CALL for UCSC Disciplinary Communication Educational Improvement Grants
The Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education and the Academic Senate
Committee on Educational Policy are pleased to announce the availability of funds to
assist with instructional improvement initiatives for grants focused on Disciplinary
Communication.
For 2016-17, we seek to fund about 10-20 projects for a total expense of up to
$150,000. The program is expected to continue is expected to continue through 2017 18, possibly longer depending on the rate of use.
DC Grant Proposal deadline: Friday, March 18, 2016 at 5 p.m. send via email
to Susanna Wrangell (swrangel@ucsc.edu)
Funding available: July 1, 2016
Report required: July 1, 2017
Purpose:
The purpose of Disciplinary Communication Grants (DCG) is to enhance writing
proficiency and accomplishment within majors by promoting innovation and assessment
of new approaches to DC education.
Example projects:
●   Undertake a formal analysis of the existing DC offering to inform plans
for the future
●   Facilitate collaborations with the writing program
●   Launch a writing tutoring program
●   Create an online or technology-assisted course
●   Develop a new course or DC pathway in the major
●   Support graduate students assisting underprepared or ESL students
Decision Making:
The Senate Committee on Educational Policy (CEP) will recommend to the Vice Provost
and Dean of Undergraduate Education that proposals receive funding based on the
purpose listed above and the department’s justification for the request. Proposals that are
submitted after the due date will be considered as long as funds are available. An
application form is attached.

  

  

  

  

Application for UCSC DCG Funds
Submit via email to the Academic Senate Office, c/o Susanna Wrangell
(swrangel@ucsc.edu)
by March 18, 2016
Proposals must be approved by the department or program chair and Dean. They are due
in the Academic Senate Office by Friday, March 18, 2016 at 5 p.m. submitted by email to
swrangel@ucsc.edu.
1)   Proposed title for Disciplinary Communication Grant (DCG)?
The Anthropology Department Writing Assistant Program Center
2)   Department/Program: Anthropology
3)   Amount requested:
Option 1: $ 31,877
Option 2: $ 26,675
(Please see budget section with explanation and justification)
4)   Number of students affected:
Writing Assistants = 6-12
Students visiting center = potentially all students enrolled in anthropology courses à
400-500 majors plus others enrolled for GEs
Graduate Student Instructor = 1
5)   Overview of the program’s DC requirement:
Anthropology’s DC requirement prioritizes cultivating high-level skills in critical
analysis and ethnographic writing, with an emphasis on both scholarly and non-scholarly
professional writing. To satisfy the DC requirement students must: a) complete an
Anthropological Theory Course (chosen from ANTH 100, 150, 152, 170) and; b)
complete a Senior Seminar or complete an Independent Senior Thesis, following the
guidelines of the senior exit requirement, which includes using ethnographic and other
forms of empirical evidence.
6)   What is proposed?
We are proposing both to sustain the excellence of our already successful Writing
Assistant (WA) Program and to expand it in order to encourage new possibilities for
integrating the writing program further into department needs, including support for ESL
students, the study abroad projects of our students, and senior seminar/senior thesis
research requirements. Specifically, we plan to expand our capacity to offer writing
services, with an emphasis on recruiting and training writing assistants who can support
students with more diverse needs: for instance, transfer students, students who are not
native English-speakers, students who are learning the basics of anthropological inquiry,
and students who are working on advanced senior thesis projects that integrate primary
data they have collected with critical social theory. Because we are a discipline that
encompasses the qualitative social sciences, humanities, and physical sciences, our
  

  

  

  

