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Three students sit at a roundtable 
tucked in the corner of our library’s 
first floor. Each table has citation 
handbooks, pens, and a bowl of candy. 
Another student sits at our reception 
desk. “Welcome to the Center for 
Writing and Research,” she says to an 
approaching peer, “How can we help 
you?”

This is the setting of the Center for 
Writing and Research (CWR) at a 
small liberal arts institution, intended 
to make students feel welcome whether 
they are coming for their first appoint-
ment or their fifteenth. Before students 
come to the CWR, though, they often 
look at the CWR’s website, which is 
likely to influence their perceptions of 
the CWR before they even make an 
appointment. The website homepage 
is embedded in the library’s and uses 
its template. The prose on the site, 
although brief, uses language primarily 

targeting undergraduate students as 
potential clients. A navigation bar on 
the left links viewers to other pages 
such as social media and appointment 
scheduling.

Introduction
The above scene represents a com-

mon theme in writing centers: it 
presents a familiar (albeit challenged) 
story of the welcoming, homey writ-
ing center, but it also helps explain 
how writing centers fit into various 
discourse communities and diverge 
from others. The physical setting tells a 
typical writing center tale; the website, 
though, tells a distinct, school-specific 
writing center story, making writing 
center websites excellent research sites 
for understanding the various dis-
course communities centers navigate. 
Through such research, we found that 
although the writing center commu-
nity is a loosely-defined discourse 
community, individual center websites 
cater more to school-related discours-
es than to writing center community 

Thank you for picking up the 
Winter 2014 issue of the ECW-
CA Newsletter! We are excited 
and thankful for this opportunity 
to serve as guest editors for 
such a wonderful publication. 
What an excellent way for our 
region to share the brilliant inno-
vations happening in our centers 
and through our research. We 
are proud to make this contribu-
tion. 

In this issue, you’ll find three 
articles that will encourage you 
to reconsider your students, 
your web presence, and the 
technologies you can employ in 
your centers. We also feature 
information about the ECWCA 
conference, held on March 28 
and 29 at Miami University in 
Oxford, Ohio, ranging from the 
story behind the theme, “Writing 
Centers: The Next Generation”, 
to the restaurants you should 
visit during your downtime at the 
conference. 

This year’s conference host, 
the Howe Writing Center of 
Miami University, is the focus 
of this issue’s writing center 
spotlight. We from the Howe 
are thrilled to share the exciting 
things that are happening at our 
center, such as our collaborative 
efforts across disciplines, our 
consultant-designed research, 
and our new marketing team. 
We hope our efforts might in-
spire innovations of your own.

We very much look forward to 
seeing you all at ECWCA next 
month! 

Erin Brock, Enrique Paz, 
and Heather Wintle
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discourses when presenting public per-
sonas to clients. The homepages’ de-
signs are visual indicators of discourse 
community affiliation while homepage 
content reflects identities centers (or 
the hierarchies in charge of web-con-
tent). We argue that, based on visual 
design and homepage content, writing 
centers in the Great Lakes region craft 
their homepages to reflect institution-
al discourse communities, and such 
accommodations may contribute to 
misunderstandings about the writing 
center community. 

Each institution has its own dis-
course community, and Great Lakes 
centers seem to prefer presenting that 
public persona to clients. Of course, a 
center’s website content and design are 
always subject to other power hierar-
chies; center directors may not always 
have autonomy over their websites or 
may be pressured to include certain 
features for the benefit or some users 
or at the explicit request of others (fac-
ulty or administrators). Unfortunately, 
the features of the school’s discourse 
community may not align with fea-
tures of the writing center discourse 
community, and by emphasizing 
school-related discourses, construc-

tions of center clients may not align 
with the writing center community’s 
constructions. 

Literature Review
For decades, scholars have tried to 

define the writing center discourse 
community, and our study seeks to 
further this work. In 1990, Thom-
as Hemmeter suggested that while 
the community consistently calls for 
self-definitions, we actually already 
have several published definitions (36). 
He further defines the discursive fea-
tures of the community by analyzing 
key journal articles for thematic dis-
cussions (37). Hemmeter wants to end 
the cycle of redefinition. Scholars like 
Peter Carino, though, argue, “From a 
poststructuralist perspective on lan-
guage, […] definition is always already 
tenuous, for to define is to symbolize, 
to create metaphor, to be in language” 
(37). Carino suggests we need to 
periodically revisit our self-definitions 
because those definitions shift, just as 
our language shifts (37-38). Taking 
Carino’s and Hemmeter’s thoughts into 
consideration, definitions of a writing 
center discourse community already 
exist in published documents, which 
include the websites by which we com-

municate with writers. 
Although we might take for granted 

that identities are constructed via dis-
course, center directors may not always 
consider what identity construction via 
discourse means on a practical level: 
digital spaces are capable of crafting 
identity. For example, Michael Neal, 
Katherine Bridgman, and Stephen J. 
McElroy analyze their design deci-
sions for a digital archive by acknowl-
edging the role their identities and 
meaning-making actions play while 
recognizing that their design may not 
always align with what readers see. 
They further “invite [readers] to make 
[their] own meaning from this webtext 
through an open navigation” of the 
digital archive (Neal, Bridgman, and 
McElroy). 

Others, such as Kristin L. Arola, 
are even more aware of how design 
impacts identity. Arola argues that the 
rise of Web 2.0 and web templates dis-
rupts web author agency. Arola claims, 
“by not producing our own online de-
signs, we have little control over a large 
part of our representation. [...] Having 
a choice of design [in template] is 
clearly more empowering than having 
no choice, yet users remain limited to 
the predetermined options” (7). Arola’s 
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concerns should be a priority for many 
writing center directors today who are 
updating, reconstructing, or renovat-
ing their webspaces. While the visual 
display and outline of a template, even 
an institutional web template, may be 
user-friendly or even required, it can 
shift the center’s discursive identity just 
as much as the content housed on that 
web space.

 
A Case Study Approach

Arola’s concerns transfer to our 
understanding of how writing cen-
ters situate themselves within dis-
tinct discourse communities. In the 
spirit of Carino’s work, we analyzed 
a portion of the Great Lakes region’s 
writing center discourse community 
to understand how centers’ discur-
sive choices reflect their identities. As 
Carino recommended, we focused on 
public documents describing specific 
communities’ clientele. In this piece, 
we pay strict attention to centers’ 
website homepages, especially because 
websites are public documents with 
constraints placed on them, such as 
those constraints Arola explains. 

Although a more generalizable 
study would investigate documents 
at all schools across the country, we 
chose the Great Lakes region because 
it affords us regional insight, help-
ing us understand campuses that are 
comparable to and competitive with 
our small liberal arts college (SLAC). 
Therefore, we examined documents 
from flagship schools and top SLACs 
in the region. For consistency, we used 
US News rankings to determine com-
parable schools. In total, we analyzed 
eleven center homepages.

We used Carino’s rhetorical analysis 
as a model for the case study, review-
ing all centers’ homepages for themes 
and salient features by focusing on 
rhetorical and discursive choices. Web-
site design and audience description 
emerged as salient, important features 
across the centers’ homepages. These 
features help us understand with which 
communities the centers were likely to 
align themselves.

Specifically, we examined cen-

ters’ homepages because looking at 
homepages allowed us to analyze first 
impressions, looking at websites from 
the perspective of patrons and writing 
center staff from other schools. While 
analyzing homepages, we identified 
designs in two categories: school-affili-
ated designs and non-affiliated designs. 
In regards to content, we identified 
three distinct categories: content either 
included features of the writing center 
discourse community, of an institu-
tional discourse community, or of fix-it 
shop discourse (aligning more closely 
with institutional discourse communi-
ties that often perpetuate this stereo-
type while writing center theory and 
practice attempts to work against it). 
These three categories reflect homep-
ages’ overarching content, but we also 
identified two separate categories of 
how content indexes patrons: those 
with writerly identities and those with 
novice student-writer identities.

Discussion
Based on these salient features 

(website design and target audience 
description), we were able to infer 
centers’ identifications with discourse 
communities. The majority of centers 
(9 centers or 82%) in this specific case 
study used website designs that actively 
placed them within larger institution-
al contexts. Additionally, these same 
center homepages described target 
audiences as novice writers, unfamiliar 
with sophisticated writing techniques 
and unaffiliated with writerly commu-
nities. The emphasis on home insti-
tutions and novice writers presents a 
picture of writing centers that might 
be at odds with the physical “home-
sweet-home” approach. As Grutsch 
McKinney suggests, “to be read—as a 
‘writing center,’ a space needs to have 
a particular array of objects. And [...] 
the tacitly accepted notion that writ-
ing centers should be welcoming, [...] 
friendly spots” (7). Although Grutsch 
McKinney problematizes this physical 
identity, the approach remains dom-
inant in writing center culture in the 
Great Lakes region. Web spaces for 
these centers are often at odds with the 

physical space, which is more repre-
sentative of the writing center dis-
course community. The salient features 
on homepages, though, suggest that 
web presences are more aligned with 
institutional discourse communities.

Two of writing centers (18%) studied 
actively distance themselves from their 
respective school discourse commu-
nities via their websites. These centers 
use their own web templates, even 
choosing to use colors not aligned 
with schools’. They do not conform 
to their institutions’ web templates. 
These visual distinctions demonstrate 
writing center identities distanced 
from schools’ identities. For viewers, 
these centers present themselves as dis-
tinct entities instead of tutoring spaces 
within other institutions (although, 
via links and URLs, the centers often 
retain connections to parent institu-
tions).  While avoiding institutional 
web templates can distance a center’s 
website from that of the institution, 
non-affiliated designs do not necessar-
ily demonstrate features of a specific 
writing center discourse community. 

On the other hand, 9 center web-
sites (82%) utilize school web tem-
plates, creating a sense of cohesion 
with schools’ web presences, which is 
beneficial for schools overall. Howev-
er, Arola’s concerns are raised again: 
individuality and autonomy is at stake. 
Cohesion with the school’s website 
demonstrates a more ready affiliation 
with the school and a less prominent 
affiliation with the writing center dis-
course community. To a certain extent, 
the autonomy over the design may not 
matter if the target audience descrip-
tion is more productively aligned with 
a center’s vision of its students. Regard-
less, the use of template designs does 
firmly demonstrate a center’s position 
within its institution as a clear part of 
the institution’s individual discourse 
community.

