mind 

“Thinking 

Flexibly’s” 

definition when it 

states, “the art of 

handling the same 

bundle of data as 

before, but 

placing them in a 

new system of 

relations with one 

another by giving 

them a different 

framework” (21). 

Moreover, the 

habit “thinking 

and 

communicating 

with clarity and 

precision” also 

specifies that 

“Intelligent people 

. . . support their 

statements with 

explanations, 

comparisons, 

quantification and 

evidence” (29).  

Listed under 

“Cognitive 

Processes and 

Strategies” 

cluster 
31(Pellegrino 

& Hilton  32). 

Listed as one 

of the “Key 

Cognitive 

Strategies” in 

“Redefining 

College 

Readiness” 
32(13). 
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Table 9, continued 

Domain Key Habits of 

Mind Related 

to Writing 

Framework Costa & 

Kallick 

Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

(NRC) 

Conley 

 2) Critical 

Thinking = 

“ability to 

analyze a 

situation or a 

text and 

make 

thoughtful 

decisions 

based on this 

analysis 

through 

writing, 

reading and 

research” 

(Framework 

1).  

Not listed as a 

habit of mind, 

but the definition 

used here from 

the Framework 

is consistent with 

other authors’ 

conceptualiza-

tions of critical 

thinking as a 

habit of mind. 

Not listed as habit 

of mind, however, 

in Chapter 

3,“Habits of Mind 

and the 

Curriculum,” 

Costa & Kallick 

characterize the 

ability to analyze 

as a key 

component of 

critical thinking 

and as a way of 

describing a “type 

of skillful 

thinking” (48-49). 

Listed 

under the 

“Cognitive 

Processes 

and 

Strategies” 

cluster 

associated 

with 

Cognitive 

Compet-

encies 

(Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

32).  

Listed as one of 

the habits of 

mind in 

“Understand-

ing University 

Success” (8) 

and associated 

with the Key 

Cognitive 

Strategies in 

“Redefining 

College 

Readiness” (12) 

& College and 

Career Ready 

(33).  

 3) Knowledge 

of conventions 

and rhetoric = 

ability to 

discern and act 

on 

understandings 

of audiences, 

purposes and 

contexts, as 

well as formal 

and informal 

disciplinary 

guidelines and 

expectations 

(adapted from 

the 

Framework). 

 

 

Not listed as a 

habit of mind, 

but the definition 

used here is 

consistent with 

other authors’ 

conceptualiza-

tions of content 

knowledge as a 

habit of mind.  

Has much in 

common with the 

“Thinking and 

Communicating 

with Clarity and 

Precision” habit 

of mind with its 

emphasis on the 

importance of 

word choice and 

usage (29). 

 

Listed 

under the 

“Know-

ledge” 

cluster 

associated 

with 

Cognitive 

Compe-

tencies 

(Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

32).  

Conventions are 

specifically 

named in 

“Rethinking 

College 

Readiness” (8-

9) College and 

Career Ready 

(37-39) when 

Core Academic 

Subjects 

Knowledge and 

Skills” are 

discussed. Also, 

in Getting 

Ready, being 

able to use 

“conventions 

appropriate to 

subject area and 

problem” is 

required for 

“Precision and 

Accuracy,” one 

of the five key 

cognitive 

strategies (63).  
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Table 9, continued 

Domain Key Habits of 

Mind Related 

to Writing 

Framework Costa & 

Kallick 

Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

(NRC) 

Conley 

 4) Creativity = 

the capacity to 

use original 

approaches for 

solving 

problems by 

generating, 

exploring and 

portraying ideas 

(adapted from 

the 

Framework).  

Listed as a habit 

of mind and the 

definition used 

here is taken 

mainly from the 

Framework.  

The description 

following the 

habit of mind 

“Creating, 

Imagining, 

Innovating” 

similarly 

discusses this as 

“the capacity to 

generate novel, 

clever or 

ingenious 

products, 

solutions and 

techniques” and 

an ability to 

“conceive 

solutions to 

problems” (31).  

There is a 

“Creati-

vity” 

cluster 

associated 

with 

Cognitive 

Compe-

tencies. 

Equates 

creativity 

with 

“problem-

solving” 

(Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

32).  

Problem-

solving, which 

Pellegrino and 

Hilton equate 

with creativity, 

is listed as one 

of the “Key 

Cognitive 

Strategies” in 

“Redefining 

College 

Readiness” (14) 

and is renamed 

“problem 

formulation” in 

Getting Ready 

(60).  

Interper-

sonal = 

Effectively 

relates to 

and 

collaborates 

with 

others33. 

1) Collabor-

ation = 

ability when 

working 

with others 

to both 

provide, 

receive and 

apply 

written and 

verbal 

critiques of 

your own 

and others 

written texts.  

 

 

Not mentioned in 

the Framework, 

but essential for 

peer tutoring 

relationships and 

peer editing 

activities 

commonly 

conducted in 

first-year 

writing. 

Also, touched on 

in “Experiences 

with Writing, 

Reading and 

Critical 

Analysis” under 

‘Developing 

Flexible Writing 

Processes” where 

it states, “work 

with others in 

various stages of 

writing”(8).  

In the description 

of the habit of 

mind “Thinking 

Interdependently” 

it states that 

“Working in 

groups . . . 

requires a 

willingness and an 

openness to 

accept feedback 

from a critical 

friend. Through 

this interaction, 

the group and the 

individual 

continue to grow” 

(37).This 

requirement 

describes both the 

type of behavior 

necessary for peer 

editing and 

tutoring activities 

and their 

outcomes.  

There is a 

“Teamwork 

and 

Collabora-

tion” 

cluster 

associated 

with Inter-

personal 

Compe-

tencies 

(Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

34). 

 

Listed as one of 

the “Key 

Learning Skills 

and 

Techniques” as 

“collaborative 

learning” in “A 

Complete 

Definition” and 

Getting Ready 

(55-56). 
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Table 9, continued 

Domain 

 

Key Habits of 

Mind Related 

to Writing 

Framework Costa & 

Kallick 

Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

(NRC) 

Conley 

 2) Responsi- 

bility = 

ability to 

take 

ownership 

of one’s 

own actions 

and 

comprehend 

the effects 

of those 

actions on 

yourself and 

others. 

 

 

 

  

This is one of the 

habits of mind 

mentioned in the 

Framework.  

 

When describing 

the habit of mind 

“Taking 

Responsible 

Risks” taking 

responsibility for 

one’s behavior 

and its impact on 

a group is 

emphasized (33-

35). 

 

 

 

Within the 

“Leader-

ship” 

cluster 

under 

“Inter-

personal 

Compe-

tencies” the 

term 

responsi-

bility is 

listed as 

one of the 

“Terms 

Used for 

21st 

Century 

Skills” 

(Pellegrino 

& Hilton  

34). 

 

 

Under “Key 

Learning Skills 

and 

Techniques” 

“ownership of 

learning” is one 

of two broad 

categories in “A 

Complete 

Definition” and 

the major 

subheading 

listed for “Key 

Learning 

Skills” in 

Getting Ready 

(73). The 

Framework also 

uses the phrase 

“taking 

ownership” but 

of actions to 

define the habit 

of mind of 

responsibility. 



307 

 

 

 

 

Table 9, continued 

Domain 

 

Key Habits of 

Mind Related 

to Writing 

Framework Costa & Kallick Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

(NRC) 

Conley 

Intraper-

sonal = Has 

the ability to 

recognize, 

reflect on 

and regulate 

or control 

their own 

behavior and 

emotions in 

order to 

reach goals. 

1) Metacogni-

tion = The 

ability to 

reflect on 

one’s own 

thinking, 

feelings, 

actions and 

learning 

strategies 

“as well as 

on the 

individual 

and cultural 

processes 

used to 

structure 

knowledge” 

and behavior 

in order to 

evaluate 

one’s per-

formance. 

 

This is one of 

the eight 

habits of 

mind 

mentioned in 

the 

Framework. 

When describing the 

habit of mind 

“Thinking about 

Thinking 

(Metacognition)” a 

person’s ability to 

reflect on their own 

thinking and actions 

especially our 

“interpretations, 

perceptions, 

decisions and 

behaviors” is 

emphasized (24). 

What this description 

adds is the 

importance of 

students’ ability to 

“question themselves 

about their own 

learning strategies or 

evaluate the 

efficiency of their 

own performance” 

(25).  

Within the 

“Work 

Ethic/ 

Conscien-

tiousness” 

cluster 

under 

“Intra-

personal 

Compe-

tencies” 

metacogni-

tive skills 

are used to 

describe 

Type 1 

self-

regulation 

under 

“Terms 

Used for 

21st 

Century 

Skills” 

(Pellegrino 

& Hilton  

33). 