courses require students to learn and master diverse writing skills in such genres as lab
reports, ethnographic field data, proposal writing, and critical analysis. As such, our
Writing Assistant Program needs the capacity to offer a broad range of support for
multiple constituencies across the subfields.
From a pedagogical perspective, we believe that excellent writing is essential to critical
thinking. From our perspective as practicing, professional anthropologists, we understand
that writing is fundamental to the ways in which we practice our research, analyze our
data, and communicate our findings, whether in scholarly or non-scholarly venues. Thus,
we are firmly committed to ensuring that our students are fully equipped with superior
writing skills in order to succeed, first, in their undergraduate courses, and second, and
perhaps more importantly, in their post-graduation professional lives, both inside and
outside the academy. Many of our students go on to pursue advanced degrees and take up
careers in academia, law, social justice advocacy, museum studies, behavioral research,
medicine, and forensic sciences, among many others. These are all careers that require
the highest standards of written communication. We believe that it is our responsibility to
train our students to these levels.
To address these needs, we have created a support program and administrative structure
that has effectively and consistently produced positive changes in students’ ability to
engage anthropological concepts, materials, and styles of communication in their written
communication. This program has two facets: The first is to identify and train a select
group of undergraduate students to serve as Writing Assistants (WAs). The second is to
provide extensive developmental writing support for all undergraduate students who take
courses in our department, regardless of their major.
Every spring and early fall we identify a cadre of juniors, and occasionally sophomores,
who are recruited into the WA program on the basis of a faculty recommendation or selfnomination. Potential WAs are screened through a rigorous application process that
entails submission of their own writing, letter of support from a faculty member, and an
interview to determine their skills, including their ability to relate well with peers.
Selected students take a one-quarter class, ANTH 113, which introduces them to the
peer-engagement process and a variety of writing assistance techniques, and serves as a
supportive environment for them to discuss challenges and successes throughout their
first quarter as WAs. WAs read widely on topics pertaining to writing techniques and
strategies for engaging their peers in discussion and reflection. Department faculty
provide guest workshops on topics such as proper citation, topic development, and their
own writing and mentoring strategies. Historically, the cost of this course for instruction
and materials has been borne by the Anthropology Department (please see WA
Handbook, Appendix 1).
After their training, WAs work with students at a variety of stages throughout the writing
process, from initial brainstorming of ideas to polishing final drafts. Students can and,
and often do, return at multiple stages of the writing process or to work on additional
assignments.
In our first four years of operation, WAs were assigned to specific classes and worked
with individual faculty members. In fall 2014 we switched to a Drop-In Center in the
department, which gives both students and WAs greater freedom to participate in the
program despite a full class schedule, jobs, and commuting. This change has provided
  

  

  

  

several important developments. The flexibility of the program has made it easier for
students to meet with WAs. In addition, students who visit multiple times have the
opportunity to work with different WAs, which in turn provides them with access to
diverse styles and skills. And finally, we are able to document student meetings with
WAs, which makes it easier to study student outcomes and understand which needs are
specific to individual students and which ones are more generalizable to the population as
a whole.
The Anthropology Department has provided the WA program a dedicated office for
meeting with students in Social Sciences 1, and in the past we have covered the expenses
for generating the WA course readers.
7)   What problem will this proposal solve?
Our WA Program is intended to address several critical problems experienced by our
undergraduate students as they advance through our program and develop skills that they
will need in their post-graduation work.
(1) The first problem to be addressed is the most basic: provide thorough support to bring
our students to a sufficient level of writing proficiency to succeed in college-level
anthropology coursework.
We initially launched our program in 2010 as a response to faculty concerns that the
quality of undergraduate writing was deteriorating, a problem made more acute with
decreasing campus resources for writing support. What we observed directly in class
assignments was that in general our students lacked both basic proficiency in writing and
an awareness of writing as an analytical process and form of scholarly communication.
These deficiencies are particularly problematic in anthropology, which is a discipline that
requires critical thought, careful argumentation, and descriptive skill – primarily
communicated and assessed through written work. To date, our WA program has
significantly improved writing performance among students who have availed themselves
of these services, but the problem is ongoing and there continues to be great need and
demand for assistance, as well as faculty referrals for students to seek help.
(2) The second problem to be addressed is helping students whose personal experiences
are different from those of students who began their undergraduate careers at UCSC. We
have numerous transfer students, both transfers from community colleges and transfers
from other majors, as well as first generation college students who come to our major
without extensive or rigorous experience with writing or critical thinking and need to
catch up to their peers. Some of their deficiencies are academic, while others are social as
these students are sometimes uncomfortable or unfamiliar with approaching faculty or
TAs for assistance and find it easier to work with peers, especially peers who are also
transfer students.
(3) A third problem to be addressed is the unique circumstances of students who are often
more fluent in communicating in languages other than English. In fall 2015, we
deliberately recruited WAs who were themselves ESL students and thus were able to help
fellow students navigate between different systems of logic as they worked on their
writing.

  

  

  

  