When it comes to describing the 
audience, Great Lakes writing cen-
ters had more diversity of discourse 
community affiliation. Some centers 
adhered to language similar to Stephen 
North’s iconic “better writers, not bet-
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“A website can 
demonstrate how a 

writing center is 
positioned within a 
particular institution 
while bringing the 
ideologies of the 

writing center 
community to the 

institution.”

ter writing” (438), helping audiences 
find agency in their own work with the 
center. Of the reviewed homepages, 2 
or 18% use language indexing clien-
tele as agents capable of addressing 
and developing their own writing. 
For example, The homepage for the 
University of Michigan’s Sweetland 
Center for Writing reads, “Sweetland 
offers the Sweetland Minor in Writing, 
teaches and supports new media and 
multimodal forms of writing, and runs 
the invitational Dissertation Writing 
Institute and Sweetland Fellows Semi-
nar.” Describing “new media and mul-
timodal forms of writing” assumes that 
viewers know and write these genres. 
The homepage of DePauw University’s 
Writing Center reads, “Tutors will offer 
help primarily with thesis, organiza-
tion, development, and voice, but they 
can also help with “getting started,” 
punctuation, spelling, and grammar.” 
DePauw demonstrates another level of 
sophistication: this center is not a fix-it 
shop. Instead, “The Writing Center will 
be most helpful to you if you bring pa-
pers in for intelligent reader response.” 
Here, DePauw demonstrates a clear 
alignment with the writing center dis-
course community. Centers like those 
at University of Michigan and DePauw 
University demonstrate a writing cen-
ter discourse community as important 
to the identity of the center as well as 
showing how the center thinks about 
and constructs the writers who enter 
it: these writers are at various stages in 
their writing, work hard, and appreci-
ate the finer points of improving their 
writing. The language suggests viewers 
have multiple writerly identities, and 
they are encouraged to see themselves 
in this light as well.

However, the other 9 or 82% of cen-
ters describe their clientele as novices 
in need of guidance and extra in-
struction, even utilizing specific rules 
and guidelines such as the number of 
conferences allowed per day, week, 
or location. Such content constructs 
undergraduate writers as novices in 
writerly discourse as well as center 
expectations: students are novice 
students who do not know much about 

how the center works. By offering such 
specific parameters, centers run the 
risk of portraying the center as more of 
a tutoring or editing center and less of 
a writing-development center, which 
may suggest less respect and nov-
ice-level expectations of students. 

Additionally, some of the language 
used on these sites more clearly de-
notes institutional frameworks because 
insider knowledge is needed to find the 
homepages or interact more positively 
on them. The University of Illinois’s 
Writers Workshop is subsumed under 
its Center for Writing Studies: “The 
Writers Workshop, part of the Cen-
ter for Writing Studies, is the writing 
center at Illinois.” To find this home-
page via the institution’s main website 
navigation tools, users must be already 
know the workshop is the writing 
center and that the workshop is just 
a component of a larger center. Even 
SLACs utilize such insider knowledge: 
at Hope College, students must be 
aware that the CWR is located in the 
library because they can only access 
the CWR homepage 
from the library’s 
website. 

Nine of the centers 
reviewed describe 
their students in 
this way, suggesting 
the centers resonate 
more with their spe-
cific school-related 
discourse commu-
nities, as they situate 
writers in the context 
of their schools, 
addressing needs the 
campus, perhaps, has 
articulated (for ex-
ample, these same centers offer links to 
grammar and format handouts, which 
might point to a need for further 
education). These centers further used 
discourse that describes student-writ-
ers as novice writers needing particular 
guidance to use the writing center, 
which sometimes doesn’t even have 
much to do with writing (the guide-
lines above, for example, refer not to 
writing but to administrative details 

about scheduling). 

Implications
The writing center community—

especially that of the Great Lakes 
region—is a loosely defined discourse 
community, and professionals in 
the field appreciate that loose affilia-
tion because it affords autonomy in 
our centers and at our institutions. 
However, the discourse community 
is disrupted when individual centers 
cater more to school-related discourse 
communities than to the writing 
center discourse community when 
presenting public personas to their 
institutions and describing students 
as school-specific novices rather than 
writers maturing in their craft. Al-
though there are some areas of overlap 
amongst the homepages studied, the 
differences speak volumes more than 
the similarities. 

Ultimately, the Great Lakes writ-
ing center discourse community has 
a vested interested in institutional 
discourse communities. This does not 

prohibit the growth 
or formation of a 
writing center dis-
course community 
as an academic field 
of study, theory, or 
praxis. Rather, it sug-
gests the discourse 
community is acutely 
aware of the need to 
fit within other in-
stitutional discourse 
communities. It also 
leads to a vast array 
of related questions. 
In the Great Lakes 
region, centers walk 

a dangerous line between affiliating 
with their home institutions and 
misleading institutions’ constituents. A 
website can demonstrate how a writing 
center is positioned within a particular 
institution while bringing the ideolo-
gies of the writing center community 
to the institution. 

At our Center for Writing and Re-
search at Hope College, the first greet-
ing students receive is probably not 
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Creating Opportunity? Collaboration, Technology, 
and Google Drive

Group essays are a great 
way to change the learning 
environment at the end of 
the semester in a first-year 
composition class. After 
writing and revising thou-
sands of words and coming 
to the same classroom three 
times per week, my stu-
dents were excited by the 
idea of changing the routine 
of the classroom. Instead of 
emailing continually dated 
files back and forth, the stu-

dents were required to use 
Google Drive. This allowed 
them to work together both 
in the computer lab during 
class and in separate loca-
tions when working outside 
of class. By reviewing the 
scholarship on collaborative 
learning, the influence of 
technology, and the dan-
gers of technology in the 
composition classroom, 
it will be evident that it is 
necessary for scholarship to 
begin outlining classroom 
practices involving technol-
ogy; specifically, this paper 

will investigate the effect 
of Google Drive on peer to 
peer, student to instructor, 
and tutor to tutee interac-
tions when used for group 
papers.

 In “Collaborative Learn-
ing and the ‘Conversation 
of Mankind,’” Kenneth 
Bruffee suggests teachers 
“try collaborative learning” 
and gives a brief history of 
collaborative learning in 
academia. Bruffee says that 
medical students were able 
to acquire “good medical 
judgment faster” when 

working in small groups 
(417). Collaborative learn-
ing does not only benefit 
students studying medicine. 
When discussing ideas for 
a group essay, students are 
required to think collective-
ly and decide how to share 
ideas with group members. 
Bruffee says, “To think well 
as individuals we must learn 
to think well collective-
ly--that is, we must learn 
to converse well” (421). A 
group writing assignment 
encourages students to test 
ideas by talking them over 

Julie Saternus
University of Akron

Works Cited

from the student at the desk but rather 
the introductory paragraph on the 
homepage. The identity the homepage 
presents situates the center within the 
school’s specific SLAC discourse com-
munity as a service affiliated with the 
campus library. As with other centers, 
our homepage both influences how 
visitors perceive the center and are in-
fluenced by the competing institutions 
with which it is affiliated (the campus, 
the housing facility, and the writing 
center discourse community). 

Although centers must frequently 

walk the line between writing center 
theory and practice and the needs and 
requirements of their home institu-
tions, homepages and websites can 
cater to a range of writerly identities—
from novice to experienced—without 
sacrificing centers’ ideologies. Centers 
certainly benefit from having resources 
for their varied patrons (by being help-
ful to students while catering to insti-
tutional needs), but an overabundance 
of resources for novices may send 
viewers the message that the center is 
only for novice writers. Writing centers 

may benefit from seeing their websites 
more as spaces to develop identity and 
less as spaces to convey information 
or post resources because centers’ 
websites are already being read as 
identity descriptors. Viewers come to 
center homepages with certain expec-
tations, but centers can challenge those 
expectations and convey a nuanced 
understanding of writing center work 
by carefully crafting website design 
and content. 
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with peers before beginning 
the writing process. Talking 
over the writing topic with 
a peer is an effective way to 
gather thoughts, brainstorm, 
and eventually, create criti-
cal analysis. When assigning 
a group paper, the instructor 
is able to create, as Bruffee 
says, “a social context in 
which students can experi-
ence and practice the kinds 
of conversations valued by 
college teachers” (422). With 
the relation of collaboration, 
conversation, and writing 
established, it will be inter-
esting to investigate how 
technology can play a role in 
writing collaboration.

In “Made Not Only in 
Words: Composition in a 
New Key,” Kathleen Blake 
Yancey admits (in 2004), 
“Literacy is in the midst of 
a tectonic change” (298). 
Almost ten years later, it can 
be seen that the Internet 
has shaped a new brand of 
literacy. College students 
who are coming from high 
school already have hun-
dreds of hours of exposure 
to digital texts--whether 
these include tweets, Face-
book posts, Imgur gif files, 
online MMORPGs, or an 
endless list of other possi-
bilities. Instructors who do 
not recognize and consider 
digital literacy and Internet 
audiences for writing when 
creating assignments are 
ignoring an important arena 
in which most students 
already participate. Yancey 
compares the writing that 
students do with their own 
time in various online set-
tings to nineteenth century 
reading circles and public 
readings--all of these things, 
as she says, “happened 
outside of school” (300). 
By bringing in elements 

of literacy that students 
use outside of a schooling 
setting into the composition 
classroom, students will be 
able to give more authentic 
input towards the cre-
ation of their assignments. 
While students may not use 
Google Drive for the same 
functions as they would a 
social media site, Google 
Drive enables group mem-
bers to chat online, which is 
a popular feature on many 
web applications. Students 
can transfer their online 
chatting skills directly into 
classroom-related work with 
Google Drive. After learning 
how to use Google Drive, 
students will be able to use 
the application for other 
group work in the future, 
whether it be at a job or for 
an assignment in a different 
discipline.

It is apparent that I am 
intrigued with the Google 
Drive technology that we 
used for the group essay. 
But it is important not to be 
engrossed with the speed, 
convenience, and seamless-
ness of online applications 
without critically consid-
ering what this change 
means for the students. In 
“Politics of the Interface,” 
while extremely dated with 
its explanations of “LANs” 
and “WANs,” Cynthia Selfe 
and Richard Selfe Jr. make 
an observation that is very 
relevant to the scholarship 
of the 2000s on technology 
in the classroom: “Recent 
scholarship on comput-
ers has tended to focus 
in overoptimistic ways 
on positive contributions 
that technology can make 
to English composition 
classrooms” and the authors 
call for teachers to “adopt a 
more critical and reflective 

approach to their comput-
ers” (482). Reflecting on the 
advancement of technology 
throughout my years of 
schooling—or more accu-
rately, refracting my expe-
riences through my own 
ideological lens, I believe 
that I am riding on the crest 
of one of the first waves 
of binary, programmed 
technology. It is sometimes 
tempting to think that this 
is one of the first waves of 
technology, period. But 
look back to Plato’s fear of 
writing; see how the print-
ing press slowed the change 
of English; did a typewriter 
influence how you wrote 
your dissertation? But I 
say specifically one of the 
first waves of binary tech-
nology because frightening 
instances of questionable 
information storage have 
recently been revealed. 
CISPA, SOPA, and NSA are 
letters that spell a changing 
trend on the Internet. With 
the recent Federal shutdown 
of MegaUpload, a cloud 
storage site that at one time 
constituted 4% of global 
Internet traffic, it is becom-
ing easier to understand the 
possible realities for cloud 
servers, Google Drive in-
cluded (PC World). Instruc-
tors must make a decision: is 
it ethical to require students 
to use cloud storage that 
Google owns the right to? 
It is also worthy to consider 
whether it is ethical to force 
students to agree to Google 
Drive’s Terms of Use when 
requiring documents to 
be submitted through the 
online application. This 
point will not be discussed 
at length in this writing, but 
when working with Google 
Drive, and most important-
ly, when requiring students 

to work with any online 
application, it is paramount 
to weigh students’ rights to 
privacy with the benefits of 
using the website applica-
tion.