 

 

 

Self-

manage-

ment is 

described 

as a “form 

of metacog-

nition” in 

“Re-

thinking 

College 

Readiness” 

and is 

defined as 

“the act of 

thinking 

about how 

one is 

thinking” 

(9). Under 

the heading 

“Academic 

Behaviors 

(Self-

Manage-

ment),” 

meta-

cognition is 

discussed 

and defined 

in the same 

way in 

College 

and Career 

Ready (39). 
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Table 9, continued 
Domain 

 

Key Habits of 

Mind Related 

to Writing 

Framework Costa & Kallick Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

(NRC) 

Conley 

 2) Openness = 

“the 

willingness 

to consider 

new ways of 

being and 

thinking in 

the world” 

(Framework 

1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is one of 

the eight habits 

of mind 

mentioned in 

the Framework. 

I use the 

Framework’s 

definition here. 

The description of 

the habit of mind 

“Remaining Open 

to Continuous 

Learning” stresses 

a “never-ending” 

quest for 

knowledge as well 

as offers this habit 

as a corrective to 

“defending biases, 

beliefs, and 

storehouses of 

knowledge,” 

thereby implying 

that changing what 

one thinks and 

believes and how 

one acts on those 

beliefs is critical 

(37-38).  

There is an 

“Intellectual 

Openness” 

cluster 

associated 

with “Intra-

personal 

Compe-

tencies,” so 

it seems as if 

there is an 

emphasis on 

thinking, but 

being seems 

to be en-

compassed 

by the 

phrase 

“including 

cultural 

awareness 

and compe-

tency” found 

in “Terms 

Used for 21st 

Century 

Skills” next 

to the cluster 

(Pellegrino 

& Hilton  

33).  

“Intellectual 

Openness” is 

listed as a 

“Key 

Cognitive 

Strategy” in 

“Redefining 

College 

Readiness” 

also, but in 

this case, there 

is only an 

emphasis on 

thinking not 

being (13).  
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Table 9, continued 
Domain 

 

Key Habits of 

Mind Related 

to Writing 

Framework Costa & Kallick Pellegrino 

& Hilton 

(NRC) 

Conley 

 3) Flexibility 

= “ability to 

adapt to 

situations, 

expectations 

or demands” 

(Framework 

1). 

 

 

 

This is one of 

the eight habits 

of mind 

mentioned in 

the Framework. 

I use the 

Framework’s 

definition here. 

The description 

under the habit of 

mind “Thinking 

Flexibly” seems to 

only emphasize 

changing in 

thinking as 

adaptation. 

 

Next to the 

“Intellectual 

Openness” 

cluster 

associated 

with Intra-

personal 

Compe-

tencies 

flexibility is 

listed under 

“Terms 

Used for 21st 

Century 

Skills” 

(Pellegrino 

& Hilton  

33). 

 

Although 

flexibility is 

not listed 

explicitly, the 

definition of 

“Key 

Transition 

Knowledge 

and Skills” as 

the 

“knowledge 

and skills 

necessary to 

“navigate 

successfully 

the transition 

to life beyond 

high school” 

in “A 

Complete 

Definition” 

implies that 

one must be 

able to adapt 

to the 

expectations 

and demands 

of new 

academic 

situations like 

college.  
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31 In Education for Life and Work, the NRC specifies that each cluster contains “closely related 

competencies within each of the three broad domains” (35).  

 
32 When Conley wrote "Redefining College Readiness,” he began to cluster habits of mind under what he 

called the “Four Keys to College and Career Readiness” in “A Complete Definition of College and Career 

Readiness," which include: Key Cognitive Strategies = “ways of thinking that are necessary for college-

Table 9, continued 
Domain 

 

Key Habits of 

Mind Related 

to Writing 

Framework Costa & Kallick Pellegrino & 

Hilton 

(NRC) 

Conley 

 4) Persistence= 

ability to keep 

going or 

persevere 

during long- or 

short-term 

assignments 

when obstacles 

are 

encountered.  

 

This is one of 

the eight habits 

of mind 

mentioned in 

the Framework, 

but this 

definition only 

perceives 

persistence 

narrowly as 

being able to 

complete short- 

and long-term 

projects by 

“sustain[ing]. . 

.interest in and 

attention to” 

them (1).  

 

 

 

 

The “persisting” 

habit of mind is 

described as having 

the ability to “stick 

to a task until it is 

completed” and not 

“giv[ing] up 

easily” (18).  

 

 

 

 

Within the 

“Work 

Ethic/Conscien

tiousness” 

cluster under 

“Intrapersonal 

Competencies” 

“perseverance” 

is listed under 

“Terms Used 

for 21st 

Century 

Skills” 

(Pellegrino & 

Hilton  33).  

“Persis-

tence” is 

initially 

defined as 

“the ability 

and desire to 

cope with 

frustrating 

and 

ambiguous” 

situations 

alternately 

(Under-

standing 

University 

Success 8). 

Finally, it 

islisted as 

one of the 

“Key 

Learning 

Skills and 

Techniques” 

in “A 

Complete 

Definition” 

and “New 

Conceptions 

of College 

and Career 

Readiness” 

and is 

defined as 

“com-

plet[ing] a 

complex 

task that 

requires 

multiple 

drafts and 

revisions” 

(20).  
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level work;” Key Content Knowledge = “key foundational content and ‘big ideas’ from core subjects that 

all students must know well, and an understanding of the structure of knowledge in core subject areas 

which enable students to gain insight into and retain what they are learning;” Key Learning Skills and 

Techniques = “consist of two broad categories: student ownership of learning . . . and specific learning 

techniques;” and Key Transition Knowledge and Skills = the knowledge and skills necessary to “navigate 

successfully the transition to life beyond high school.” 

 
33 This domain has only two key habits shared by Conley, the Framework, the NRC and Costa & Kallick. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

DATA COLLECTION TOOLS AND INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS 

 

Method A 

 

Assignment Prompt for Ranking Activity Using Student Profiles and Assignment 

 

Discourse Community Profile Final Paper Revision 

& New Literacy Definition  

 

This profile will be an investigation of specific ways that language, literacy events and/or 

literacy practices occur in certain settings. A discourse community could include 

members of a shared profession, members of a church or other institution, school 

committee (like the PTA), or even an online community, like an online community of 

gamers. You are asked to interview two members of the same discourse community (e.g., 

a nurse, motorcyclist, salesperson, postal worker, politician, artist, etc.) about the special 

and specific literacy demands of that discourse community. Find out about the typical 

reading and writing activities in the community, knowledge in that community, use of 

language/jargon and how one becomes socialized into the community. Observations, 

field notes and interviews will provide the data for this paper. The analysis for this 

paper must incorporate course readings and at least two new additional, scholarly 

references.  

 

Your paper should follow use the following sections: 

 

Introduction 

In a paragraph or two, describe the discourse community you chose to examine and the 

way you view the acquisition and use of literacy in this community. You must make an 

argument about this community and its literate practices toward the end of this section= 

THESIS. Your argument must state the reasons why you think this is a discourse 

community and include some reference to how members join in, shape and employ 

literate practices within this community. You may use John Swales’ criteria in “The 

Concept of a Discourse Community” or James Paul Gee’s “Literacy, Discourse and 

Linguistics: Introduction and What is Literacy?” to help you construct your argument. 

 

Methodology 

In this section, you should describe what you did to obtain your observations, field notes, 

and interviews. How did you conduct observations of this community? How familiar 

were you initially with the community? How did you gain access to the members that you 

interviewed? What kinds of questions did you ask them? How many times did you visit 

the community? John Szwed’s “The Ethnography of Literacy” should be helpful here. 
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Theoretical Frame and Literature Review 

In this section, you should use texts from class and your research to support the argument 

you make about the ideas about literacy that you used to think about this discourse 

community. You can continue to show how Swales or Gee’s ideas are supported or 

disproven if you did so in your introduction. You might also look up other resources to 

help you view literacy in your particular site. For example, if you are discussing a site in 

which technology is prevalent or an online community, you might want to look up 

sources on multimodal literacies, media and literacy, or technology and literacy. 

 

****You should refer to all your sources in this section. 

 

Findings and Discussion 

In two or three paragraphs, discuss what you learned about literacy, based on what you 

observed. You may wish to refer to the sources you discussed in the prior section to help 

you. 

 

New Definition 

Sylvia Scribner in “Literacy in Three Metaphors,” analyzes three different ways of 

defining literacy, but then points to the inadequacy of focusing on any one definition of 

literacy, concluding that, “Literacy has neither a static or universal essence,” and that 

“literacy is a many-meaninged thing” (8-9). At the same time, Scribner illustrates the 

importance of definitions of literacy as starting points for discussing what kinds of 

literacy practices are valued within our society.  