(4) A fourth problem to be addressed pertains to the transdisciplinary nature of
anthropology. Because we are a discipline that encompasses the qualitative social
sciences, humanities, and physical sciences, our courses require students to learn and
master diverse writing skills in such genres as lab reports, ethnographic field data,
proposal writing, and critical analysis. It is essential that we be able to recruit and train
WAs to help students across the various subfields of our program.
Thus, to address these problems, we plan to expand our capacity to offer writing services,
with an emphasis on recruiting and training writing assistants who can offer a broad
range of support for multiple constituencies at different stages across the subfields.
Our data to date for 2015-16 (i.e., fall quarter and mid-way through winter quarter) show
the following patterns supporting our assessment of these problems, as well as new
problems. Approximately 80 students have visited the WAP Center for consultation. The
majority of visits are students who want assistance with rough drafts, and ESL students
who need more technical assistance. Two problems that emerged were: (1) In some cases,
students requested assistance that the WAs could not provide (i.e., help with course
materials or specialized project details) and were referred to their course TAs. (2) In other
cases, students taking courses in other departments have come for assistance but were
referred back to their instructors because our program cannot support students from
outside our courses.
8)   How does the DC fit within your program’s learning outcome goals?
Written Communication is one of our program’s explicit learning outcome goals. We
expect that students will demonstrate the ability to write clearly and to formulate wellorganized arguments that are grounded in supporting evidence while countering evidence
that contradicts the students’ claims. Having now run this program for six years, we have
accumulated empirical evidence that the WAs’ work makes an important contribution to
student success in Anthropology. We anticipate that this program will yield reduced timeto-degree for anthropology majors, who have now a three-tiered support structure for
their academic achievement. We also expect that the confidence gained by students who
participate in this program can only result in improved student retention, especially
among transfer and first generation college students.
In 2013-2014, one of our outstanding graduate students, Suraiya Jetha, received the
Chancellor’s Graduate Internship (CGIP) to study the educational outcomes of our WA
Program. In 2014-2015, another outstanding graduate student, Rebecca Feinberg,
received a CGIP to continue this study. Some of the notable findings from their work
included the following:
* Students who participated in the WA Program in an anthropology class report
that they are more aware of writing as a process than before their work with WAs
* Students who see WAs are likely to report that they have skills that could be
improved (i.e. have a better sense of their own writing challenges than those who
do not reflect on the writing process with WAs)
* Students report that seeing a WA helped them in time management. The
attention to writing as a process and the incentivization provided by faculty (in the
past) for working on multiple drafts of a project means that they get started earlier

  

  

  

  

and have more time for revision (*note: per union rules, faculty can no longer
mandate WA sessions for students in their classes)
* Students who work with WAs attribute increased confidence in their writing
skills to the WA program. Even in classes where WA visits were not mandatory,
students use the WAs to help structure the completion of written assignments and
state that this helped prevent procrastination and end-of-quarter stress.
* Some students, including transfer students and students of color, report that
meeting with a WA helps them prepare for or feel less intimidated by meeting
with faculty or graduate student teaching assistants. This finding enhances our
sense that the WA program can have direct, positive impacts on student retention.
We have also found that one of the true successes of this program pertains to the WAs
themselves. Although our WAs are already strong writers before being selected, they
report that their own writing skills and confidence in their writing improves after
involvement in the program. In reflecting on their experiences, three current WAs
directly linked their training and work with their future academic and professional career
goals. All of the current WAs have reported that they now want to continue working with
others in similar mentoring and teaching roles after they graduate.
WA 1: I wanted to hone my editing skills. I want to go to grad school so I know
that I will have to help others with their writing skills in the future as a TA.
WA 2: I thought that being able to learn the skills of a writing tutor and helping
others would help me with my own writing.
WA 3 (currently planning on applying to graduate programs in anthropology): I
got into the WA program because I wanted to get involved with the Anthropology
department before I graduated. I wanted to do something that was focused on
writing as that is my strong suit. The position seemed like a perfect fit and it was
paid.
By far our most striking finding so far, however, has been that
* Students who see a WA tend to become what we call “frequent flyers.”
That is, they recognize a high value in the interaction and seek out support
repeatedly throughout the quarter.
Faculty also report noticeable differences in their students’ abilities to communicate
effectively in written formats.
Faculty 1: I find the Writing Assistant Program to be essential to my students
writing an A paper instead of a C paper. Yes, it's that dramatic. Sadly, many of
our students do not learn how to write a paper. This quarter in my senior seminar,
I have encouraged virtually the entire class to go to the writing assistant
program. Some of them have writing errors in every single sentence. Some of
them don't know how to make an argument in writing. The writing assistants
have really helped them clean up their papers. I wish we could require it
again. They didn't go until I explained the difference between the grade they
would get with the current version of their writing and the grade they could get if

  

  

  

  

they went to the writing tutor. Again, I wish they would figure out a way we could
be allowed to require it (I know it has to do with grad student union contract but I
think that could be re-thought).
Faculty 2: I made announcements about departmental writing assistance in my
senior seminar…. [Previously] Many [students] seemed unmotivated to edit their
work (a simple spell check, grammar check, etc).
We think this is clear evidence that we are so far very successful in building a lateral
support structure – a community – that supports student writing. We are working to
produce far-reaching changes in department and academic culture in the Anthropology
program that may not be quantitatively measurable for a few more years but that we on
the faculty have all certainly experienced on an anecdotal level. (One recurring theme
among faculty was the desire to make consultation visits with WAs mandatory. Faculty
felt that the value and impact of the WAP would be even greater and more extensive if
we could better integrate the WAP services directly into our courses. This is an issue that
our department would like to revisit in the future.)
9)   Detailed budget: (you may attach additional spreadsheet)
Option 1
Salary for Writing Assistants
(approximately 335 hrs/quarter)