Another specific consid-
eration to examine when 
using Google Drive in the 
classroom is the difference 
between editing and com-
menting on peers’ texts. The 
“owner” of the document 
can allow any number of 
subsequent users varying 
degrees of privilege in the 
document. The Google Doc 
owner can change the set-
tings on individual users to 
“is owner,” “can edit,”  “can 
comment,” and “can view.” 
Without explicit instruction 
on how to use these settings, 
one student will most likely 
create the document, be-
coming the owner, and then 
“share” it with others, desig-
nating that they “can edit.”  
In “What Type of Collabo-
ration Helps?” Ina Blau and 
Avner Caspi say that typical 
student responses to their 
peers changing their text 
are: “My texts got deleted” 
and “Someone can change 
what you have written, even 
when you know that what 
you have written is correct” 
(qtd. on 49). One group in 
my class indeed had com-
ments similar to these. The 
members complained that 
one student had taken over 
the entire paper, changed 
what they had written, and 
put different words in place 
of theirs. Blau and Caspi 
say that this feeling occurs 
when there is psychologi-
cal ownership “between an 
individual and an object in 
which the object is experi-
enced and connected with 
the self, or becomes a part 
of the ‘extended self ’” (qtd. 
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on 49). When working in 
a group project in Google 
Drive, it seems like this is 
just simply an unavoidable 
problem. However, perhaps 
the students feel like the 
loss is detrimental because 
Google Drive does not save 
previous copies of the draft, 
it just constantly saves and 
updates. This means that if 
a peer logs in and rewrites 
a significant portion of the 
paper, the edited portion is 
gone. A possible solution 
could be to ask students to 
create additional digital cop-
ies of their writing if they 
are afraid of losing work. 
But this suggestion could 
discourage collaboration 
and encourage a process 
that sews individual writing 
together under the guise of 
collaboration. Perhaps an 
explicit statement from the 
instructor stating that the 
point of collaboration is to 
get your words rewritten 
may ease some of the pain 
of having words replaced or 
deleted in the document.

Assigning an essay with 
multiple authors requires 
instructors to contemplate 
many different issues. In 
“Transforming the Group 
Paper with Online Collabo-
rating,” Peter Kittle and Troy 
Hicks say that it is easy to 
“contribute to a group proj-
ect or cooperate in a group 
without truly collaborating” 
(527). If students look at 
the group project assigned 
in the most pragmatic way, 
perhaps it makes the most 
sense to divide the work 
and assign certain sections 
to separate students. If the 
group can decide on this 
during class, then the group 
will not have to meet outside 
of class, making the group 

work more tolerable to 
students who do not want to 
change their schedules and 
work habits from what they 
do for their usual individual 
assignments. This kind of 
division of group work is 
what Kittle and Hicks call 
“compiled writing” in which 
“individuals add compo-
nents of the text and retain 
‘some control over the final 
text’” (528).

It is questionable whether 
this type of write and weave 
assignment really helps 
students to learn to work 
together. It is a 
possibility that 
the students will 
work individu-
alistically in the 
beginning of the 
writing process, 
but for the final 
product, the 
separate writings 
must be knitted 
together, and in 
the end, either 
one person will 
have to buckle 
under the work 
to stitch the 
pieces together 
or collabora-
tion will happen. Kittle and 
Hicks say: 

Genuine collaboration
 involves...giving ideas
 and  feedback, creat
ing content, debating the 
merits of an overall argu
ment for the paper, writ
ing and revising a par
ticular section, research
ing information…, shar
ing one’s writing by 
raising questions for 
peers about content and 
style, editing all parts of 
the document, taking a 
risk as a writer by shar
ing all of this publicly, and

 encouraging one’s group 
members to engage in
 these tasks. (527)
Instructors can create a 

hierarchy of assignments to 
attempt to facilitate this kind 
of collaboration between 
students. Depending on the 
topic, these assignments 
will vary. For example, if 
the students have chosen 
to write an analytical paper 
on the topic of dreams, 
the instructor could assign 
that students write about a 
dream that they have had 
recently and attempt to 

analyze it. When 
the group members 
get together, they 
can pick out unify-
ing features of their 
dreams or they can 
come to an agree-
ment that dream 
interpretation ulti-
mately comes down 
to the mind of the 
dreamer. 

The instructors 
can attempt to push 
students towards 
collaboration with 
the mandatory use 
of Google Drive’s 
comment feature. 

A certain amount of points 
can be given for response to 
peers’ writing. Also, instruc-
tors can assign students to 
keep track of the ideas that 
they have about the essay at 
the top (or bottom) of the 
Google Document. In addi-
tion to student writing and 
comments, the instructor’s 
comments can also be stored 
in the same document. 
All comments will remain 
in place until the student 
“resolves” the comment. 
However, if the instructor 
asks the students to leave all 
comments unresolved, then 

the instructor can use those 
comments as a reminder 
of what the previous draft 
looked like.

Regardless of preparatory 
activities and mandatory ex-
ercises on commenting, the 
students must be the ones 
to decide to do the collabo-
ration. In regards to group 
work, a shared document 
allows students to engage 
in the processes described 
while also being able to 
keep track of exactly what 
their peers are doing. In 
addition to the writing and 
commenting activities, the 
students were also required 
to use another feature of 
Google Drive called Google 
Charts. In this spreadsheet 
document, the students 
logged the hours that they 
worked on the essay; each 
group had their own page in 
a comprehensive document 
that I, as the instructor, 
“owned.” This work log, 
in combination with the 
viewable peer comments 
and required pre-writing 
assignments, allowed Krys-
tal, a first-year composition 
student, to more easily 
assess the work level of her 
peers in comparison with 
her own work.  In a written 
response, Krystal com-
ments on how Google Drive 
allowed her to see who was 
contributing, as well as who 
was being too controlling. 
She says, “Working on a 
paper on Google Drive has 
really made it easier for the 
process. I can see who has 
been doing their work and 
who has not. I can even 
notice how some may try to 
take over the whole paper.” 
This meta-view of group 
work allows the students to 
get a fuller understanding of 

"Regardless 
of preparatory 
activities and 
mandatory 

exercises on 
commenting, 
the students 
must be the 

ones to 
decide 

to do the 
collaboration."
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what it means to write with 
other people. By seeing the 
entire process, the students 
are able to gain a more criti-
cal perspective on how their 
peers write and work.

In “Google Docs in an 
Out-of-Class Collaborative 
Writing Activity” Wenyi 
Zhou, Elizabeth Simpson, 
and Denise Pinette Dom-
izi say that most students 
were unfamiliar with using 
Google Docs before the 
study, 93% of students found 
Google Docs to be a “useful 
tool for group work,” and 
half of the students “report-
ed they would like to use 
Google Docs in the future” 
(359). These statistics match 
my small sample size eleven 
students who chose to write 
a reflection on using Goo-
gle Drive. An interesting 
related result that I found 
in the students’ responses 
that was not mentioned in 
Zhou et al’s study was that 
about 20% of the students 
who wrote about Google 
Drive acknowledged how 
the online application makes 
it easier for the instructor to 
grade papers. Perhaps my 
positive attitude towards 
technology influenced the 
students to write this, but 
I never told the class that 
Google Drive made my 
grading process any easier. 

The comprehensive 
storage available in Google 
Drive allows students and 
instructors to use pedagog-
ically sound techniques in 
the classroom with peers 
and teachers or at home 
in relative isolation. In 
“Teaching the Other Self ” 
Donald Murray says, “The 
teacher has to be a guide 
who doesn’t lead so much as 
stand behind the young ex-

plorer, pointing out alterna-
tives only at the moment of 
panic” (142). The classroom 
or the individual confer-
ence is a great place for the 
teacher to stand behind 
the student and lead. But 
so many times the students 
forget what has been said or 
just need a few key terms to 
jog their memories about 
what the teacher said in a 
conference. Even if the users 
of the Google Doc mark a 
comment as “resolved,” the 
comment is still available to 
view within the comments 
menu. This digital log can 
allow students to more 
accurately remember what 
exactly that suggested “alter-
native” was, at the moment 
of panic.

In the same article, Mur-
ray also says the students’ 
jobs are to “read the text, to 
evaluate it, to decide how 
it can be improved so that 
they will be able to write” 
without the instructor (143). 
With the first assignments 
in the class, the instructor 
can use the comment feature 
of Google Drive to model 
what comments are sup-
posed to look like. By seeing 
modeled responses and 
evaluation from the teach-
er in the beginning of the 
semester, the students are 
able to draw from examples 
when commenting on their 
own work or on their peers’ 
work later in the semester.

Olivia, another student in 
my first-year composition 
class, comments on keep-
ing such a large amount of 
information in only one 
Google Document, “The 
fact that everything is on 
one document may look 
cluttered to an outsider, 
though the people writing 

the paper and the instructor 
know what is going on, and 
that is all that really mat-
ters.” Will the document, 
as Olivia says, look simply 
cluttered to an outsider? 
Or can a Google Doc with 
brainstorming activities, 
peer comments, and teacher 
comments be used outside 
of the composition class-
room by a writing tutor to 
gain a more comprehensive 
view of what the tutee’s 
composition class is like? 

Only one essay group in 
my first-year composition 
class was brave enough 
to bring their iPad to the 
tutoring center and attempt 
to use all of the information 
in their document, which 
included two brainstorming 
assignments and instruc-
tor comments, during the 
tutoring session. Mason, a 
member of this group, and a 
frequent user of the writing 
center wrote: 

 We attended the writing
 center together as a group
 and brought an iPad so 
we could show all of our 
notes and comments on
 our Google Doc that we
 had made throughout 
our writing process. I feel
 that bringing all of our 
notes on the iPad would 
have been extremely 
effective had we had a 
tutor that was more tech 
savvy. I myself am not 
very good with technol
ogy so the Google Doc
 program I don’t feel is 
very beneficial to me due
 to the fact I am not very
 efficient with using it. 
Having the iPad was still
 helpful but the process 
could have been a lot
 faster had I been more 
familiar with the pro

gram.
Mason recognizes an-

other flaw with technology: 
students and tutors must be 
trained to use the applica-
tions in question if they are 
not intuitively tech savvy 
through repeated exposure 
to different applications 
and software. And so a 
very popular question in 
composition studies arises: 
what should time spent in 
the composition classroom 
be used for? A question 
surfaces for writing center 
directors to ponder as well: 
What should we use our 
valuable tutoring training 
time for? Without being 
explicitly trained how to 
utilize a Google Doc to its 
fullest potential, the stu-
dent was unable to use all 
of its features, and the tutor 
simply suggested that the 
tutees focus on just reading 
their draft and not worry-
ing about all of the other 
bells and whistles that they 
brought along with them. 

Eli (another member of 
the essay group that went to 
the writing center) summa-
rizes his trip to the writing 
center: “We did not use our 
Google Drive brainstorm 
for the tutor session. All 
we used Google Drive for 
in the tutor session was to 
access our paper.” Without 
observing the comments 
and brainstorming activi-
ties, Google Drive becomes 
a very fancy and expensive 
replacement for a piece of 
paper. While Google Drive 
itself costs nothing to use, a 
computer with Internet con-
nection is necessary to use 
it. While many in the United 
States take these resources 
for granted, these are truly 
luxuries.
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ECWCA is pleased to announce that it will offer 
up to five awards for tutor presenters who are 

from institutions in the region that have not pre-
viously presented at the 

conference or have not had a representative of 
their institution present at the conference during 

the past three years (2011, 2012, and 2013).