 

Based on what you found about your discourse community, you will pick a new 

definition of literacy from Scribner or any of the other texts we have read in this class 

and use at least one additional source, both from class and from your own research to 

challenge, modify, or expand upon this definition of literacy. The definition you choose 

may be explicit (i.e. one of the authors states it directly) or implied in the text (the author 

seems to be defining literacy in a certain way, based on his or her word choice, but never 

states a definition of literacy.)  

 

You may use personal examples of literacy practices to support your points, but you 

should be careful to relate these examples back to your research and our readings. 

Ultimately, this definition should specify what aspects of literacy are essential for a 

person to be able to competently practice in order to function effectively, at the very 

least, or achieve their aspirations in this discourse community. 

 

Requirements and Evaluation Criteria 

Your final paper should be 8-10 pages in length. Your paper should also include a Works 

Cited page which does not count toward the paper length.  

 

You should use at least two sources that we have read for class and at least two 

additional sources from your own research. These sources should be scholarly (i.e., they 
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should come from books or online library databases like JSTOR, Academic Search 

Premier, ERIC, Education Full Text or Education Research Complete). Make sure that 

you document your sources according to MLA format.  

 

I will evaluate your paper according to the following rubric: 

 

 
Criteria Number of Points 

Begins paper with a strong introductory 

paragraph that introduces the key terms used in 

your thesis and cites all the major works and their 

authors that you will discuss.  

 

***Your thesis statement and your topic 

sentences must connect by using the same 

terminology.  

10 

Puts forth an original argument about the 

discourse community that appears at the beginning 

of the paper and is sustained throughout. 

 

***Your topic sentences must expand upon claims 

made in your thesis statement and use the same 

terminology. Transitions must be used within and 

between paragraphs to connect ideas! 

25 

Cites details from the literacy site, including 

details of literacy activities, quotes from 

interviews, and descriptions of the site and people 

that support claims made in your thesis statement 

in your “Findings and Discussion” section. 

 

10 

Demonstrates an understanding of the sources 

used, with sufficient detail so that someone who 

had not read the source would understand it. 

 

***You must explain how a part of the source (no 

summaries) supports your ideas or those of your 

key theorists in your “Theoretical Frame and 

Literature Review.”  

10 

Cites and analyzes quotes from sources (sources 

that are relevant to the paper topic and literacy 

site). 

 

****Uses signal phrases to introduce quotes and 

then explains how they support your topic 

sentence claims.  

15 

Adds new definition of literacy based on research 

done on discourse community. The definition 

specifies what aspects of literacy are essential for a 

person to be able to competently practice in order 

to function effectively in this discourse community 

and utilizes at least two readings from the 

course.  

10 
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Correctly applies MLA format and citation 

guidelines. 

10 

Language is clear and concise with few 

grammatical, punctuation or sentence-level errors.  

10 

Total 100 points 

Student Profiles & Writing Excerpts in Response to Writing Prompt 

Profile 1 

Key interpersonal and intrapersonal habits featured: Collaboration, openness, persistence 

 

Kevin 

Kevin knows he has to take and pass ENG 200, so he’s going to give it his best 

shot. When Kevin received the new essay prompt, he wasn’t too sure what his professor 

wanted. Although his professor reviewed the prompt in class, Kevin didn’t ask any 

questions because he didn’t want to appear stupid, plus he knew he had another week to 

write his draft. The night before his rough draft was due, Kevin sat down in a panic 

before his laptop and banged out a response so he could be ready for peer review the next 

day. He told his roommate he wasn’t too worried because peer review was “a waste of 

time anyway.” After all, he figured what his professor wanted is what really counted. Yet, 

during the peer review session his professor went around and skimmed several drafts and 

gave pointed feedback to some students, including Kevin. Kevin’s professor told him that 

he hadn’t understood the prompt, so he would need to start again. Embarrassed and 

frustrated, Kevin went to the writing center for help. The tutor there helped him 

understand the prompt and got him started on a new draft by helping him compose a 

thesis statement and body paragraph outline. She also pointed out to him that some of his 

ideas would work in his new draft and that they presented some surprisingly original 

perspectives. Buoyed by a new sense of confidence, Kevin used his notes from his 

tutoring session to redraft his final essay.  

 

Writing Excerpt 1 

Key cognitive habit featured: Reasoning/argumentation = Presents a convincing 

argument through thoughtful and logically connected claim(s) within a thesis that is 

supported by apt evidence.  

 

A discourse community, as defined by John Swales in “The Concept of Discourse 

Community,” has six characteristics. The three are most needed in a community include: 

agreeing on a set of common public goals; using ways to provide information and 

feedback; and having enough members with a sufficient amount of experience or 

knowledge (471-473). These three are necessary so people within a discourse community 

can effectively communicate with each other to achieve goals and help new members. A 

community that I believe is a discourse community is the Resident Assistant (RA) 

community at Solopaca U. I am a part of this community because of my position as an 

RA in Solopaca’s Residence Life office. RAs have the responsibility to watch out for the 

safety and well-being of the students on their floors or hallways. RAs report to their 

supervisors if there are situations where residents violate university policies. They are 
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also responsible for building community in their floors or halls so that the residents learn 

to live together without any discrimination, sexism or anything of that nature. Thus, the 

RAs share the common goal of ensuring the safety of the residents on campus and 

building the communities in the residence halls. The knowledge that is used in this 

community is being aware of the university policies such as what is the legal drinking age 

or how much alcohol is permitted in each room. The RA’s get this knowledge through 

orientation but have questions later. The weekly staff meetings are important for new 

RAs because they get to talk to more experienced RAs. Resident Assistants within the 

organization of Residence Life form a discourse community because they demonstrate 

these three characteristics of Swales.  

 

Profile 2 

Key interpersonal and intrapersonal habits featured: Responsibility, metacognition, 

flexibility 

 

Crystal 

Crystal really wants to do well in this class because her high school teacher told 

her writing is important for all her college classes. She knows, therefore, that she is going 

to have to work hard. Before her instructor even provided a hard copy of the latest 

prompt in class, Crystal had read it on Blackboard and was asking her professor questions 

about the assignment as they occurred to her in response to assigned readings and class 

discussions. After the prompt was reviewed in class, Crystal immediately made an 

appointment with her professor, who is also the director of the writing center, to review 

her first partial draft.  During this appointment, she was initially very concerned about her 

grammatical errors. Yet, her professor indicated that what she really needed to work on 

was expanding her explanations of exactly why the texts she used supported her analysis 

of the key assigned text.  At first, Crystal asked her professor why he needed more 

explanation of the assigned text. After all, hadn’t he read this article? Yet, once Crystal’s 

professor offered that Crystal needed to convey her understanding of these key points 

from the assigned text, Crystal exclaimed, “Oh!” and agreed to shift her session’s focus. 

In her final draft, Crystal felt she did write more explanation about how her research 

articles supported her analysis. She also used spell and grammar check and ask her 

roommate to read over her final draft for grammatical errors before she turned her paper 

in.  

 

Writing Excerpt 2 

Key cognitive habit featured: Critical thinking = Demonstrates a thorough understanding 

of central and supporting texts through analysis. 

 

The primary participatory mechanism that the English department discourse 

community uses is Blackboard. Not only do professors and students use Blackboard to 

communicate with each other, but also have threaded discussions as a way to share their 

thoughts on the lectures. There are other theorists who agree that Blackboard is utilized 

as a participatory mechanism within English department discourse communities. 

According to the article, “Using Blackboard as an Intradepartmental Communication 
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Tool” by James Perry, who is a chair at Owens Community College, he and other 

members in his department use Blackboard instead of paper to communicate with each 

other. Specifically, Perry uses Blackboard’s “Announcement” page to give updates to the 

whole department to let them know of upcoming events or changes to procedures (7). 

Professor Brown and Professor Smith at Solopaca U. also use the Announcement page, to 

let their students know about upcoming due dates for assignments or when class is 

cancelled.  