$15,000

Training Materials and Supplies for Writing Assistant Office

$ 500

Computer for WA Center Office1

$ 1500

Graduate Student Instructor to teach ANTH 1132

$13,377

Faculty Stipend3

$ 1500

TOTAL:

$ 31,877

Option 2
Salary for Writing Assistants
(approximately 335 hrs/quarter)

$15,000

Computer for WA Center Office1

$ 1500

Course replacement for Faculty Member 4

$ 8175

Faculty Stipend3

$ 1500

TOTAL:

  

  

$ 26,675

  

  

Budget Details and Justification
Please note that to date the Anthropology Department’s annual contribution to the WA
Program has been roughly $19,000, an amount that includes (a) the cost of hiring a
graduate student to teach ANTH 113 and (b) the department’s apportioned contribution
and supplement for two CGIP fellowships to support the WAP (2013-14 and 2014-15).
For 2016-17 we are requesting a greater amount and are listing two potential options (See
[2, 4] below).
(1): We are requesting a computer for the WAP Center. Currently, WAs must provide
their own personal laptops on which they read student papers, schedule appointments,
help students find additional writing resources, and fill out the documentation forms that
we use to track and assess the program. This places an unfair and costly burden on WAs,
and in fact it prevents some from applying because they do not have their own personal
laptops. Thus we would like to install a dedicated computer in the WAP Center for the
WAs to do their jobs more effectively and equitably.
(2, 4): We have proposed two possibilities for funding the instructor to teach ANTH 113.
The first option (2) is to hire a GSI, as we have done previously. This is ideal because it
provides an outstanding graduate student with funding and, more importantly, critical
training in teaching writing. This skill will greatly benefit their professional experience
and marketability.
Alternatively, (4) in lieu of a GSI, we would request funds for a course replacement to
enable a faculty member to teach ANTH 113, at a cost of $8175 (as per 2015-16 rates).
(3): This modest stipend provides a small bit of compensation to the Faculty Coordinator
who runs the program and is in keeping with the stipend provided to the Faculty
Undergraduate Director.
10)  Assessment plan. How will the effectiveness of this change be measured?
We have already implemented assessment plans and can report on findings to date. We
intend to continue these assessment plans going forward.
In 2015, one of our graduate students, Rebecca Feinberg, received a CGIP to study the
Writing Assistant Program. One of her responsibilities was to create a nuanced evaluation
system that we implemented this year (2015-2016). After each meeting with a student,
WAs fill out a form. This allows us to document and track the number of students who
visit the center, patterns of use over the quarter and the year, and the kinds of assistance
they seek. We also present an outtake form to each student who visits the Center, which
they may opt to fill out and submit anonymously. This outtake form allows us to track
students’ self-reported evaluations of the extent and quality of assistance that they have
received.
The feedback that we have received in 2015-16 to date has been overwhelmingly positive,
with especially high praise and appreciation given to a WA who is not a native English
speaker and was a junior transfer for his ability to support students from similar
backgrounds.

  

  

  

  

In 2015, Feinberg also completed extensive, in-depth interviews with the WAs
themselves, students who use the WA Center, and faculty members. Drawing on these
data, she created an institutional map of writing support services available for various
groups of students at UCSC. These data situated our departmental experiences within a
broader campus context and provided a more robust picture of student writing challenges
and the best avenues for writing improvement. Feinberg and Professor Megan Moodie,
the previous WAP Faculty Supervisor, wrote up findings from these assessment studies
in a report for the VPDUE (see Appendix 2).
We continue to use our reporting documentation for individual meetings between WAs
and students, and we are planning a second extensive program review in three to five
years. We also collect more qualitative data through solicitations of faculty and students
to provide feedback. Because of changes to union rules that prevent faculty from
requiring students to work with WAs, we are unable to integrate the program directly into
individual classes, thereby making it difficult to track changes in individual students’
written work over the course of a specific class. However, faculty have expressed their
confidence that the program is helping students improve their writing even as they have
expressed a desire to find ways to require students to seek out support for their writing.
11)  Sustainability. How will this innovation be continued without DCG funding?
The Department of Anthropology has been proactive in seeking alternative means of
funding this program. We have included information about our Writing Assistant
Program in various outreach efforts to prospective donors. Two notable examples include
a special insert on the Writing Assistant Program that is included in the annual newsletter
that we distribute to students, parents, and alumni at our graduation ceremony and send to
alumni, and a special feature in the formal fundraising brochure that the Anthropology
Department has been creating with the Dean of Social Sciences to be distributed to “high
capacity” donors. Members of the faculty have met with the Social Sciences
Development team and other campus leaders to discuss additional ways to promote the
program to prospective donors.
We are currently developing materials for crowd-sourced funding, including campusbased crowd-fund initiatives. In 2015, we hosted a “Write-In,” in which WAs, professors,
and graduate students offered public writing consults and spent time writing together in
public spaces in the Social Sciences 1 building. Photographs from this event were posted
to our Facebook page, along with a request to visitors and alumni for WA Center support.
Our WA Program is also prominently featured in the physical spaces of the department,
with posters advertising services.
Above all, the best public outreach of our program is that provided through word-ofmouth by our students, both our WAs and the students who have used their services.
To date, despite our extensive efforts, we have not yet received sufficient funds to make
the program self-sustaining. Hence, because we believe strongly that this is an initiative
that has already demonstrated significant and consistent benefits for our students, we will
continue to seek out ways to fund the program into the future.