The awards cover the registration fees and include 
a $200 gas card donated by BP. A check for the 

registration fee and the gas card will be presented 
during the 2014 

conference banquet. Winners will be 
notified by March 12, 2014. 

ECWCA Conference Tutor Travel Awards 
Application Deadline: March 8, 2014  

If you qualify for this award, nominate yourself by sending the 
following information to Kim Ballard at kim.ballard@wmich.
edu:

• Your Name
• Your Institution
• Verification that no one from the your institution has presented 
at the conference within the last three years (Please have the ad-
ministrator of your writing center/lab confirm the above informa-
tion in an  email to kim.ballard@wmich.edu by March 8, 2014. 
The email should include the name of the tutor presenter and his/
her presentation title.)
• Your email address
• Title of your 2014 ECWCA Presentation

When endorsing technolo-
gy in the classroom, instruc-
tors must ask themselves if 
they are inundating students 
with an urge to buy more 
pieces of technology, like 
iPads, in order to participate 
to the fullest extent in class. 
Even though we took trips to 
use the library-provided com-
puters during class time, by 
endorsing the use of Google 
Drive and more specifically, 
the use of a Google Doc in the 
writing center, I am subtly (or 
not so subtly) telling students 
that owning expensive tablets 
will enhance their writing 
experience in the classroom. 
Has technology become 
another way to marginalize 
and separate the students who 
have funds to purchase expen-
sive technology from those 
who do not? 

Certainly, in ten years, but 
more honestly, most likely two 
years, the conversation about 
Google Drive will be dated 
and readers will chuckle at 
the terminology and political 
events surrounding the use of 
technology in the classroom 
mentioned, which is why it 

is important to consider the 
techniques that Google Drive 
facilitates: the use of compre-
hensive documents that are 
constantly updated and that 
also store brainstorming and 
comments. After (or if) the 
term Google Drive is buried, 
the ideas in this essay can still 
find relevance to applications 
or devices that use these gen-
eral techniques.

As the scholars and in-
structors of tomorrow begin 
to emerge in the composition 
field, there will undeniably be 
a shift. These new and emerg-
ing instructors had comput-
ers in their Kindergarten 
classrooms. Nanotechnology, 
smart glasses, and holograph-
ic projectors are on their way, 
and I am excited and slightly 
afraid to see how composition 
will continue to morph and 
grow under these new inven-
tions. But for today, perhaps 
the scholarship on Google 
Drive and its effects on col-
laboration between peers and 
between tutors and tutees can 
be more fully investigated in 
subsequent scholarship.
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The Writing Center and the "Search for Truth": Connecting 
to Toni Morrison, Donald Murray, and Ronald Butchart

Lou Ann Sears
University of Pittsburgh 

at Greensburg
In “The Thought-Filled Curriculum,” 

Arthur L. Costa (2008) urges readers 
to ask themselves what they “can . . 
. learn from others that would help 
[them] to become better problem solv-
ers” (p. 24). In What Readers Really Do 
(2012), Dorothy Barnhouse and Vicki 
Vinton note that conversation and 
reflection are needed: we need to “ask 
ourselves what our minds and hearts 
were opened to and what mysteries 
were probed through our reading” (p. 
39). Readers know they are evaluating 
a text when they “take what they’ve 
come to understand about a text and 
consider its worth or merit, personally, 
intellectually, socially, or politically” 
(p. 43). 

I have recently had occasion to read 
three classics: Home (2012) by Toni 
Morrison, The Essential Don Murray—
Lessons from America’s Greatest Writing 
Teacher (2009) edited by Thomas 
Newkirk and Lisa Miller, and Schooling 
the Freed People: Teaching, Learning, 
and the Struggle for Black Freedom, 
1861-1876 (2010) by Ronald Butchart. 
Individually, each has “merit” on all of 
the levels mentioned above.  Home is 
not a story of the American education-
al system, but rather a comment on a 
different type of injustice: the African 
American condition and struggle for 
survival in the 1950s. The Essential 
Don Murray, a collection of essays dat-
ed 1972 to 2001, shares timeless advice 
about teaching composition from one 
of the best known writing instructors 
in the country. Schooling the Freed 
People corrects long held assumptions 
about the identities and effectiveness of 
those who taught the freed slaves after 
the end of the United States Civil War. 

After reading Morrison and Murray, 
I took Barnhouse and Vinton’s advice 
and asked myself some questions: 

What connections exist among the 
texts? Do they relate somehow to my 
work as a writing center director at 
a 4-year university? How so? What 
patterns emerge from these radically 
different works?  

Listening to the voices, I found 
the recurring pattern: “the search for 
truth,” that Murray (1972) mentions 
in the following quote: “We have to re-
spect the student, not for his product, 
not for the paper, but for the search for 
truth in which he is engaged” (p. 3). As 
Newkirk mentions in The Art of Slow 
Reading: Six Time-Honored Practices 
for Engagement (2012), readers need 
to “talk back” to text (p. 181).   In 
this article, I argue that not all of our 
students are actually searching for 
truth. In fact, those who are searching 
for it are in the minority. Since this is 
the case, we—those of us who teach 
composition and/or work in writ-
ing centers—need to gauge students’ 
mindsets: Are they in that minority? 
We need to examine some of the caus-
es of these mindsets and finally de-
termine whether we need to take any 
action in order to encourage students 
to search for truth. Toward that end, 
this article begins by elaborating on 
the search for truth in the previously 
mentioned classics. Second, I exam-
ine some observations/truths about 
college writing center clients and make 
the case that many of the students we 
see may not be searching for truth at 
all. Third, I offer possible causes of 
these truths/student perceptions of the 
writing center.  Finally, I share some 
suggestions for college writing instruc-
tors and writing center personnel so 
that we may attempt to move students 
toward that search.

The Search for Truth in the Texts
In Home (2012), Morrison’s char-

acters have no control of anything in 
their lives. By the end of the novel, 
they begin to see the need for change, 

begin to have guarded hope, and 
come to some enlightenment but only 
because of the assistance of a facilita-
tor.  Knowing that their hometown, 
Lotus, Georgia, offers no opportunities 
for a meaningful or productive life 
(pp. 35, 83-84), Frank and his friends 
enlist in the military (p. 47). In do-
ing so, Frank relinquishes his role as 
mentor to his sister Cee (p. 53). Unlike 
his band of friends, Frank survives 
the Korean War (pp. 37, 93-96), yet 
he returns with Post Traumatic Stress 
Disorder (pp. 21-23), somehow finds 
himself in a psychiatric ward from 
which he escapes (pp. 7-37), realiz-
es some unspeakable truths about 
himself (pp. 133-134), and travels 
back to Georgia (p. 37).  Mistreated by 
Miss Lenore  (pp. 43-45), abandoned 
by Frank, duped into marriage to a 
con man interested only in her auto-
mobile (pp. 47-49), and subjected to 
medical experimentation by Dr. Beau 
(pp. 121-122), Cee has not found any 
genuine happiness or hope. The job 
that she took at Dr. Beau’s comes close 
to killing her until Frank receives word 
that she is in danger, physically rescues 
her, and returns her to Lotus where the 
local women—particularly Ethel—help 
her to heal (pp. 121-126).

Frank and Cee are not on a mission 
to seek truth, yet, in the end and with 
some assistance, they do find some. 
Ethel tells Cee that she needs to take 
charge of her life:

“Look to yourself. You free. Nothing 
and nobody is obliged to save you but 
you. Seed your own land. Don’t let 
[others]. . . decide who you are. That’s 
slavery. Somewhere inside you is that 
free person . . . . Locate her and let her 
do some good in the world.” (Morri-
son, 2012, p. 126)

When Frank sees that Cee has decid-
ed “to be the person who would never 
again need rescue” (p. 129), he realizes 
that he can no longer be her protector 
and that he needs to take action in or-
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der to move on with his own life.  After 
questioning some of the locals, Frank 
discovers the truth about a place a few 
miles from Lotus: “’that place yonder—
with the horses—the one that used to 
be a stud farm’”(p. 137)—where he and 
Cee saw something traumatic in their 
childhood (pp. 1-5). After much aim-
lessness, Frank is motivated to enlist 
Cee’s help in finding and burying the 
bones of the human victim of one of 
the fights (pp. 141-145). This is all they 
have the power to do. 

Murray (1995) illustrates that stu-
dents need our help as they journey 
through the writing process. Truth 
can be described as “the true satisfac-
tion [that comes from] the making of 
the work” (p. 100). The journey—the 
process—matters more than the des-
tination (1972, pp. 1-2). Since student 
writers are not in control of the writing 
situation, our job is to facilitate; to give 
students a chance to take the journey; 
and, like Morrison’s character Ethel, to 
point the way. He shares that facilita-
tors need to keep in mind that stu-
dents have “personal history as human 
beings and as writers” (1980, p. 57) and 
they have been “educated for busyness” 
(p. 57); therefore, they may not be 
accustomed to slowing down to listen 
to themselves. Unlike Morrison’s char-
acters, Murray (1972) suggests that all 
students are searching for truth (p. 3), 
yet—as I will argue later—this is an 
overgeneralization. Unlike Frank, Cee, 
and the other inhabitants of Lotus, stu-
dent writers will benefit from having 
no prescribed path for success. 

In Schooling the Freed People 
(Butchart, 2012), we see a radically 
different scenario: The freedmen were 
certainly interested in learning, were 
certainly aware of the need for it, and 
were, in fact, urgently seeking truth. 
As Butchart notes, they did not need 
anyone to point out the necessity of 
seeking change (p. 160). They were on 
a purposeful journey. Unlike Morri-
son’s characters, they were full of hope. 
They did have facilitators who called 
themselves teachers, yet unlike Ethel, 
these facilitators did not have the stu-
dents’ best interests in mind (p. xix). 

Observations/Truths about College 
Writing Center Clients

Observation One: Some students do 
not come to the writing center. As a re-
sult, they cannot take part in the writ-
ing center conversation. Perhaps they 
are having conversations elsewhere—
meeting solely with the professor, 
showing papers to family and friends 
instead of to qualified tutors, or talking 
to themselves as they work in isolation. 
Like the residents of Lotus, they may 
be wandering aimlessly. Like Cee, they 
may not be hopeful, may not be getting 
anywhere. Like Cee, they may unwit-
tingly cause themselves harm. 

Observation Two: Like Frank, some 
students do come to realize that they 
need a change, that moving toward 
something is better than standing still. 
Like Frank, some students seem inter-
ested in advancing and are willing to 
come to the writing center of their own 
accord. Over the past few years, I have 
noticed that many of these students 
speak English as a second language. 
Although they do want me to alert 
their professors that they have been to 
the writing center, they do not come 
because they get points for the visit. 
They do not come because they are 
fulfilling an obligation to someone else. 
They simply want to receive feedback.

Observation Three: Finally, a great 
many students who do visit the writing 
center seem unaware of the purpose 
and function of the center and the 
part they play in the search for truth. 
Like Cee, they have come from envi-
ronments that do not inspire growth, 
and they appear to move through 
their writing lives without much hope.  
These students treat the writing center 
as they would a visit to a hair stylist: 
they expect to sit passively while the 
expert shaves, trims, and beautifies 
their papers. When we ask these stu-
dents what they want us to look over, 
we get the following responses:

“I don’t know. I get points for being 
here.”