 

Profile 3 

Key interpersonal and intrapersonal habits featured: Collaboration, metacognition, 

openness 

 

Tyrone 

Tyrone doesn’t really like writing and has struggled with both reading and writing 

in the past. Yet, on the first day of class, he is surprised by his professor. She isn’t like 

any other teacher he has had.  She talks about reading and writing in a way that makes 

sense to him and even uses the word “bullshit” when talking about the how other 

professors only concentrate on grammar instead of ideas when commenting on student’s 

writing. He finds he likes her more and more because the readings and discussions focus 

on the ideas of authors from different races, cultures, genders and sexual orientations. He 

is able to start to see that maybe he hasn’t liked writing or reading because he has never 

been able to relate to assigned readings and his ideas were often ignored because he 

doesn’t know a lot about grammar or punctuation. He likes working with his peers and 

professor in class because they often help him see things differently about himself and his 

writing. Although he is initially unsure about how to start this new assignment, he 

decides to ask his professor. She encourages him to go the writing center for a 

brainstorming session with a tutor. Tyrone decides to go instead of just trying to come up 

with ideas himself like he usually does. The tutor tells him that his ideas are really 

original, especially the way he draws pictures to communicate complex ideas. Tyrone, 

therefore, asks the tutor if he can incorporate some of these pictures into his final draft. 

His tutor is unsure and tells him to ask his professor if this would be okay. Tyrone, 

however, does not get a chance to ask his professor before the paper is due, so he just 

turns in text, but makes sure to throw in a few fancy words from an online thesaurus his 

tutor recommended.  

 

Writing Excerpt 3 

Key cognitive habit featured: Creativity = Ideas and approach to task are original. 

 

Place yourself in the midst of the bangs and booms of a bustling warehouse 

environment. Smell the scent of turmeric with a dash of coriander and sense the sense of 

humility and contentment. Now look around to find yourself curiously in the confines of 

the Halal Foods warehouse. A food distributor serving the Muslim community within the 

***area for over one hundred years, Halal Foods stands on the outskirts of the *** 

section of ***. But through the parking lot lined with broken down tractor-trailers and 

behind that bent-up-from-me-backing-the-van-into-it bay door of the structure lies a 
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community very separate from *** or the rest of the world, complete with a culture and 

language of its own: a culture and language steeped in functionality.  

The literacy requirements for holding a warehouse job position at Halal Foods 

aren’t, in the traditional sense, “high.” Yet integral to participation in this discourse 

community, there is a definite requirement of a functional literacy specific to the Halal 

warehouse that cannot be mandated or otherwise measured with a standardized test. Most 

people merely of a “higher” literacy would not be worth their weight in dirt within the 

walls of the warehouse without knowledge of the intricacies of the community. Thus, I 

argue for the merit and importance of functional literacy as the dominant literacy in this 

discourse community and its ability to provide workers with both contentment and a 

positive sense of self. Further, I hold the imposition of a standardized literacy into the 

workplace to be a dangerous threat to the lives of those unreceptive and employed.  

 

Profile 4 

Key habits featured: Collaboration, flexibility, persistence 

 

Han 

Han thinks of himself as a good writer and doesn’t understand why he has been 

placed in this class with these idiots. The essay assignments have been easy so far. His 

professor has told him that he is good at selecting evidence to support his arguments from 

the readings and has few other errors in his essays. He feels the feedback he gets from his 

peers is not helpful because he is a better writer anyway, so he often skips class when he 

knows they will be work shopping. He also secretly thinks his professor is teaching the 

class things he already knows like how to take notes while reading, so he pretends to be 

paying attention during class discussions by raising his hand once in a while to ask a 

question. Meanwhile, he is really on Snapchat with his friends on his laptop, which he 

told his professor he needs to take notes. Yet, when he goes to write this latest essay, the 

night before as usual, he finds he doesn’t understand the assignment. In a panic, he runs 

to the writing center because he knows they have evening hours that night, but finds that 

he can’t get an appointment and there are no more slots open for walk-ins. When Han 

starts to loudly complain, the tutor refers him to the center’s director. When the director 

explains that unfortunately there are more students that want tutoring than there are 

tutoring sessions available and advises Han to come to the writing earlier next time for 

help, Han is furious. He stays up all night throwing something together to give his 

professor.  

 

Writing Excerpt 4 

Key cognitive habit featured: Reasoning/argumentation = Presents a convincing 

argument centrally through thoughtful and logically connected claim(s) within a thesis 

that is supported by apt evidence.  

 

Kaab’s discourse community back home is much different from the one he’s 

living in while in America. Our government had its own recent share of Islamic racial 

profiling, especially with the recent election of President Donald Trump.  A recent Time 

magazine article titled, “Yes, Donald is Making Terrorist Attacks More Likely,” 
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discusses how Trump’s Tweets and threats against radical Islamic terrorists and Muslim 

citizens have encouraged anti-Muslim feeling throughout the United States. When I asked 

Kaab about his experiences with anti-Muslim views, he told me to, “Move on to the next 

question.” This response was important to include because it implies that Kaab is fearful 

of making comments that might cause fights or losing his F-1 visa. Kaab then added that 

the people in his home community are very peaceful, so there is almost no fights or 

crime. In fact, he reports that the police in his home country do not even carry guns 

because any conflicts or crimes are addressed by elders. This information is important to 

include in my study because understanding more about Kaab’s culture helps you 

understand his home discourse community.  

 

Profile 5 

Key habits featured: Responsibility, openness, persistence 

 

Inez 

Inez knows she has to write better to do well in her classes. Yet, she’s not sure 

what “good” writing is since she spent most of her time in high school learning to write 

five paragraph essays for the Pennsylvania System of School Assessments (PSSAs). She 

is happy that her professor goes over in class how to annotate a text so you can come up 

with ideas for your essays. She never thought before about how her understandings and 

reactions to a text were key to helping her write about it. Although she doesn’t like to 

mark up her textbooks, so she decides to record her thoughts on her phone while she 

reads. In order to make sure she turns in her first paper on time, she breaks down the 

tasks involved in the paper into categories such as reading, research and drafting and sets 

deadlines for them. To her surprise, Inez finds the readings really interesting and actually 

wants to find more articles about the topic. Yet, when she goes to research, she can’t find 

the types of articles she needs. Determined, she goes to the librarian for help. She is 

excited when the librarian is able to locate sources by showing her how to discover 

search terms that will make these articles appear. When she sits down to write her first 

draft, however, she finds that it is hard to find the passages since she didn’t underline. In 

his feedback on this draft, Inez’s professor tells her that she needs more analysis, but she 

doesn’t have time to go back and read all the texts and underline key passages and find 

the thoughts that go with them in her recordings. Thus, she tries to build up her analysis 

as best she can by skimming her texts and adding material before she has to turn the 

paper in.  

 

Writing Excerpt 5 

Key cognitive habit featured: Critical thinking = Displays a thorough understanding of 

central and supporting texts through analysis. 

 

The final type of literacy that I noticed during my visits to the adult day care 

center discourse community was bilingual literacy which is basically knowing how to 

speak and understand more than one language so that if a patient did not know English, 

there were workers that knew an extra language to assist these patients as well. For 

instance, when an English-speaking worker was trying to communicate with a Spanish 
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speaking patient, there was a huge lack of communication between the two. But when the 

bilingual speaking worker that knew Spanish came to help the Spanish fluent patient, the 

usual process of the worker taking care of the patient went just as smoothly as all of the 

other times that I witnessed the workers caring the elderly people. An example of this 

bilingual literacy was when Moll and Gonzalez observed a bilingual investigation 

between students and teachers about doing research on the temperature of a pond. A short 

quote from the bok stated… 

“Teacher Assistant (In English): O.k., what Martine is saying, she’s 

saying that when we came to the pond, it was pretty warm outside 

and that is why she thinks the water was twenty degrees. What do  

people think? Why would the temperature of the water be different 

than the temperature of the air? 

 

Martine (In Creole): Because in the water, the sun does not hit the 

bottom of the water 

 

Lorenzo (In Spanish): The water on the surface is hot, because 

the sun is hitting it, but the bottom is still cold… (Gonzalez 165). 

This quote is an example of bilingual literacy because it shows how people are able to 

communicate with each other and understand one another through different languages 

other than English. 

 

Profile 6 

Key interpersonal and intrapersonal habits featured: Responsibility, openness, flexibility. 

 

Shaunia 

Shaunia hates to write and really doesn’t want to be in this class, but her advisor 

told her she has to take it. She definitely doesn’t want to write more than one draft as her 

professor recommends, but she has to turn in a first draft for the peer review session 

because her professor tells her she will check. Shaunia is disappointed when her peer 

review partner tells her that her paper does really follow the prompt’s requirements, 

especially since it doesn’t have a thesis. Her partner then goes on to mark up her paper, 

telling her that her lack of capitals and periods makes it hard to understand her sentences. 

Angry and defensive, when speaking to her friend after class, Shaunia says about her peer 

reviewer, “What does he know anyway? He’s just like all those other suck-ups who think 

they are better than me.” When her professor suggests that she go to the writing center, 

Shaunia does go and is able to correct the first few sentences of her draft with the 

assistance of a tutor, but they run out of time. Shaunia doesn’t know how to fix the rest, 

so she just adds some more sentences to her final draft to make it longer before she 

submits her paper on Blackboard. 