  

  

  

  

Recommended by (or attach dated email approval):
Attached
_____________________________________
Dept. Chair or Program Director

Attached
_____________________________________
Dean

Approved by CEP January 6, 2016.

  

  

  

  

______________
Date

_______________
Date

Re: your approval for the Writing Assistant Program funding r...

Subject: Re: your approval for the Writing Assistant Program funding
renewal request
From: Danilyn Rutherford <druther1@ucsc.edu>
Date: 3/10/16 4:19 PM
To: lissa@ucsc.edu
Dear Lissa,
I am happy to support the renewal of the Writing Assistant
Program, which has benefited our students enormously since
it’s founding.
Best,
Danilyn
Danilyn Rutherford
Professor and Chair
Department of Anthropology
University of California, Santa Cruz
1156 High Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95064
druther1@ucsc.edu

On Mar 10, 2016, at 4:01 PM, Melissa L. Caldwell
<lissa@ucsc.edu> wrote:
Hi Danilyn,
I'm working on the funding renewal for the WAP. I need
your approval as Chair. Can you send me an email
supporting our renewal? Do you need to see the proposal,
or is it okay that it's going to be roughly the same but
I may ask for a few more goodies.
Thanks!

1 of 2

3/17/16 3:08 AM

Re: your approval for the Writing Assistant Program funding r...

Lissa
-Melissa L. Caldwell
Professor of Anthropology
Editor, Gastronomica: The Journal of Critical Food Studies
Co-Director of the UC Multi-Campus Research Program on
Studies of Food and the Body

Department of Anthropology
353 Social Sciences 1
University of California, Santa Cruz
Santa Cruz, CA 95064
1-831-459-3856
lissa@ucsc.edu

2 of 2

3/17/16 3:08 AM

Peer Review and Revising in an
Anthropology Course: Lessons for
Learning
Anne J. Herrington and Deborah Cadman
I didn't have that much criticism of the actual material so I added to that.
Penny's paper was different from mine. She didn't really provide as much of a
summary of what was in the book as she did an analysis. So I said, I think I
should add some. She went the other way.
Tom had told me that I needed to put in some questions [about needed research
in the future). I didn't know why I really needed to do that. ... It fit in Tom's
paper because he wasn't able to do as much with his study. I got basically what I
wanted.