“I don’t know. I suck at writing.”

“I don’t know. I have to come here 
three times to get course credit.”

They are sometimes absorbed in 
their cell phones, and they often watch 
the clock as they show signs of im-
patience. Occasionally someone asks 
us where to find our “drop-off box”; 
not everyone expects to sit down. 
Occasionally we see students who 
have grown so attached to us that they 
visit multiple times in one week and 
become, as a result, too dependent on 
our services, just as Cee has always 
been too dependent on her brother 
Frank. 

Possible Causes of Student Percep-
tions of the Writing Center

Perception One:Why do some stu-
dents stay away from the writing cen-
ter? Some have work and family obli-
gations and spend very little time on 
campus. Some probably view any form 
of “help” as something extra to squeeze 
into an already full day. Some are so 
accustomed to doing everything for 
themselves that they may see a writing 
center visit as an indication of some 
kind of deficiency. Murray (1982) 
notes that “too much instruction is 
failure centered” (p. 95). Students who 
encounter this in composition courses 
may believe that the writing center 
is just one more place where they are 
going to be made to feel inadequate. 
Some may not be aware that the center 
exists. Like Frank and Cee, they may 
have had little guidance. 

Perception Two: Many students 
who come to the writing center of 
their own accord seem to have picked 
up self-regulatory skills from some-
where. Similar to the freed people, 
these students seem to be driven to 
succeed, to expand their worlds, and 
to advance themselves. We remember 
them for their positive attitudes and 
for their interest in their own work. 
Often these students speak and write 
English as a second language. They 
actively take part in the conversation, 
often bring their own questions, and 
spend as much time as they can get. 
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Their behavior reflects their apparent 
perception of the value of feedback.

Perception Three: Why do the vast 
majority of our student clients equate 
the writing center with a drive-through 
window or a hair salon of sorts? Most 
students on United States college cam-
puses speak English as a first language, 
have lived in the United States all their 
lives, and have endured their own 
Lotus—otherwise known as the public 
school system. These students share 
Frank’s view that Lotus does not pre-
pare everyone for a positive future and 
generally fails to offer opportunities for 
success. Every fall for the past sixteen 
years, I have visited Freshman Seminar 
classes: I ask students how many be-
lieve that the public schools prepared 
them for college. The result is always 
the same: I see zero to two hands. We 
cannot afford to assume that high 
schools are showing students how to 
learn. High schools do not have writ-
ing centers; therefore, students have 
no prior knowledge of such places. 
Fear of the unknown and fear of failure 
often stand in the path of success. Like 
the freed people, our students’ lives 
have changed radically in a short time: 
college and high school have little in 

common. As Murray (1980) notes, “we 
are educated for busyness, not educat-
ed for listening to our own minds at 
work” (p. 57).

Suggestions for Moving Students 
Toward the Search for Truth

To move ourselves and our studens 
toward the search for truth, we need to 
look for opportunities to hear dissim-
ilar voices in the research and reflect 
on what they say. If we are willing to 
be “sedentary hunter[s],” as Murray 
(1985) suggests (p. 76), we may find 
more than enough on which to reflect, 
ways to assist students, and ways to 
contribute to the conversation.

We can also move students toward 
truth when we meet them where 
they are. Just as Morrison’s characters 
Reverend and Mrs. Locke discover a 
confused and disheveled Frank at their 
front door and give him a little money 
to complete his escape (2012, pp. 11-
19), we need to ask ourselves what we 
have to offer and how far it will take 
our students. Murray (1982) says it 
well: “The teacher listens, knowing that 
the effective teacher must teach where 
the student is, not where the teacher 
wishes the student was . . .” (p. 93). To 
find some of these students, we may 

need to venture into classrooms.
We may need to examine definitions 

of our centers and roles. How do we 
define ourselves? As a community of 
positive spirit where everyone is wel-
come? As a safe house where no ques-
tions are stupid and no one is made to 
feel that way? As a part of the writing 
process, rather than as the end result? 
Have we advertised this definition? 
Can advertising it increase student en-
gagement? Are we searching for truth 
and helping others to do the same?

Examining the definition of the 
writing center is somewhat pointless 
unless we also examine our definitions 
of writing. Murray (1982) notes that 
“writing is thinking . . .” (p. 91); that 
the writer is an “explorer”; (p. 89) that 
writing is something a person does for 
himself or herself (1986, p. 164); that 
rewriting is an “opportunity,” not a 
“burden” (1978, p. 123).  Do we believe 
him? Do we pass this along to tutors 
and students?

 As much as possible, we want our 
students to resemble the freed people 
who sought “to (Butchart, 2010, p. xv) 
become authors of their own narra-
tives” (p. xvi). Accomplishing this will 
take effort on their part and on ours.
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The Howe Writing Center’s consul-
tant’s room hosts spirited discussions of 
consulting practices, workshops on how 
to promote the center, and meetings 
about future projects on the campus 
of Miami University of Ohio. This 
year, however, these conversations are 
moving beyond that room, and other 
writing centers in the region have been 
invited to join in.

The 2014 ECWCA conference, 
hosted by the Howe Writing Center, 
extends the conversation that writing 
center work has always promoted with 
a look to the past and new paths to the 
future. The theme this year, “Fostering 
A New History: The Next Generation of 
Writing Centers,” emerged from a desire 
to constantly improve, never become 
complacent, and learn from the varying 
histories of writing centers around our 
region.

The coordinators and planners of 
this conference, Josh Kiger, one of three 
Graduate Assistant Directors, and Sam 
Papa, consultant and student manager 
of the Howe Writing Center. They have 
enlisted the help of many consultants to 
create a seamless, engaging, and infor-
mative conference.

The conference falls on March 28th 
and 29th, at the end of Miami’s spring 
break, which made it possible to utilize 
facilities that normally are serving 
other functions on campus. “All of the 
presentations will take place in a single 
location, the Farmer School of Busi-
ness,” Papa explained. “The keynote 

speech and lunch will take place in the 
newly constructed Armstrong Student 
Center.”

Even the student center, an extensive 
repurposing and remodeling of an older 
building, reflects this year’s theme of 
looking to the past and building the 
future of writing centers. While at a past 
writing center conference, Kiger took 
notes on action verbs and keywords 
that are used in the field. When he 
noticed the potential of the concept of 
‘the future’ and presented it to the Howe 
staff, they realized they could combine 
the analysis of the past with a charting 
metaphor toward the future.

“It’s broad enough to encompass the 
brilliant ideas of all of our peers,” Kiger 
said. “It operates as a collective mindset 
that we are moving forward together 
and creating something for the good of 
everyone.”

The potential sessions that could 
be created out of this theme seemed 
to be endless, and the organizers have 
endeavored to preserve variety in the 
selections they made. Kiger explained 
that when reading proposals he found 
“There were no trends and that’s fantas-
tic. Proposals this year were all over the 
place and so interesting. We were wor-
ried when so many came in that there 
would be a lot of overlap but we were 
very pleased to see that everyone had 
fresh ideas on old topics, and others had 
new directions for the center to go in.”

Papa added that attendees should 
expect to see presentations on a whole 
variety of topics, including consultant 
training, integrating technology, writer 
identity, consulting techniques, and 

Reviewing Histories 
and Writing New Ones 
During ECWCA 2014

Laura Tabor
Miami University

administration.
While most academic conferences offer 

an option for undergraduates to present 
and participate, ECWCA is a good first 
academic conference, whether to present 
or just to attend. 

“Conferences like these, I think, best 
demonstrate how our roles as consultants 
create an entire field of study,” Papa said. 
“As consultants we are all practitioners and 
theorists, and these conferences are our 
places to impact the peers geographically 
around us.”

Kiger also pointed out: “This conference 
is incredibly relaxed, the atmosphere is 
supportive, and the people are always so 
helpful. As an undergraduate you couldn’t 
ask for a better entrance into the confer-
ence and public presentation world.”

Some new elements this year include 
the creation of a visual schedule for easier 
session selection, a presentation by Writing 
Center Journal, and invitations to indi-
vidual writing centers and other academic 
writing support systems at both the high 
school and college level. Conference 
attendance is expected to be as high or 
higher than in past years, with a signifi-
cant increase in first-time presenters. As 
always, the conference will facilitate both 
the formal presentations and the equally 
important informal sharing of information 
between new friends and old colleagues, as 
attendees explore the on-campus facilities 
and the nearby uptown of Oxford, Ohio. 

Conference Specifics:
Host: Miami University

Theme: “Fostering a New History: 
The Next Generation of Writing 
Centers”

Keynote Speaker: Chris Anson

Dates: March 28-29

Website: http://writingcenter.lib.muo-
hio.edu/ecwca-2014-conference
Registration: Via Conference Website
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Welcome to Oxford:
An Insider's Guide to where to go, what to do, 

and (most importantly) where to eat

W. High Street
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E. High Street

Greg Dick, Taylor Evans, 
Jordan Guidish, Taylor McBroom, 

Madison Sabatelli, and Nicole Smith
Miami University
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1
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Campus

1

2

The Princess Theater
10 N Beech St #12
Oxford, OH 45056
(513) 523-2188

You're Fired!
6 N Beech St
Oxford, OH 45056
(513) 523-2734

The Princess Theater is 
the best (okay, the only) 
indoor movie theater 
in Oxford.  Under new 
management and freshly 

renovated as of this year, locals and students alike flock to 
Princess to see the latest flicks. Located just off the town’s 
main street at 10 N. Beech, its luminous marquee stands 
out among other nearby Uptown spots, such as a pottery 
place, You’re Fired and the coffee shop, Kofenya. You can 
check Princess Theater’s Facebook page for daily screen-
ings in one of their four rooms or call.

4

5

6

“You’re Fired!” is just one of the many places 
in Oxford that allows a creative and relatively 
inexpensive experience for the community. 
The “Paint your own pottery studio” offers 
walk in sessions and classes on decorating 

and painting hundreds of different pottery pieces. As someone who 
has taken advantage of many of the deals offered by the studio, such 
as “Paint til ya’ Faint”, “You’re Fired!” is a great place to get imagina-
tive and make a take-home memory!
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Krishna
28 W High St
Oxford, OH 45056
(513) 273-2900

The Apple Tree
28 E High St
Oxford, OH 45056
(513) 523-1388

Mac & Joe's
21 E High St
Oxford, OH 45056
(513) 523-8018

Insomnia Cookies
33 E High St
Oxford, OH 45056
(877) 632-6654

Krishna 
Indian 
Restau-
rant is a 
delicious 

option for those who enjoy flavor-
ful, spicy food. The traditional North 
Indian cuisine is a favorite with Miami 
students. Krishna’s variety of chicken, 
lamb, and vegetarian entrees can 
be accompanied by one of the many 
different types of nan, or other breads. 
The heat level of each dish is custom-
ized from zero (grandma could eat it) 
to six (bring out the fire extinguisher), 
so everyone enjoys their meal.