 

Writing Excerpt 6 

Key cognitive habit featured: Knowledge of conventions and rhetoric = Responsive to 

prompt directions and displays an awareness of audience and context by showing 
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evidence of correct use of terminology and language; formatting, grammatical and 

citation rules and organizational strategies.  

 

Literacy is not just about reading and writing like many people think. Instead, 

literacy is knowing how to access help if you don’t understand academic Discourse. 

Academic Discourse is made up of scholarly articles, textbooks, and argumentative 

writing. James Paul Gee in “What is Literacy?” argues is that literacy can only be 

acquired naturally within a community. He said that literacy can’t be learned through 

teaching in a classroom. Yet, Gee does not consider that literacy could be picked up 

through both acquisition and learning. For instance, when I was in history class and I ask 

my dad can he help me with my history homework and he ask me to read it first then he 

will read it when he read it he start said something difference and I said that not right so 

he starting to said to me shaunia I been in school before you so don’t say I am not right. 

And my sister said to him shaunia is right she the one school now so don’t said she not so 

I said let me example it to you. So start to show him what the homework trying to said, 

he starts to said okay now I get it and he say shaunia you are saying the true next time I 

will listen to you. Like Gee ‘what is literacy” trying to say “Acquisition is a process of 

acquiring something subconsciously by exposure to models and a process of trial and 

error, without a process of formal teaching. This is how most people come to control their 

first language.” When I am in school something time I don’t understand my teacher when 

they \give me homework I make sure I go to them so they can make me understand their 

work and she can say shaunia that good that you coming here so I can help you with this.  

 

Interview Questions to Be Posed After Ranking Activity Using Student Profiles and 

Excerpts from Assignment from ENG 100 or 200 

 

1) What, if anything, within the student writers’ profile influenced your rankings? 

2) What, if anything, within the writing samples themselves influenced your 

rankings? 

 

3) If you were just presented with these student writers’ profiles, would your 

rankings change? If so, how? 

 

4) If you were just presented with these writing samples, would your rankings 

change? If so, how? 

 

5) What programmatic mechanisms need to be added to improve the performance of 

the least successful student you identified?  
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Method B 

Interview Questions to Encourage Retrospective Reflection 

 

1) Describe a successful student you taught or tutored within the last year from ENG 

100 or 200. 

 

2) What about this student you choose made him/her as a model of writing success? 

What actions, texts or statements informed your perceptions? 

 

3) What did you do to foster this student’s writing success? 

 

4) Describe an unsuccessful student you taught or tutored within the last year from 

ENG 100 or 200. 

 

5) What do you believe led to the difficulty your unsuccessful student experienced in 

writing? What actions, texts or statements informed your perceptions? 

 

6) How do you think you may or may not have contributed to the barriers they 

faced? 

 

7) Are there other students you thought were successful or unsuccessful writers? 

Why? What did they say, do or write? 
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Method C 

Trait Lists 

Trait List 1: College-Level Writers 

DIRECTIONS: Rank the traits below in the order you deem most to least important if college-level 

writers are to be successful. 

 

Ranking College-Level Writer Traits 

 Thinks critically about readings, their own writing and the writing of others 

(cognitive domain- critical thinking) 

 Exhibits sound reasoning when defending positions in writing (cognitive 

domain – reasoning/argumentation) 

 Selects apt evidence to support arguments (cognitive domain –knowledge of 

conventions and rhetoric) 

 Listens to and applies feedback from instructor (interpersonal - 

collaboration) 

 Knows and follows grammatical rules and disciplinary conventions 

(cognitive domain – knowledge of conventions) 

 Takes responsibility for completing assignments on time (interpersonal 

domain-responsibility) 

 Shows creativity when responding to writing tasks (cognitive domain- 

creativity) 

 Makes contributions to group projects as promised (interpersonal domain – 

collaboration) 

 Considers the audience and purpose of assignments (cognitive domain –

knowledge of conventions & rhetoric) 

 Is able to locate sources appropriate for writing assignments through 

research (cognitive domain - critical thinking) 

 Uses original approaches to solve problems encountered when drafting or 

revising (cognitive domain- creativity) 

 Provides thoughtful written feedback to peers about their writing 

(interpersonal domain – collaboration) 

 Accurately evaluates their own performance on written assignments 

(intrapersonal domain -metacognition) 

 Reflective about the behavior of themselves and others when working in 

groups (intrapersonal domain -metacognition) 

 Is open to alternative points of view within readings (intrapersonal domain -

openness) 

 Adapts easily to changes in assignments or the syllabus (intrapersonal 

domain – flexibility) 

 Seeks help when does not do as well as expected on assignments 

(intrapersonal domain - persistence) 
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 Eager to try new writing tasks or skill applications (intrapersonal domain – 

flexibility) 

 Keeps revising until receives grade sought (intrapersonal domain - 

persistence) 

 Considers impact of commentary on others in class before speaking 

(interpersonal – responsibility) 

 Effectively collaborates with classmates on projects (interpersonal - 

collaboration) 

 Shows interest in opposing viewpoints by asking probative questions during 

class or small group discussions (intrapersonal - openness) 

 Acknowledges mistakes and their impact such as forgetting to show up for a 

writing conference (interpersonal - responsibility) 

 Pays attention to and follows assignment and class expectations outlined in 

syllabus (cognitive domain - knowledge of conventions) 

 

Trait List 2: First-Year Writing Instructors 

 

DIRECTIONS: Rank the traits of first-year writing instructors below in order from most important 

to least important when forming successful college-level writers through instruction. 

  

Ranking First-Year Writing Instructor Traits 

 
Encourages critical thinking through questions posed during discussion 

(cognitive domain- critical thinking) 

 
Weighs grammar and formatting heavily in rubrics for assignments 

(cognitive domain - knowledge of conventions) 

 
Writing prompts require thorough analysis of texts (cognitive domain- 

critical thinking) 

 
Emphasizes the importance of sound reasoning within argumentative 

papers (cognitive domain – reasoning/argumentation) 

 
Teaches grammatical rules and disciplinary conventions (cognitive domain 

- knowledge of conventions) 

 
Shows students how to select textual evidence that supports their 

arguments (cognitive domain – reasoning/argumentation) 

 
Makes sure all students have the opportunity to voice their opinions and 

insights during class discussions (intrapersonal domain - openness) 

 
Frequently provides opportunities for guided peer feedback (interpersonal -

collaboration) 

 
Elicits input from students about class activities and assignments 

(interpersonal -collaboration) 

 
Uses original approaches to generate, explore and portray topic ideas 

(cognitive domain- creativity) 

 
Provides explicit and comprehensive written and/or verbal feedback to 

students about their writing (interpersonal - collaboration) 



325 

 

 

 

 
Consistently and fairly evaluates students’ written tasks (intrapersonal 

domain -metacognition) 

 
Reflective about their own behavior and its’ impact on students, other 

faculty and administrators (intrapersonal domain -metacognition) 

 
Is open to alternative points of view they come across about a reading 

(intrapersonal domain - openness) 

 
Adapts easily to programmatic changes (intrapersonal domain – flexibility) 

 
Seeks help when encounters a difficult student (intrapersonal domain - 

persistence) 

 
Looks for alternate pedagogical approaches to help students who are not 

making progress (cognitive domain - creativity) 

 
Shows interest in opposing and/diverse viewpoints by assigning readings 

by diverse authors (intrapersonal domain - openness) 

 
Considers impact of commentary on students before speaking 

(interpersonal - responsibility) 

 
Effectively collaborates with and relates well to faculty and administrative 

colleagues (interpersonal - collaboration) 

 
Acknowledges when they do not grade assignments in a timely manner and 

how it impacts student revision process (interpersonal - responsibility) 

 
Pays attention to and ensures first-year writing programmatic outcomes are 

achieved (interpersonal - responsibility) 

 
Eager to try methods suggested in response to changes in university 

strategic goals (intrapersonal domain – flexibility) 

 
Teaches new strategies for students to utilize when they encounter writer’s 

block (intrapersonal domain - persistence) 

 

Trait List 3: Writing Center Peer Tutors 

 

DIRECTIONS: Rank the traits of writing center peer tutors below in order from most important to 

least important when forming successful college-level writers through tutoring.  