These comments were made by two students in a college anthropology class,
explaining revisions they made in their writings after a peer exchange of
drafts. Both students talk about substantive changes they considered in their
own drafts on the basis of reading peers' drafts and receiving some advice from
their peers. The comments reflect the writers' processes of weighing alternatives and then deciding how to act. We believe this process of active, reciprocal decision-making represents the primary value of peer review-not
only for writing classes, but also for classes in any discipline where students
are asked to write.
Our aim in this essay is to demonstrate this value of peer review by showing how it was used by students in one anthropology class. 1 We hope that the
work of these students will give teachers who are uncertain about using peer
review a broaderview of the role it could play in their classes.
More specifically, we will illustrate the following characteristics of peerreview exchanges as they were accomplished in this course:
1. Peer review can create occasions for active and reciprocal decisionmaking where students are their own authorities, not the teacher. Instead of following a peer's or even a teacher's advice uncritically, they
feel more latitude to decide for themselves how to act, specifically how
Anne Herrington is Director of the Writing Program and associate professor of English at
the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. With Charles Moran, she is editing a collection,
Writing, Teaching, and Learning in the Disciplines. Deborah Cadman is completing her doctoral
dissertation, "Material Things and Expressive Signs: The Language of Emily Dickinson in Her
Social and Physical Context," at the University of Massachusetts and is visiting assistant professor of English at Skidmore College.
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they will respond to a peer's response. Indeed, the value of peer-review
exchanges can be realized as much in instances where a writer decides
not to follow a peer's advice as where she does.
2. Students can give sound advice to their peers, even on matters they are
having difficulty with in their own writing.
3. Writers can profit both from the response they receive about their own
drafts and from reading the drafts of others.
4. In peer-review exchanges, students focus not only on matters of organization and style, but also on substantive matters of interpretation and
methods of inquiry central to learning in a given discipline. As they do
so, they are working out their own understandings of methodologies,
ways to interpret information, and ways to present themselves in their
writing.2
We believe that the degree to which these claims will be borne out in a
given class depends not only on the students, but also on the teacher and the
classroom environment she creates. We have also been talking in generalizations. The rest of the essay is grounded in the concrete experiences of students
in an anthropology course. We focus on the full exchanges of two students as
they worked through the writing assignments for this course, showing how
characteristics of the process are evident in their exchanges with other students. In the closing section, we identify aspects of the teacher's approach that
we believe contributed to the success of peer review for these students in this
course. First, a bit of background on the course.
Writing in Anthropology
Writing in Anthropology is a writing-intensive course for junior and senior
anthropology majors at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst.3 It was
taught by Sylvia Forman, Professor and Chair of the Department of Anthropology, assisted by a teaching assistant, Ned, a doctoral student in anthropology.
In the syllabus, Forman explained to students two learning goals for the
course: "to help you employ writing and research skills to better understand
anthropology; and to help you improve your ability to write effectively and
comfortably, both generally and in an anthropological context." To this end,
students completed four major writings: a book review, a descriptive field report, a research article for a professional journal, and a popular media article.
The first three were to be written for a professional journal such as American
or Foodand Foodways;the fourth for a publication such as NatuAnthropologist
ral Historyor Smithsonian.Although the emphasis of the course was writing, it
also had an anthropological focus, which that semester was food and culture.
We chose to study this course because of the approaches Forman used, in-
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cluding peer review and revision, and because it was recognized as a successful
course. Student course evaluations for the past two semesters had been overwhelmingly positive; specifically, over 90% reported that peer review was
valuable.
The course procedures were the same for each writing. The salient characteristics are summarized in Figure 1. As that figure indicates, Forman followed a process approach, having students work through multiple drafts for
each writing, receiving response from peers and herself or the teaching
assistant.

General characteristics:
* Multiple drafts of all writings, at least three of each.
* Peer and teacher review of drafts.
* Students free to choose own research questions for writings.
* Grading deferred until the end of the semester.
Typical procedure for each writing:
* Detailed printed copy of the assignment.
* Model(s) to read and discuss in class, with students noting differences among approaches
and their own preferences.
* Brief presentation by the professor regarding various stages of the research and writing for
each assignment and brief class discussions of issues that would arise as students were
writing, e.g., use of ethnographic present tense, adapting for a popular audience a technical journal article written first for a professional audience.
* In-class small group discussions of, e.g., ideas for research questions and an opening
"hook" for the article for a popular audience.
* Peer critique of first draft, written outside of class.
* Teacher critique of second draft: Forman commented on half of the students' drafts, the
teaching assistant on the other half.
Figure 1. Course Procedures for Writing in Anthropology.