6

4

5

3

In the 
heart of 
Oxford 
is a little 
boutique 
called the Apple Tree. The store’s 
inventory list boasts well-known 
brand names like Vera Bradley 
alongside unique items with a 
custom feel. Whether you’re look-
ing for a gift or just to treat your-
self, the Apple Tree has some-
thing for you. From clothes to 
accessories to adorable trinkets, 
this locally owned business has 
it all, and even if you don’t know 
what you want, the friendly and 
engaging staff is always happy to 
guide your wandering.

Insomnia Cookies is the recent and 
ingenious attraction for students in 
uptown Oxford.  If you’re looking for 
something sweet to satisfy that late 
night craving, Insomnia is often open 
until 3:00 a.m.  Known for spectacular 
cookies served hot from the oven, 
Insomnia also offers brownies, ice 
cream, and even milk.  They serve tra-
ditional flavors like Chocolate Chunk 
and Sugar, as well as unique flavors 
such as S’mores Deluxe and Double 
Chocolate Mint.  You can even take 
advantage 
of their 
delivery 
service if 
it’s a cold 
night. 

Conveniently 
located Up-
town, Mac & 
Joe’s has been 
a local favorite 

since 1946. Known for their burgers 
and wings, they also have a wide va-
riety of salads and sandwiches on the 
menu. Open daily from 11 am - 2:30 
am, order from their wide selection of 
beers on tap while watching March 
Madness with friends. We recommend 
ordering the Mac & Cheese Burger. 
For more information on Mac & Joe's 
menu and pricing follow this link: 
http://www.macandjoes.com/menus/
MJmenu.pdf

Other places Uptown  
to check out:

Kofenya
Bagel and Deli

Skippers
Juniper

Morning Sun
Fiesta Charra

Quarter Barrel
Teapioca

Wild Bistro
La Bodega
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Whether it’s your first aca-
demic conference, or you’re a 
proud veteran of such events, 
here are some tips for both pre-
senting and just hanging around 
the conference.

If you’re presenting:
Be concise. When you’ve 

been working on a project for an 
extended period of time, it’s easy 
to put every single minute detail 
into your presentation, but 
there’s no way that your audi-
ence will be able to keep up with 
every single one of your ideas. 
So, keep it simple.

Use visual aids. Think about 
talks or lectures that you have 
sat through that didn’t have 
anything to look at besides the 
person talking. While that can 
be okay in some circumstances, 
it’s always best to give your au-
dience multiple versions of your 
message. 

Practice, practice, practice. 
One of the best ways to make 
sure that you can combat the 
nerves associated with present-
ing is to get so familiar with 
your material that you could 
present under any circumstance. 
Also, be sure to practice with 
your back-up materials in case 
of a technological hiccup—that 
way, your confidence will shine 
through no matter what.

Get to your room early. You’ll 
be more relaxed if you give 
yourself plenty of time to settle 
yourself in the room and get 
your materials set up.

Stay calm! Any time you 
have to get up in front of a 
group of people and talk about 
your work, it can be a little 

nerve-wracking, but everyone is 
super friendly and interested in 
your work—they came to hear 
you talk, so relish in it! 

While you’re happily attending 
sessions:

Use your conference pro-
gram. We know that it’s just a 
little booklet, but there is a lot of 
important information tucked in 
those pages—more than just ses-
sion names and times, but also 
information about social events 
and a map of the campus.

Take a break. It can definitely 
be tempting to try and pack in 
as many sessions as possible, 
from start to finish, but be sure 
to take a break for lunch so that 
you can grab some food and 
refresh your mind! 

Network with people around 
you. Everyone at the conference 
will have at least one thing in 
common: we’re all involved with 
writing centers. It’s always good 
to get to know people in your 
field, and we think you’ll find 
that everyone is pretty darned 
nice, too.

Explore Oxford! It might be 
small, and it might be empty 
since the conference takes place 
during Miami’s spring break, 
but it’s a beautiful town with 
a lot of great places to eat and 
hang out—flip back to our guide 
starting on page 14 for more 
information.

The most important part 
about attending a conference 
like ECWCA is that you’re going 
to sessions that you are inter-
ested in, that you’re making 
connections with other writing 
center folks, and that you’re 
enjoying yourself!

Meet the 
Guest Editors:

So, you’re presenting at the 
ECWCA conference?
Erin Brock

Miami University

Heather Wintle is 
majoring in Professional 
Writing and double mi-
noring in Rhetoric/Writ-
ing and History, and she 
plans on receiving her 
Bachelor of Arts in May 
2014. After graduation, 
she will focus on build-
ing a career in publish-
ing as a children’s book 

editor. For now, she enjoys learning about 
writing centers and social media, as well as 
the relationships between writing center spac-
es and libraries.

Erin Brock, a sec-
ond-year Master’s 
student in Composi-
tion and Rhetoric at 
Miami University, has 
worked in writing cen-
ters throughout both her 
graduate and undergrad-
uate degrees. A former 
member of student and 
professional media, her 

research now focuses on composition and 
civic engagement. In the writing center realm, 
she is interested in the roles of graduate 
students and the complexities of working with 
NNES students.

Enrique Paz will com-
plete his Master’s in 
Composition and Rheto-
ric from Miami University 
in Spring 2014. His re-
search interests include 
plagiarism and academic 
integrity, Japanese 
comparative rhetoric, and 
writing center theory and 
administration. His cur-
rent writing center work theorizes how writing 
center spaces can sponsor interactions that 
reflect a center’s philosophy.
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Writing Center Spotlight:

Miami University

Director's GreetingCenter Description:

Howe Writing Center

Founded in 2007 with a generous 
endowment, the Howe Center op-
erates as the central site for writing 
support and for the university’s Writ-
ing-Across-the-Curriculum program. 

Miami Alumni Roger and Joyce Howe 
believe nothing in education is more 
important for students’ future careers 
than developing clear and persuasive 
writing ability. Toward that goal, the 

Howe Writing Center strives to assure 
that Miami fully prepares all of its grad-

uates to excel in their writing. Four 
full-time staff direct special projects for 
students, faculty, staff, and keep the 
Center expanding, while three grad-
uate student Assistant Directors help 
train the consultants and administer 

the Center. Our 35 undergraduate and 
graduate consultants work with over 
3000 students a year from all of Mi-
ami’s colleges, professional schools, 

and graduate programs.

Roger and Joyce L. Howe 
Writing Center
King Library

http://miamioh.edu/howe
hwc@miamioh.edu

I am delighted to report on our work 
at the Howe Writing Center. Expansion 
might serve as our theme for this past 
year.  In addition to already-established 
satellite centers on Miami’s Western 
Campus, we have opened three new 
centers: in the student-athlete complex, 
in the Business, Engineering, Science and 
Technology Library, and in the American 
Cultures and English program office.  

In addition, our services too have 
grown to support faculty writing and the 
teaching of writing in many ways.  We of-
fer faculty-requested workshops in indi-
vidual classrooms and provide embedded 
writing consultants. The Howe Center 
offers annual grants both to individuals 
and to departments/programs to support 
integrating writing more fully into their 
curricula.  Several times each semester, 
we offer Writing Boot Camps, where 
faculty and graduate students spend a 
quiet day writing. Each May we offer an 
intensive three-day workshop for faculty, 
who spend the time designing scaffold-
ed assignments for an entire course, 
working on assessment, and, in general, 

learning more about writing theory and 
pedagogy. Finally, another new service-
-which we will present on at the WAC 
conference in June--is Assignment Feed-
back for Faculty, in which undergraduate 
consultants provide student-perspective 
feedback on assignments before faculty 
present them to their students.

Our consultants, of course, make up 
the heart of the Center’s intellectual ener-
gy and growth. Much of their impressive 
work is featured in this spotlight, includ-
ing the mentoring program instituted 
by Manager Kate Francis, the consultant 
research which has yielded more than ten 
conference presentations in the last year, 
our new student marketing team who 
established our new “Howe Points” loy-
alty program, and our multiple Writers’ 
Workshops series.  

As I hope is clear, I’m proud of the 
Howe Center’s work and look forward to 
welcoming you at the upcoming ECW-
CA Conference.  

-Kate Ronald, Ph.D.
Director, Howe Writing Center
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SPOT, Miami University’s Spanish and Portuguese Open 
Tutoring Center, opened in 2011 as a walk-in tutoring 
center for students enrolled in 100 and 200 level Spanish 
courses.  During the summer of 2013, HWC partnered 
with SPOT to develop foreign language writing support 
for students enrolled in introductory Spanish composition 
courses.  This partnership included Spanish writing tutors 
training, observations of tutors and consultants, and contin-
ued professional development for tutors.   

Foreign language writing centers present the unique chal-
lenge of staff comprised not only of fluent language speakers 
but also writing center tutors.  SPOT tutors are upper-class 

Spanish majors and graduate students enrolled in Miami’s 
dual BA/MA Spanish program.  While HWC consultants 
complete a training course, the SPOT tutors participated in 
an abbreviated workshop sessions and on-the-job training.  
The HWC provided training materials such as Gillespie & 
Learner’s The Longman Guide to Peer Tutoring with special 
emphasis on writing and tutoring processes, tutor practices, 
and second language writers. SPOT tutors observed HWC 
consultants with native writers and English second language 
writers.  These observations offered the opportunity to dis-
cern differences between first language and second language 
writing.  A graduate student consultant also observed and 
gave feedback to these tutors to help them improve their 
practices.  As a result of specialized knowledge gained from 

Over the last two years, the Howe 
Writing Center has developed a 
successful science outreach program 
that includes specialized workshops 
tailored to the needs of science stu-
dents, improved consultant training, 
and increased visibility among science 
students and faculty.  Beyond sup-
porting science writing in the class-
room, our efforts also target writing 
in scientific research as a strategy for 
gaining support among faculty.  Below, 
I explain our process in developing this 
outreach program and provide addi-
tional details about our initiatives.

Stage 1: Do your research.  To iden-
tify areas of need and potential collab-
orators, we needed to understand who 
was teaching science writing at our 
university and the types of writing sci-
ence students do.  At Miami University, 
students learn to write scientific papers 
(lab reports) in their introductory 
laboratory courses, taught by graduate 
students.  In addition, many students 
apply for internally-funded grants to 
conduct independent research proj-
ects, and they present their results at 
a spring research symposium.  With 
this information, we identified several 

potential areas of need (lab reports, 
grant proposals, poster presentations) 
and collaborators (faculty supervisors 
of the introductory lab courses, grad-
uate teaching assistants, and the office 
overseeing internal grant programs).

Stage 2: Find collaborators.  Our pri-
mary strategy for finding collaborators 
was to hire a graduate assistant from 
the sciences (myself) to direct our out-
reach efforts.  Through my network of 
science students and faculty, we have 
generated new ideas, promoted writing 
center initiatives, and tested the waters 
for sustained collaborations.  Many 
of these interactions occur outside 
of the writing center.  For example, 
having coffee with a former student 
worker from my lab resulted in a very 
fruitful collaboration with the environ-
mental studies graduate program.  By 
engaging many individuals from the 
sciences, we have honed our outreach 
efforts, further expanded our network 
of collaborators, and developed our 
relationship with science faculty.     