 

Ranking Writing Center Peer Tutor Traits 

 
Quickly and accurately identifies the most pressing issues within peer’s 

written texts (cognitive domain- critical thinking) 

 
Points out gaps in chains of reasoning within peers’ essays (cognitive 

domain – reasoning/argumentation)  

 
Can show other students how to find appropriate evidence within texts to 

support their arguments (cognitive domain – reasoning/argumentation) 

 
Explains and helps correct misapplications of grammatical rules and 

disciplinary conventions (cognitive domain – knowledge of conventions) 

 
Helps other students interpret and apply instructor feedback (interpersonal 

– collaboration) 
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Advises students that it is their responsibility to complete written tasks on 

time & helps them devise a schedule so they can do so (interpersonal - 

responsibility) 

 
Encourages students to creatively respond to writing tasks (cognitive 

domain- creativity) 

 
Poses questions that help student writers consider the audience and 

purpose of an assignment (cognitive domain – knowledge of conventions) 

 
Pays attention to writing center session guidelines to ensure consistency 

and manage student expectations of services (interpersonal - responsibility) 

 
Is able to help students locate appropriate sources through research 

(cognitive domain - critical thinking) 

 
Is open to alternative points of view that show up when reading peers’ 

work (intrapersonal domain -openness) 

 
Uses original approaches to aid students who are encountering difficulties 

when drafting or revising (cognitive domain- creativity) 

 
Provides thoughtful written and verbal feedback to tutees (interpersonal -

collaboration) 

  
Accurately evaluates effectiveness of tutoring sessions (intrapersonal 

domain -metacognition) 

 
Reflective about their own writerly behaviors and strategies and applies 

these insights when working with peers (intrapersonal domain -

metacognition) 

 
Adapts easily to changes in writing center procedures (intrapersonal 

domain – flexibility) 

 
Seeks help when tutoring session does not go as expected (intrapersonal 

domain - persistence) 

 
Eager to try new tutoring approaches or strategies introduced during 

training (intrapersonal domain – flexibility) 

 
Keeps trying to reach a student when first approach does not work or 

evokes confusion (intrapersonal domain - persistence) 

 
Shows interest when tutees views do not match their own by eliciting more 

information (intrapersonal domain - openness) 

 
Considers impact of commentary about a student’s writing or ideas before 

speaking (interpersonal - responsibility) 

 
Effectively collaborates with and relates well to other tutors and writing 

center administrators (interpersonal - collaboration) 

 
Acknowledges when mistakes like being late impacts other tutors, students 

and administrators and seeks ways to correct them (interpersonal - 

responsibility) 
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Questions Posed to University Administrators After Ranking Traits of Successful 

College-Level Writers, First-Year Writing Instructors and Peer Tutors 

 

1) Why did you rank trait #1 as most important: 

a) for successful college-level writers? 

b)  in forming successful college-level writers by: 

first-year writing instructors? 

- peer tutors? 

 

2) Why do you think this trait is most important: 

 a) for successful college-level writers? 

 b) when teaching to form successful college-level writers? 

 c) when tutoring to form successful college-level writers?  

 

3) Why was the trait you ranked #2 not as important as the trait you marked #1 for: 

a) college-level writers? 

b) first-year writing instructors;? 

c) peer tutors? 

 

4) Why was the trait you ranked #3 not as important as the trait you marked #1 for:  

a) college-level writers? 

b)  first-year writing instructors? 

c)  peer tutors? 

 

5) Are there any traits that you don’t see listed that you feel are important for the 

success of college-level writers and their formation by instructors and peer tutors? 

What are they and why do you deem them important? 

 

6) Are there any traits that you don’t see listed that you feel that may make college-

level writers and their formation by first-year writing instructors and peer tutors 

unsuccessful? What are they and why do you deem them damaging? 
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APPENDIX C 

 

CONSENT FORM 

 

Title of research: Conceiving College Writers and What Influences Their Success in the 

Transition  
 

Investigator and Department: Dr. Eli Goldblatt, Department of English, Temple 

University Rachel Edwards, Coordinator of the Writing Center, Cabrini University  
 

Why am I being invited to take part in this research?  

We invite you to take part in a research study because you work with or are involved in 

the administration of writing programs for first-year college students.  
 

What should I know about this research?  

•Someone will explain this research to you. 

•Whether or not you take part is up to you. 

•You can choose not to take part. 

•You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 

•Your decision will not be held against you. 

•You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 

 
Who can I talk to about this research?  

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, contact 

the research team:  

 

Dr. Eli Goldblatt  

Department of English  

1014 Anderson Hall 1114 Polett Walk  

Philadelphia, PA 19122  

(215)204-1873 

eligold@temple.edu  

 

Rachel Edwards  

Coordinator of the Writing Center  

Center for Student Success, Iadarola 114  

Cabrini University  

610 King of Prussia Road  

Radnor, PA 19087  

(610)902-8573 

rachel.edwards@cabrini.edu 

 

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You 

may talk to them at (215)707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the 

following: 

•Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 
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•You cannot reach the research team. 

•You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 

•You have questions about your rights as a research subject. 

•You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

 
Why is this research being done?  

Policy makers and compositionists conceive of successful college writing and the 

programmatic mechanisms that best help incoming freshmen become successful college 

writers differently. This study will examine the conceptions of university-level 

stakeholders about what constitutes successful college writers and the programmatic 

mechanisms that allow students to achieve college success through writing as they 

transition into their freshman year at a small university. The exploration of these 

conceptions can help stakeholders understand one another’s positions about how 

incoming freshmen become successful college-level writers so they can be retained and 

graduate. This understanding is particularly important for writing program administrators 

as their funding and credibility depends on being able to translate the concerns of 

administrators and policy scholars about degree completion into programmatic actions 

within writing programs that support this version of student success. These actions 

directly impact the formation of student outcomes and the type of support provided to 

first-year students by FYW instructors and writing center.  

 
How long will I be in this research?  

We expect that you will be involved in this research for the duration of 1-2 sessions that 

will include an activity and interviews that will last from 2-3 hours.  

 
What happens if I agree to be in this research?  

If you are an English 100 or 200 Instructor or a writing center tutor you will meet with 

Rachel Edwards two times. During the first meeting, you will be asked to rank in order 

from most to least successful six different writer profiles of students in ENG 100 or 200 

and their corresponding written products. You will then be interviewed about what 

influenced your rankings in terms of the student writers’ behaviors, thoughts or 

statements. During the second meeting, you will be asked to recall and retroactively 

reflect upon a student you worked with whom you considered a successful then 

unsuccessful writer within a first-year writing course within the last year. Both interviews 

will be recorded. Please see the information below about what will be done with the 

information collected for this research to ensure confidentiality.  

 

If you are a university administrator, you will meet with Rachel Edwards only one time. 

During this meeting, you will be asked to rank lists of traits for college-level writers, 

first-year writing instructors and peer tutors separately. For the college-level writer trait 

list, you will rank the traits in the order they deem most to least important if college-level 

writers are to be successful. For first-year writing and tutor trait lists, you will rank them 

from most important to least important when forming through instruction or tutoring 

respectively college-level writers who are to be successful. She will then ask you to 

reflect on their writer, instructor and tutor rankings separately by answering a series of 
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questions. This reflection will be recorded. Please see the information below about what 

will be done with the information collected for this research to ensure confidentiality.  
 

What happens to the information collected for this research?  

All participants will be assigned a pseudonym and the type of position they hold will be 

designated generically. Thus, they will be listed as either a FYW instructor, writing 

center tutor or university administrator. A list of their original names will be kept in a 

password protected file. All other documents and references made to participants will 

utilize these pseudonyms.  

 

Audio files of interviews and reflections will be downloaded immediately and also be 

kept in a password protected file in the researcher’s personal computer or a remote 

storage cloud. The device itself will be kept under lock and key if there is any delay in 

downloading. Any identifying information will be changed within transcriptions of these 

interviews immediately and names of interviewees will not be shared with the 

transcription service. Hard copies of any data collected will be stored in a locked filing 

cabinet.  

 

No information will be shared with participants’ peers, instructors or supervisors at 

Cabrini.  

 

To the extent allowed by law, we limit the viewing of your personal information to 

people who have to review it. We cannot promise complete secrecy. The IRB of Temple 

University and Cabrini University and its affiliates, and other representatives of these 

organizations may inspect and copy your information.  

 

All electronic (including audio files) and hard copies of data will be destroyed within five 

years of the completion of this study.  

 

Signing your name below indicates that you have read and understand the contents of this 

Consent Form and that you agree to take part in this study.  

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Participant's Signature Date  

 

________________________________________________________________________

Graduate Student Investigator's Signature Date  

 

________________________________________________________________________

Principal Investigator’s Signature Date 
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APPENDIX D 

 

CODE BOOK EXCERPT 

 

COGNITIVE DOMAIN 

Relies on intellect and thinking. 

 

KNOWLEDGE OF CONVENTIONS 

 

Full a priori definitions:  

- Ability to discern and act on understandings of audiences, purposes and contexts, as 

well as formal and informal disciplinary guidelines and expectations (adapted from the 

Framework). 