Forman introduced peer review to the class after they had written their first
diaft for the book review. She distributed a sheet of instructions stressing the
importance of being constructive, of pointing to strengths as well as weaknesses, and of being specific. The most important matters to address were
identified as "(1) clarity, (2) organization of data and concepts-including
analysis, and (3) interest." She then distributed a sample draft and had everyone write a response to it. Rather than having to follow specific forms to
structure responses, the reviewers were to decide for themselves what to comment on. She asked them to begin all responses by addressing the writer by
name. After they had discussed their responses to the sample draft, they exchanged their book-review drafts with one another and wrote the peer reviews.
The reviews for subsequent writings were written outside of class, although
students usually discussed them a bit at class sessions.
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Peer-Review Exchanges
We focus on two students, Penny and Jim, for each describing their exchanges
with peers as they worked through two writings. We begin with Penny and
her experiences with the first and second writings and then move to Jim and
his experiences with the third and fourth writings. In two instances, we also
comment on exchanges with the teaching assistant to develop points about assuming authority.
We've made these selections for a couple of reasons. By describing exchanges for each writing in succession, we can demonstrate how the focus of
peer responses shifted from one writing to another corresponding to the issues
students were trying to deal with to meet the particular demands of each assignment. By using two focal students and their exchanges, we can show how
characteristicsof the process are evident in the work of more than one student.
The nature of their responses is representative of the responses of the eighteen
students whose peer critiques we analyzed. Still, their exchanges illustrate
how various individuals perceived and carried out the process of peer review.
Both Penny and Jim were average students and neither felt very confident
about writing: of the two, Penny was the less confident and had more obvious
difficulties with organization, grammar, and spelling.
To save space, we present only excerpts from the peer-review critiques. A
typical full critique ran from one page to two pages and included comments
about a wide range of matters, including development and interpretation, organization, clarity and readability, rhetorical effectiveness, and correctness.4
The excerpts we have chosen refer primarily to development, interpretation,
and rhetorical effectiveness.
Pennyand Her Peer-ReviewExchanges
Penny was a first-semester junior. She said she'd always had a difficult time
writing. In fact, she'd been in remedial courses in high school. Although she
had passed her first-year college writing course, she still lacked confidence in
her writing. She was more confident of herself as a student of anthropology.
Despite her own difficulties with writing, she was able to give sound advice to
her peers.
The first writing in the course asked students to review ConsumingPassions,
a popular book on food and culture, for the journal AmericanAnthropologist
(AA). Forman viewed this assignment as a way to give students a common
starting point and introduce them to writing procedures they would follow
throughout the course. In the written assignment which explained the purposes and characteristics of reviews for AA, she stressed that a review was to
include both description and evaluation.
For this writing, Penny exchanged drafts with Ann, a friend she knew from
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other classes. Ann was also a first-semester junior. She was more confident
than Penny of her writing and reported that she usually received positive comments from teachers about the quality of her writing.
Their exchange is notable because even though Ann was apparently the better writer, she profited a good deal from Penny's response and reading Penny's
draft.
In her peer response to Ann's draft, Penny began with a positive comment:
"Your paper is very good. It includes most everything needed as far as I could
see." She indicated her own insecurity about spelling and syntax in two comments:
I will markwhat I believe to be spelling mistakes, but unfortunately,I
didn't inherit my father'snack for the subject. Double check it with a
dictionarylater!
Do not take the way I referto structuresentencesas gospel becauseyour
writing, overallis clear. Where I put in a word or two is only where I
stumbled and thought it might flow a little smoother so the sentence
probablyjust needs a little attention to make it smooth, not necessarily
my words.
Through two of her comments, she tried to move Ann to include more of her
own evaluation of the book, focusing implicitly on its value for readers: "Did
you find the book enjoyable or a waste of time?" Penny also picked up on a
claim Ann made that "the book is more a recital of known facts than an argument or presentation of any new thesis on food and culture." Penny asked, "If
they were just reiterating stuff that's already been written about, did you see
any point to their writing the book?"
Reading Penny's draft, Ann also decided that she should include more evaluation. As she wrote in her response to Penny's draft, "Your criticism is legitimate and I like how you juxtapose it with your praise. It makes me see how
my paper is lacking." In an interview, Ann commented further, "I realized I
didn't have that much criticism of the actual material. Penny's paper was different from mine. She didn't really provide as much of a summary of what was
in the book as she did an analysis. So, I said, I think I should add some. She
went the other way." This comment reflects her decision-making. She assessed
her own draft in light of Penny's, deciding that while Penny's lacked enough
summary, her own lacked sufficient evaluation. In her revision, then, she added a few evaluative sentences, such as one about presentation: "The organization of facts is occasionally confusing and one must pay close attention to the
material, as transitions between examples are often ill marked."
In direct response to Penny's question about the "known facts" claim, Ann
added a sentence of clarification: "It does, nonetheless, present a perspective
on the significance of food that the reader may have never examined previously." She said she added that because she felt the claim she made in the
first draft was misleading because "I think for the general public it was a real-
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ly interesting book." For her, then, Penny's comment and the opportunity to
review and revise her draft led her to reassessand clarify her point.
Ann's response to Penny's draft was generally positive, reinforcing Penny's
own sense of satisfaction with it. However, consistent with her sense that
Penny's draft "went the other way" in not providing quite enough summary,
Ann suggested that "the audience might be interested in more examples of the
content discussed in the book." Penny followed this suggestion by adding in
two places clauses containing more detail. Aside from some spelling corrections, she made no further revisions.
For the second writing, the descriptive field report, students were instructed "to conduct a brief field study of some aspect of food and culture with
local people." For most students, this was the first field study they had done,
let alone tried to write up. Forman saw it as a central assignment in the
course:
The majorissue in this paperis actuallytaking raw data and learningto
make sense of it. That'spart of learningsome processof anthropological
inquiry. . . . That's one of the major things anthropologists do, that process. ... [This project] is an empowering device, because this is really

somethingthey own, that nobodyelse knows about and researchis not a
matterof going to the library,it's somethingyou hold yourself.