Stage 3: Choose your initiatives.  
Our outreach program includes three 
primary foci: specialized workshops, 
consultant training, and a new satel-
lite location.  We offer several in-class 
and extracurricular workshops for 
graduate and undergraduate students 

with topics such as writing lab reports, 
making figures using Excel, organizing 
the introduction of a scientific paper, 
writing grant proposals, and creating 
poster presentations.  We have also 
developed a workshop for graduate 
teaching assistants in biology on eval-
uating writing quality in student lab 
reports.  To improve our consultants’ 
knowledge of and comfort with science 
writing, we developed several work-
shops that introduce consultants to the 
genre of a scientific paper.  To reinforce 
their understanding of this genre, we 
now require scientific-style reports 
from consultants who conduct writing 
center research.  In addition, we have 
created an annotated lab report and a 
handout on common mistakes found 
in student lab reports that can be used 
during consultations.  Finally, because 
one of our biggest challenges is getting 
science students to come of the writing 
center, we opened a satellite location in 
the science library.

By understanding science writing 
at Miami University and involving 
diverse collaborators, the Howe Writ-
ing Center has laid the groundwork 
for a sustained and successful science 
outreach program.

Ann Showalter
Miami University

Lucy Manley
Miami University

Continued on Page 23

Science outreach through collaboration and innovation

Spotlight on SPOT and foreign language writing support
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Research is the Howe Writing Center’s means to bet-
ter understand the practice of consulting writing and to 
improve our operations as a student service. However, 
the most important aspect of our research is who does it: 
consultants. We integrate self-designed research into both 
the instructional class and our new 
consultant mentoring program and 
as an ongoing opportunity for all 
consultants. This way, those most 
affected by the results of writing 
center research have the chance to 
design it in an applicable way. 

Though many consultants have 
little experience with self-designed 
research, our mentoring program 
pairs older, experienced consultants 
with two fledgling consultants to utilize the older consul-
tant’s experience from past research while applying new 
consultant’s perspectives, approaches, and ideas to challenge 
the standard practices of consulting. My mentor, Melissa, 
and I researched the impact cell phones had on consul-
tations using data collected from surveys our consultants 
filled out. Through this project we learned how to usefully 
conduct research, saw how cell phones impact consultations 

(spoiler: they don’t), and imparted this knowledge through 
a presentation. Likewise, our administrators and fellow 
consultants were able to understand and engage with our 
research and conclusions through our presentation. 

Melissa and I expanded our study over the course of the 
next year – this time surveying writers on the effect of cell 
phones – and present at the National Conference on Peer 
Tutoring in Writing (NCPTW) in 2013, where many diverse 

writing centers came together to learn 
from one another, to question each 
other’s processes, to provide ways 
to further expand research, and to 
develop the present knowledge and 
pedagogy of writing consulting. The 
HWC supported this work through 
mentoring from graduate consultants 
who have significant research experi-
ence and practice presentations with 
feedback to prepare our presentation 

for a public venue. 
However, ours is not the only research happening in our 

center. Other projects include examinations of ongoing 
self-reflection, application of game theory to the consultant 
writing, spacial analysis, and note-taking strategies – all 
designed by consultants. Howe presentations have present-
ed at ECWCA, NCPTW, and IWCA. These projects allowed 

A successful program we have im-
plemented at the Howe Writing Center 
is our mentoring program. New con-
sultants are paired with experienced 
consultants to discuss and research 
issues in writing consulting and dis-
cover different strategies and methods 
of consulting. Although this program’s 
purpose is to support new consultants’ 
development, the mentoring team 
also creates a bond between new and 
experienced consultants through these 
shared experiences.

Each mentoring group reads and 
discusses short articles on writing cen-

ter issues and analyzes how the ideas 
presented by writing center scholars 
relates to their own practices. These 
discussions lead to in-depth analysis of 
our own strengths and weaknesses in 
consulting.  Sharing with one another 
reveals different strategies for success-
ful consultations and how to apply 
those ideas to our own practice. This 
also allows us the benefit of sharing 
stories with other consultants, having 
the chance to troubleshoot our strug-
gles by asking others about why our 
consultations were so difficult and how 
we can improve for the future. 

Mentoring groups also observe 
one another’s consultations and write 
letters providing feedback. The person 
being observed reads the letter and 
discovers habits they can change to 
strengthen their consulting style, while 

the observer can witness the success-
ful strategies being utilized, possibly 
incorporating these into their own 
consultations.

As a result of the mentoring pro-
gram at the Howe Writing Center, con-
sultants establish a bond and stronger 
sense of community than would exist 
if they were simply acquaintances who 
share the same job and working space.  
By sharing experiences, fears, and suc-
cesses with one another, consultants 
will always feel comfortable coming to 
one another if future problems surface.  
The program forms a safe, judgment 
free zone where consultants can act as 
both friends and advisers, encouraging 
and motivating each other to continue 
advancing their consulting abilities.

Promoting connections and advancement through mentoring

Nicole Smith 
and 

Heather Wintle

Miami University

Sam Seeds
Miami University

Advantages and opportunities of consultant-led research 

Continued on Page 23

“We integrate self-designed 
research into both the 

 instructional class and our new 
consultant mentoring program 
and as an ongoing opportunity 

for all consultants.”
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This past fall, the Howe Writing 
Center hosted over 30 workshops for 
a variety of writing contexts students 
encounter. We offered a weekly, se-
mester-long series of workshops for 
first-year writing and general writing 
concerns; a series specifically for inter-
national students (though they often 
also attend the first-year and general 
writing workshops); and a series spe-
cifically for student athletes. 

Some were more successful than 
others, but that success came from 
much trial and error. The first-year 
and generalist workshops, called the 
Writer’s Workshop series, consisted 
of 20 workshops collectively attended 
by 200 students. Similar workshops 
offered the previous year drew far 
smaller crowds, typically less than 3 
students a workshop. Careful reflection 
on this experience revealed some key 
strategies we believe encourage student 
attendance and 
satisfaction in our 
workshop series.

Consistency: 
Workshops in 
previous years had 
been sporadic; the 
where and when 
were constantly in 
flux. This past se-
mester, our Writer’s 
Workshop series 
had a dedicated 
time and place. 
Every Sunday at 
6pm or Wednesday at 5pm, we hosted 
a workshop in the same room in the 
library. We established a consistent 
pattern that students could remember. 
In this way, though they may not have 
known the topic, students interested in 
improving their writing always knew 

when and where they could go.
Timing: Miami’s first-year writing 

courses feature a standard curriculum 
that allowed us to plan workshops to 
match the skills students would need 
when they would need them. For 
example, a workshop on source inte-
gration came just as students typically 
encountered their first research as-
signment. While not every center can 
employ this strategy, the overall point 
– students appreciate workshops that 
have immediate application – stands in 
any context.

Interaction: Each workshop we 
offered stressed student participation. 
Whole group discussion, small group 
exercises, and individual writing activi-
ties encouraged students to take an 
active part of the workshop and pre-
vented monotony which often plagues 
workshop.

Media and Resources: Powerpoints 
and handouts accompanied each 
workshop. In addition to providing 
students a visual for the workshop and 

a resource to take 
with them, these 
artifacts ensured 
a consistent, 
well-organized 
experience across 
all workshops, 
regardless of 
the facilitator or 
topic. 

Our work-
shops this past 
semester benefit-
ted tremendously 
when using these 

strategies, allowing us to promote the 
writing center’s work across students 
and departments, as well as reinforcing 
the culture of writing we aim to create 
at Miami. 

In 2013, the Howe Writing Center 
established its first Marketing Team.  
While the students on the team stem 
from different backgrounds and ex-
periences, all possess the same pas-
sion: to market the writing center and 
market it well. So what does marketing 
mean to a writing center? Rather, what 
should marketing mean to a writing 
center? 

A marketing team can bring many 
advantages to the table and enhance 
current presence on campus.  In 
our case and many others, market-
ing students not only have a strong 
background in marketing but also 
in related business fields, as they are 
required to familiarize themselves 
with accounting, finance, supply chain 
and management. After all, a writ-
ing center is a business that provides 
a service to students and offers an 
opportunity to improve the one skill 
every job demands: writing.  Having a 
business-minded team that is close in 
age to the student writers or “clients” 
can bring unique perspectives to the 
table.  This outsider’s view provides 
fresh perspective and new ideas that 
may not have been considered. Like 
all writing centers, our staff has busy 
days filled with appointments, work-
shops, hiring, training, scheduling, 
website management, budgeting, and 
much more. A dedicated marketing 
team allowed administrators to focus 
on their responsibilities they felt most 
qualified to do and gave the marketing 
students the responsibility to do what 

Sponsoring successful 
writing center workshops

Student marketing 
team increases 
writing center 
visibility, image
on campus

Carley Powell
Miami University

Enrique Paz
Miami University

"We established a 
consistent pattern that 

students could remember. 
In this way, though they may 
not have known the topic, 

students interested in 
improving their writing 
always knew when and 
where they could go."

Continued on Page 23
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Designing and writing have always been my 
two loves in life. I filled countless sketchbooks 
while keeping secret diaries on the side, wrote 
lengthy essays in school while stealthily doodling 
in every notebook. Even though I always said my 
favorite subject was art, I quietly considered En-
glish of equal ranking (but don’t tell this to art).

By going to college I had to make a decision. 
Which one would I get serious with? Who would 
I have to dump? I decided to go with design by 
pursuing a degree in Interior Design. While my 
long days in the studio consisted of drawing, 
building models, and doing design research, I 
still snuck away for other classes in philosophy 
to write some more. It wasn’t until the second 
semester of my freshman year that I got a job 
as a writing consultant, something I knew that 
I would eventually have to reveal to my true 
major. 

When I first began working as both a con-
sultant and a designer, I kept them separated. 
When in the studio I focused on design work, 
and in the Writing Center, I focused on writ-
ing. It wasn’t until after I had been working as 
a consultant that I realized how my two loves 
could work perfectly together. For the first time 
I introduced writing and design to one another. 
I started using more graphic representations to 
explain my ideas in consultations and used the 
design questions I typically ask myself to help 
writers develop their papers. In the studio I’ve 
started using the writing process of brainstorm-
ing, developing, revising, and polishing to help 
structure my progress. 

So, while introducing your two love interests 
normally isn’t a great idea, for me, it allowed me 
to grow academically, personally, and profes-
sionally.  I no longer have to choose between 
my interests or enjoy them separately, but I can 
instead spend every day with both words and 
drawings, together. 

As someone who struggles 
with anxiety, applying to become 
a consultant at my writing center 
was a massive step for me. The 
idea of being asked questions 
that I may not know the answer 
to, and feeling like a student’s 
grade on the assignment was 
resting on my shoulders, fright-
ened me to no end.  I felt like I 
was strong at writing, grammar 
and all that the position entailed, 
so I stepped out of my comfort 
zone and applied for the posi-
tion. Little did I know how much 
it would change me. 

Being a writing consultant has 
improved my ability to commu-
nicate with others, my ability 
to think on my feet, and my 
social skills. I was by no means 
a quiet person, but the idea of 
ever being wrong stopped me 
from trying so many things. This 
job has taught me that it is okay 
to make mistakes, and to grow 
from them. It’s okay to not know 
an answer, but it’s your ability to 
work with your client to find that 
answer that is truly rewarding. 