- Responsive to prompt (& rubric -Tabitha) directions and displays an awareness of 

audience and context by showing evidence of correct use of terminology and language, 

formatting, grammatical and citation rules and organizational strategies (definition 

used for profile/excerpt ranking activity). 

 

Code definition: 

- Responsive to syllabus, prompt (& rubric -Tabitha) directions, pays attention to and 

follows assignment, prompt and class expectations outlined in syllabus.  

- Uses organizational mechanisms properly like introductions, body paragraphs, 

conclusions, transitions, etc. 

- Has general citation knowledge. 

 

Writers 

- Responsive to syllabus, prompt (& rubric -Tabitha) directions, pays attention to and 

follows assignment, prompt and class expectations outlined in syllabus.  

- Pays attention to and follows assignment, prompt and class expectations outlined in 

syllabus  

- Uses organizational mechanisms properly like conclusions, transitions, etc. 

- Has general citation knowledge. 

 

Instructors 

- Teaches organizational mechanisms properly like introductions, body paragraphs, 

conclusions, transitions, etc. 

- Carefully considers overall goals of course within syllabus when creating prompts (& 

rubrics -Tabitha). 

 

Tutors  

- Reviews prompt & syllabus before providing assistance.  

- Shows students how to use organizational mechanisms properly like introductions, 

body paragraphs, conclusions, transitions, etc. 
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Examples: 

• Eric: "So, I think, I think one of the first things is paying attention to the 

syllabus."  

 

• Jason: “Um, his closing was, his closing was good. I think it kind of, you know, 

summarized. He did offer like a, I guess like a personal connection. I'm assuming 

he goes to this school or knows about it and stuff." 

 

Includes:  

 

Disciplinary Knowledge 

-  Follows disciplinary conventions = citation style, genre-expectations & guidelines. 

Includes those within the discipline of writing ≠creative writing. 

- Has a comprehensive understanding of disciplinary vocabulary definitions and use of 

these words within writing reflects this knowledge.   

 

Grammar - Knows & follows grammatical & punctuation rules=sentence clarity. 

 

Language - Knows & uses academic language/standard English =stylistic choices and 

informal disciplinary guidelines ≠ creative/descriptive writing. 

 

Rhetorical Knowledge - Emphasis on paying attention to purpose & audience in 

assignments & written pieces.  

 

A. Disciplinary Knowledge  

- Follows disciplinary conventions = citation style, genre-expectations & guidelines. 

Includes those within the discipline of writing. 

- Has a comprehensive understanding of disciplinary vocabulary definitions and use 

of these words within writing reflects this knowledge.   

 

Writers 

- Understands writing disciplinary vocabulary/concepts & applies these 

understandings in writing. 

 

Instructors 

- Teaches writing disciplinary vocabulary & looks for evidence of this 

understanding & application when evaluating papers. 

- Teaches disciplinary conventions for the discipline of writing. 

- Weighs formatting heavily in rubrics for assignments. 

 

Tutors 

- Recognizes the importance of citation & the adherence to disciplinary 

conventions & communicates this to students when working with them.  
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Examples 

 

• Saul: That they understand, does that student understand that those workers in that 

warehouse may in fact constitute a discourse community, but it doesn't have to do 

with their being Muslim. Does that individual understand that those Caribbean 

workers who are speaking two languages and moving, sort of navigating, that 

intersection, does the student understand that they may or may not be a part of a 

common discourse community? Does the student understand that not all black 

people, or all Catholics, are a part of a discourse community that we might 

nonetheless observe, is predominantly, and perhaps even exclusively Catholic? 

You follow me? 

 

So, you have a discourse community that's exclusively Catholic. But that 

doesn't mean all Catholics can join. Because what we're trying to communicate to 

these students is that when we speak about discourse communities, we're talking 

about the specific ways that groups of people communicate with one another. And 

because we live in a very diverse culture, and because one no longer feels 

identified absolutely by one's race or religion or class, you know, because those 

fixed categories, traditionally fixed categories, have themselves become 

somewhat more dynamic. It makes sense today to talk about something, that we're 

calling today, discourse communities. That's the way I see it.  

 

So, understand that my understanding of what a discourse community is 

about is informing my evaluation of these papers. " 

 

• Rachel: How did your decisions evolve around those, would you say?  

 

Tabitha: I thought about which section of the assignment I was looking at.  

And whether or not they were doing what they were supposed to be 

doing in those particular sections.  

 

• Saul: Superficial take on the assignment that didn't really help me appreciate or 

understand that his description of a discourse community was different than ... are 

Catholics, you know, because I can tell you what they believe in. Does that make 

them a discourse community? 

 

Because to me, in some respects, when we talk about discourse 

communities, today, we're, you know, it's a function of a kind of evolving 

cultural, or at least at this point academic appreciation for what we call 

intersectionality.  

 

Without intersectionality and an understanding of intersectionality, I don't 

think a student's going to understand what you mean by a discourse community. 

You understand what I'm saying? 
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B. Grammar 

 - Knows & follows grammatical & punctuation rules=sentence clarity. 

 

Writers 

- Knows and follows grammatical rules so sentences are clear.  

 

Instructors 

- Teaches grammatical rules. 

- Weighs grammar and formatting heavily in rubrics for assignments 

 

Tutors  

- Recognizes the importance of adherence to grammatical rules & communicates 

this to students when working with them.  

 

Examples 

 

• Brian: Um, and I'm not one who really over . . . like, thinks that first-year writing 

is all about grammar and, you know, where the--Uh, it really has to be the critical 

thinking and making arguments--And knowing your audience and everything.But 

I do see first-year re-- r-- writing, particularly with the kind of writing that we're 

seeing these days--Um, really needs to spend time on grammar.Uh, otherwise, uh, 

that . . . uh, for first, for first-year writing, it's- it's . . . I just see it as really 

essential. 

 

•  Rachel: Do, do you, what . . . Because you measured that you . . . Uh, measured. 

You mentioned, you measure, um you know, that for pre- and post-tests 

. . . You could talk about this particular student, and then maybe if you 

could just tell me a little bit more about what do you notice in terms of 

differences.  

 

Pamela: Um, pre- and post-test? 

 

Rachel: Yeah. 

 

Pamela: It's not good. Honestly, yeah. It's um . . . Which is, again, I think goes 

back to what I was saying before, about depending on ... I mean, 

students usually do . . . I usually don't have anyone score higher than, 

like, in the 70s on the pre-test.  

  

I usually do have some students who do really well on the post-

test. And it is, it's not, it's not hard. I mean, I'm not testing a ton of 

concepts. I'm not making hard . . . Like I'm not posing really hard 

questions. And the post-test there's actually like an extra credit section 

built in as well, um, where all they have to do is like, they like I put a 
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bunch of mistakes into like an article and they have to, um, go through 

and correct it. But I don't take points off for error, like, for incorrect 

corrections. I just look for what they fix correctly. And after the first 10 

they get . . . No, yes, after the first 10 they get an additional extra credit 

point for every other. And there are like 30 in there.  

 

So, it's like, you know. So, they can do really well. I mean, I want 

them, I want them to be successful in it. So, um, and I'll usually get 

some students who, who do that, um, who really, I mean, spend a lot of 

time on that last section in particular. Um, you know, maybe get, you 

know, an 80 or so on the first sections of the test, and then end up with- 

Um 100% or like a high A or something like that because they are able 

to do well on that last section. Which I think is great, because what I'm 

looking for is like can you do that work of close reading and sentence 

level revision. And, um, you know, when they can demonstrate that, 

um, you know, I think that's a skill that's really gonna serve them.  

 

Um, and, uh, um, but yeah. A lot of times what I don't see in the 

sense to be the case, you know, for students who don't do as well on 

that test, is that they struggle with the first part of the test, but then 

where I, I really . . . Like, even the day of the test I'm like, "Take your 

time with that last section. Like, really look for the errors. Like, really 

read it closely. You know, there are a lot in there. I'll say, like, you 

know, there are over 30 errors in here that you could potentially 

correct." Um, and then I'll get it back and there will be like only 5 edits 

at all in total.  

 

And it's like, and you know, and I say, like, I don't take points off 

when you, you know. . . So, I explain all of that, you know, really 

hoping to encourage the students who . . . Again, I think that's probably 

part of that is still motivated by that narrative of, like, you know, I'm 

not a good writer. I can't do this. You know, which, you know, is too 

bad because I really wish that wouldn't be how students would feel 

about themselves. But, like, yeah. That's um, yeah, but that's what I sort 

of figure. 