 One of my favorite moments 

of my consulting career came 
at the end of one semester.  A 
client who I had seen multiple 
times during the semester came 
to me for one last session before 
the break. The girl, a non-na-
tive English speaker, was one of 
the nicest and hardest working 
clients I have had. At the end of 
our final session she told me how 
much she enjoyed coming to 
see me and just how much I had 
helped her over the semester. She 
explained to me how much of 
a better understanding she had 
gotten of the language just by 
coming to these appointments, 
and how much better she felt 
about her own writing. I was 
on cloud nine; never before had 
I been so proud of a writer or 
really appreciated the fact that I 
was truly helping people.

I think that my writing center 
has the perfect motto for begin-
ners: “No Worries!” Although at 
the beginning it may seem like 
all you can do is worry, you slow-
ly realize that everything will fall 
into place, and at some points 
you may even surprise yourself 
with how great you are at this 
job. My best piece of advice for 
other consultants: never sweat 
the small stuff. Even if you feel 
overwhelmed, remember your 
training and utilize your resourc-
es, which includes your fellow 
consultants.   

The writing center is a space to 
grow and better yourself. Don’t 
take it for granted.  It is a place to 
inspire others and help them to 
grow their ideas and their writ-
ing. Use your voice to help give 
them theirs.

Tutor Voices

Taylor Evans

Miami University

Maddie Sabatelli
Miami University
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The Howe Writing Initiative (HWI), 
the writing center for the Farmer 
School of Business (FSB) at Miami 
University, was founded and endowed 
in 1996 by a generous gift from Roger 
and Joyce L. Howe. The mission of the 
HWI is to support FSB students and 
faculty with their writing to promote 
professional and academic success 
and to prepare all FSB graduates to be 
excellent writers. Staffed by a tenured 
professor in English, three full-time 
doctoral graduate assistants, and 
6-10 undergraduate consultants, the 
HWI offers several services to achieve 
its mission: face-to-face and online 
consultations with faculty, staff, and 
students; workshops for faculty and 
students; partnerships with classes and 
programs; and writing research.

The FSB has 169 full-time facul-
ty and serves 3,896 undergraduates 
majoring in six departments—Accoun-
tancy, Economics, Finance, Infor-
mation Systems & Analytics, Man-
agement, and Marketing. The school 
also includes a number of centers and 
programs, including the Center for 
Business Excellence, Business Legal 
Studies, and the Summer Business 
Institute. As a school-specific cen-
ter, the HWI focuses on professional 
communications and business writing, 
and all undergraduate consultants are 
business majors or minors.  

In addition to providing face-to-face 
consultation sessions with students 
and workshops for faculty, notable 
HWI projects include:

Online video consultations. Using 
Google Hangout (or Skype) and 
Google Drive, writers and consultants 
see each other and see the writer’s 

text.  Writers still are the only ones 
to take notes/make revisions on their 
text, but consultants may highlight a 
section to ask an oral question.

Certificates of completion for 
attending workshops. We recently ini-
tiated a new program at Miami to give 
students a certificate of completion if 
they attend five or more HWI work-
shops in a year.  This has raised work-
shop attendance and given students a 
nice line for their resumes.

Marketing research to raise the 
center usage by over 300% – from ap-
proximately 300 sessions per year to 
1,400.  The research showed that many 
FSB students erroneously thought they 
could only visit the HWI the semester 
they were en-
rolled in the re-
quired first-year 
business writing 
course. So the 
HWI changed 
its marketing to 
introduce the 
center in classes 
other than the 
required writing 
class, and mun-
dane as it may 
seem, bought 
its own A-frame 
poster holder to 
advertise daily 
on the sidewalk in front of FSB.

A one-credit, six week consultant 
training course. Prior to 2013, the 
HWI had never employed under-
graduates. Because business students 
are busy with the many requirements 
of their majors, it would have been 
difficult for them to enroll in a semes-
ter-long training class, but the smaller 
course, augmented with staff devel-
opment workshops and mentoring 
support, has proven successful.

Research on intercultural group 
projects. To learn how to help facili-
tate more productive teams where all 
members are valued and have opportu-
nities to contribute fully, the HWI sur-
veyed 840 international students and 
800 domestic students (8% response 
rate) and interviewed 19 international 
students. Students provided useful, in-
depth perspectives on the factors that 
hinder and aid intercultural communi-
cation and successful teamwork.  

Class partnerships, including 
embedded consultants, to work with 
programs for more comprehensive 
integration of process-based writing 
instruction.

Because the HWI has such a focused 
mission and 
is dedicated 
to one school 
in the uni-
versity, the 
outreach and 
services can 
be both com-
prehensive 
and targeted, 
and partner-
ships have 
much greater 
potential for 
long-term 
sustainabili-
ty. A school-

based center independent from but 
partnered with the university-wide 
center provides Miami students with 
a rich array of writing resources and 
programs. Miami is very fortunate to 
have such passionate advocates for 
writing in alumni Roger and Joyce L. 
Howe who have endowed two writing 
centers.

For more information, please visit 
http://miamioh.edu/hwi.

Howe Writing Initiative
Howe Writing 

Initiative 
Directors

Miami University

Program Profile:

"Because the HWI has such 
a focused mission and is 

dedicated to one school in 
the university, the outreach 
and services can be both 

comprehensive and targeted, 
and partnerships have much 

greater potential for long-term 
sustainability."
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Deadline:  February 21, 2014

Each year the East Central Writing Center Association (ECWCA) acknowledges the outstanding service provided by tutor/
consultants throughout the region. Designed to celebrate the contributions of undergraduate-student, graduate-student, 
and staff writing center tutors, these awards serve not only to publicly acknowledge deserving tutor/consultants, but also 
to support and sustain the important work of writing centers for campuses and larger communities for another generation. 
Two awards, one in each category explained below, are presented each year. 

this training, SPOT has been able 
to expand its services and operating 
hours and to improve the quality of 
the services offered to students. In 
addition, attendance and interest in the 
program has increased, as evidenced 
by the 220+ students that have come to 
SPOT for assistance this fall. Both fac-
ulty and students have become more 
involved in SPOT, and various students 
have expressed interest in working as 
a tutor. 

Next year, the SPOT team plans 
to increase the duration of writing 
consultation sessions and work closely 
with faculty to provide a schedule 
tailored to students’ needs. SPOT will 
also begin offering writing and gram-
mar workshops this spring. To reach 
more students through the SPOT 
website, online resources and an online 
Q&A messaging service are being 
updated and explored.

Anna Borchers, a SPOT BA/MA 

intern, says, “During my time working 
as a SPOT tutor, I have learned and 
improved as a writer and become a 
better tutor throughout the process. 
I really enjoy being able to work with 
students on improving their Spanish 
and I think the most rewarding part is 
when they come back into the tutoring 
center and have taken the advice you 
previously gave them and applied it to 
their writing!” 

¡Que Bueno! 

they know best. 
Our marketing team began extensive market research 

on campus — unique from the research other arts and 
sciences students may complete —to establish a loyal-
ty program: Howe Reward Points. The purpose of the 
program is to bring in more students for workshops and 
consultations by incentivizing them with prizes.  Not 
only was the marketing team able to research, plan, and 
execute this program, but also they continue to monitor 
it and research how to improve it, based on its first trial. 

To get a new student team started, be it in marketing, 
finance or graphic design, try posting a job opening on 
the campus employment site.  All in all, the goal is to 
provide a mutually beneficial relationship.  The writing 
center will have a stronger presence on campus, the stu-
dents gain experience, and those students that only saw 
the writing center as a resource their professor spoke of 
will see it as the valuable resource it is.  It’s a win-win!

From Page 18SPOT

RESEARCH MARKETINGFrom Page 19 From Page 20

CALL FOR NOMINATIONS: 
ECWCA OUTSTANDING TUTOR OF THE YEAR AWARD 

&
ECWCA TUTOR LEADERSHIP AWARD

our consultants to engage in productive conversation 
with other writing centers that showed how we all can 
benefit from adopting one another’s practices.

As an undergraduate, the experience of conducting 
and presenting self-designed research was educational 
and gratifying on a personal and professional level. To 
me, the greatest reward from conducting research was 
being able to give what I had learned to others – to 
make them think, to challenge their perceptions, and, 
ultimately, to help build upon the thoughts and ideas 
of other writing center scholars, so that every consul-
tation can provide quality assistance to writers every-
where and across all disciplines.
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Award Categories:
1. Outstanding Tutor of the Year Award
This award recognizes innovative approaches to tutoring/consulting, the quality of work with writers, and the articulation of a tutoring/
consulting philosophy. While any member of the writing center staff who tutors may be nominated for the Outstanding Tutor of the 
Year award, it is generally given to those who hold tutoring positions.

2. Tutor Leadership Award
This award recognizes the leadership contributions of undergraduate-student, graduate-student, and staff writing center tutors, includ-
ing but not limited to administrative work, development of new programs, writing center training innovations, presentation of writing 
center work in academic and non-academic forums, work with special populations, and creativity. While any tutor may be nominated 
for the Tutor Leadership Award, it is generally given to tutors who hold positions of leadership in their writing centers: for instance, 
assistants to the director, assistant directors, and graduate students are the most likely candidates for this award.

Awards:
$200 Cash Award
Award Certificate

Guidelines for Nominators:
Individual institutions are welcome to nominate multiple writing consultants for both awards; however, each tutor/consultant should 
only be nominated for one award per year. Award recipients are ineligible for the same award in the following year.

Nominators must include the following three documents (rtf or pdf):
1. A short cover letter written by the nominee for identification purposes only
(on letterhead, if electronic letterhead is available) that
• identifies the nominee
• names the category for which the tutor is being nominated,
• provides the nominee’s address and/or e-mail and phone numbers,
• identifies the nominee’s institution,
• provides the name and contact information for the faculty/administrator/colleague sponsoring the nomination.
(Note: This cover letter will be separated from the other two documents during the review process to ensure blind review.)

2. A personal statement written by the nominee. To ensure a blind review, the nominee should use plain paper (not letterhead) and 
avoid mentioning an institution. Provide first name and last initial as a means of identification, instead.
a. For the Outstanding Tutor of the Year Award, the personal statement should describe a clear philosophy of tutoring/consult-
ing, exemplified through narratives about one or two significant tutoring/consulting sessions.
b. For the Tutor Leadership Award, the personal statement should delineate the activities that demonstrate the nominee’s leader-
ship in the writing center.
3. A letter of support for the nominee from the sponsoring faculty/administrator/colleague. This letter should
• make clear whether the nomination is for the Outstanding Tutor of the Year Award or the Tutor Leadership Award;
• for the purpose of anonymity, be written on plain paper (not letterhead);
• avoid reference to the nominee’s institution;
• refer to the nominee by first name and last initial; 
• and be written anonymously.

Submission Deadline: February 21, 2014, midnight
Submission Procedure: The nominating person should attach the above three forms in an email to Trixie Smith, Awards Committee 
Chair, smit1254@msu.edu

Review full call online at ecwc.org including the judging criteria. For other questions, contact Trixie at the email above. The winners 
will be notified one to two weeks before the conference through e-mail. Awards will be presented at the ECWCA conference luncheon 
on March 28, 2014. Thank you for nominating your tutors! By nominating your tutors, you help to support, recognize, and celebrate the 
important work that they do every day!

For detailed judging criteria, please visit ecwca.org or miami.edu/howe.