 

So, but it's alright. One of these days . . . I keep thinking, now, 

that's like one of these days I want to sit down and kind of look back I 

have . . . Now that I have all these years of it, like I'll have to do like a 

real comparative analysis and kind of see, kind of see what, what I 

have. But, um, you know, I think at least in terms of like a book ending 

exercise, uh, I do kind of like it because I feel like it sort of makes 

students remember that like we are talking about grammar and that that 

does, that does matter. Even though it's not, I try not to make it the 

primary emphasis of English 100. 
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 I think because of, in part, I think because students find it boring. I 

don't know why. It's so interesting. Um. And then, um, the second, um, 

you know, sorry uh. So, uh, so the grammar is . . . You know, that they 

don't find it that interesting. It is not unlike, not unlike, you know, a 

mathematical formula for me or something like that. Like, if you get it 

you get it. If you don't like you can feel really lost, and not like ... So, 

I'll kind of spend the time, like, they're kind of the greatest hits that I 

really like to, you know, like I'll talk a lot about, um . . . .  

 

I'll really dedicate time to run-ons and comma splices and 

fragments and, um, coordination and subordination, and how, you 

know, if you understand those concepts you can use them to correct a 

lot of sentence errors. Like, I kind of like, that's sort of like, if you can 

get that, you know, like, I will be really happy because I feel like you 

can, you can get a lot of mileage out of that if you really, like, grab onto 

. . . It's not the only thing I talk about it, but it's covers a lot.  

 

And then, actually, what we do too is we'll take that pre-test at the 

beginning of the semester. I'll give that back to them and say, like, you 

can use this. It's not identical to the post-test, but it's similar enough in 

structure that it's like you can use this as a study guide. I'm not testing 

anything new on the post-test, um, but then we'll like kind of pick 

questions from it and I'll just let them pick whatever questions they 

wanna talk about, and then I'll kind of talk through the whole thing, 

like, you know, this is, you know . . . You know, these are the, 

whatever. 

 

Like whatever different things. Because it's not, of course, it's, you 

know, the one error, but then like all the different implications of like 

why that, when we change it, what does it turn into and all of that.  

 

So, there are, like, all different kinds of, like, layers to, to each 

question. I must be the only person who can talk for, like, 40 minutes 

about like one, one multiple choice question on the test, but, oh well. 

That's okay. 

 

Negative Examples = how should not be emphasized. 

 

• Eric: “And I put, I put grammar last. Um, and-and that's, that's actually, I--I've 

been influenced by you! Because I distinctly remember the workshop you gave 

on, um . . . Teaching students for whom English is not their native language about 

grammar, and I, and I realized that, um, they're going to be lost in the sea if that, if 

that's your original focus. The focus should be, captivate their, their desire to 

learn, create conditions in which they feel safe, foster their self-efficacy, give 
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them small pieces of success show them the skills that are involved, and then 

when they have gotten comfortable getting their ideas on paper, then help them to 

clean it up." 

 

• Brian: Well, I do think if, when we only emphasize the grammar as- as . . . then 

you see it. It's. . . I think it's very important - I think that really it just turns people, 

uh, off to writing." 
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APPENDIX E 

 

SAMPLE EPISODE WITH CODING 

 

Excerpt from Pamela, Method B Interview (9 Apr.) Codes 

Assigned 

Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Do, do you, what ... Because you measured that you ... Uh, measured. 

You mentioned, you measure, um you know, that for pre- and post-tests 

... 

Pamela: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Rachel: You could talk about this particular student, and then maybe if you could 

just tell me a little bit more about what do you notice in terms of 

differences.  

Pamela: Um, pre- and post-test? 

Rachel: Yeah. 

Pamela: It's not good.  

Rachel: Okay. Okay. 

Pamela: Honestly, yeah. It's um ... Which is, again, I think goes back to what I 

was saying before, about depending on ... I mean, students usually do ... 

I usually don't have anyone score higher than, like, in the 70s on the 

pre-test.  

Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Pamela: I usually do have some students who do really well on the post-test. And 

it is, it's not, it's not hard. I mean, I'm not testing a ton of concepts. I'm 

not making hard ... Like I'm not posing really hard questions. And the 

post-test there's actually like an extra credit section built in as well, um, 

where all they have to do is like, they like I put a bunch of mistakes into 

like an article and they have to, um, go through and correct it. But I 

don't take points off for error, like, for incorrect corrections. I just look 

for what they fix correctly. And after the first 10 they get ... No, yes, 

after the first 10 they get an additional extra credit point for every other. 

And there are like 30 in there.  

Rachel: Okay. 

INTRA: 

Engagement 

Knowl of 

conv: 

Grammar 
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Pamela: So, it's like, you know. So, they can do really well. I mean, I want them, 

I want them to be successful in it. So, um, and I'll usually get some 

students who, who do that, um, who really, I mean, spend a lot of time 

on that last section in particular. Um, you know, maybe get, you know, 

an 80 or so on the first sections of the test, and then end up with- 

Rachel: Excuse me. 

Pamela: Um 100% or like a high A or something like that because they are able 

to do well on that last section. 

Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Pamela: Which I think is great, because what I'm looking for is like can you do 

that work of close reading and sentence level revision. 

Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Pamela: And, um, you know, when they can demonstrate that, um, you know, I 

think that's a skill that's really gonna serve them.  

Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Pamela: Um, and, uh, um, but yeah. A lot of times what I don't see in the sense 

to be the case, you know, for students who don't do as well on that test, 

is that they struggle with the first part of the test, but then where I, I 

really ... Like, even the day of the test I'm like, "Take your time with 

that last section. Like, really look for the errors. Like, really read it 

closely. You know, there are a lot in there. I'll say, like, you know, there 

are over 30 errors in here that you could potentially correct." Um, and 

then I'll get it back and there will be like only 5 edits at all in total.  

Rachel: Hmm. 

Pamela: And it's like, and you know, and I say, like, I don't take points off when 

you, you know ... So, I explain all of that, you know, really hoping to 

encourage the students who ... Again, I think that's probably part of that 

is still motivated by that narrative of, like, you know, I'm not a good 

writer. I can't do this. You know, which, you know, is too bad because I 

really wish that wouldn't be how students would feel about themselves. 

But, like, yeah. That's um, yeah, but that's what I sort of figure.  

So, but it's alright. One of these days ... I keep thinking, now, that's like 

one of these days I want to sit down and kind of look back I have ... 

Now that I have all these years of it, like I'll have to do like a real 

comparative analysis and kind of see, kind of see what, what I have. 

But, um, you know, I think at least in terms of like a book ending 
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exercise, uh, I do kind of like it because I feel like it sort of makes 

students remember that like we are talking about grammar and that that 

does, that does matter. Even though it's not, I try not to make it the 

primary emphasis of English 100. 

Rachel: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Pamela: I think because of, in part, I think because students find it boring. I don't 

know why. It's so interesting. Um. 

Rachel: (laughs) 

Pamela: [crosstalk 00:53:53] 

Rachel: I'm sorry, I'm not laughing at you.  

Pamela: No that's okay. No that's alright. And then, um, the second, um, you 

know, sorry uh. So, uh, so the grammar is ... You know, that they don't 

find it that interesting. It is not unlike, not unlike, you know, a 

mathematical formula for me or something like that. Like, if you get it 

you get it. If you don't like you can feel really lost, and not like ... So, 

I'll kind of spend the time, like, they're kind of the greatest hits that I 

really like to, you know, like I'll talk a lot about, um ...  

I'll really dedicate time to run-ons and comma splices and fragments 

and, um, coordination and subordination, and how, you know, if you 

understand those concepts you can use them to correct a lot of sentence 

errors. Like, I kind of like, that's sort of like, if you can get that, you 

know, like, I will be really happy because I feel like you can, you can 

get a lot of mileage out of that if you really, like, grab onto ... It's not the 

only thing I talk about it, but it's covers a lot.  

And then, actually, what we do too is we'll take that pre-test at the 

beginning of the semester. I'll give that back to them and say, like, you 

can use this. It's not identical to the post-test, but it's similar enough in 

structure that it's like you can use this as a study guide. I'm not testing 

anything new on the post-test, um, but then we'll like kind of pick 

questions from it and I'll just let them pick whatever questions they 

wanna talk about, and then I'll kind of talk through the whole thing, like, 

you know, this is, you know ... You know, these are the, whatever. Like 

whatever different things. Because it's not, of course, it's, you know, the 

one error, but then like all the different implications of like why that, 

when we change it, what does it turn into and all of that. 

So, there are, like, all different kinds of, like, layers to, to each question. 

I must be the only person who can talk for, like, 40 minutes about like 

one, one multiple choice question on the test, but, oh well. That's okay. 

 