So, it was a learning experience: practicing anthropology as the ones in charge
and trying to present themselves as anthropologists to other anthropologists.
Furthermore, it was intended to encourage them to feel more authority.
How to convey that authority in their writing became a major issue for a
number of students, specifically when they tried to balance acknowledging
limitations with maintaining their credibility. Note that this issue was not
addressed explicitly in the written assignment, the published sample, or class
discussions. We note this to show that through peer review, students can address, on their own, issues that might not have been anticipated by the teacher. As they worked on the issue of authority in their own writing, they also
were sensitive to it in their peers'. Through their exchanges, they negotiated
their own provisional resolutions to the issue.
The dynamics of that negotiation are evident in the exchanges between
Penny and her peer reviewer Tom, who reviewed her first draft, and the teaching assistant Ned, who reviewed her second draft. These exchanges also demonstrate that she was more likely to weigh critically the advice from her peer
reviewer than the advice from the teaching assistant.
Although Penny was satisfied with her field research, she was not satisfied
with her presentation of it in her first draft. Her study examined how the dieting habits of wrestlers affected their social lives. She came up with that question because her boyfriend was a wrestler and she had some firsthand knowledge of it. She'd interviewed five wrestlers and their coach and felt she'd gotten a good deal of information from them, so she didn't feel there were many
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limitations to her study. Still, the issue of limitations and her authority as a
researcherarose in her first draft and Tom's response to it, specifically in the
Data Analysis and Conclusion. If you look at the two excerpts from the Data
Analysis section (Figure 2), you can see that Penny included comments about
herself as the researcher. Neither in this section nor in the Conclusion did she
mention any other limitations of her study.
The Effect Dieting Has on Wrestlers' Social Interactions
Data Analysis:
Although not all of the questions asked were directly related to the topic of wrestlers diets
and the effect posed on their social life, they were helpful to me, because of the lack of basic
knowledge I had on the subject. I now understand the sport to a much fuller extenet.
[Commenting on one of the wrestlers:) Dieting and wrestling in general effected his relationship with hes girlfrien. "She hated it," he said. I tried to get in touch with her, to duscuss
her view but was unable to reach her.
Conclusion:
It is very important for wrestlers to make thier weight class. These wrestlers social lives
were radically effected by their dieting .
In addition the converse was also true, social interactions with friends effect how the athletes
chose to lose thier weight. This is seen in how some wrestlers, despite the coaches advice will
eat only dinner instead of breakfast or lunch. This is becausedinner tends to be a more social
meal .
Figure 2. Penny's First Draft for Writing 2, Descriptive Field Study (Excerpts Transcribed as
Written).

In his peer review, Tom made the following comments relevant to these
sections:
Data Analysis: First paragraph not needed.

Conclusion:Conclusion is okay but you should maybe talk about problems

you may have had with the study in terms of reliability of data and problems due to the design of the study. Recommend other questions that
might be asked in another study.

His comments on the Data Analysis section made no explicit reference to the
researcher'sauthority and he gave no reason for suggesting that the first paragraph be omitted. His advice about the conclusion seemed to reflect his assumption about a convention of the genre: acknowledge limitations and pose
questions for future research. Tom may have developed this notion from his
other readings or classes. In this class, although neither the written assignment nor Forman's explanations in class included these injunctions, the published sample that was distributed did. It ended with the sentence: "Further
research is required to test these expectations." As you will see, Penny had a
different view about this convention.
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In her second draft, Penny made two deletions in the Data Analysis section. Both reflect her attempts to present herself in a new role, one where she
had some authority: that of a professional writing to other professionals, not a
student to a teacher. First, consistent with Tom's advice, she dropped the first
paragraphin the Data Analysis. When we asked her why, she didn't acknowledge that Tom had suggested it. Instead she said the paragraph was to her
what she called an "anthroapology": "'I'm sorry I did this, I'm sorry if you
don't like it, but I did it because'-and I try not to put that in my paper.
She said she saw it used in "every single anthropology paper I've ever seen
and she didn't like it. Penny saw this as an instance of something she'd seen in
professional writing and wanted to avoid. There are two things to note in this
exchange: Penny did not acknowledge Tom's advice, although her action was
consistent with it; and she explained her decision by drawing on a broader
context of her perceptions of the writings of professional anthropologists.
In writing her second draft, Penny also made a self-initiated decision to delete the comment she'd included in the first draft about trying to contact one
of the wrestler's girlfriends. When we asked her why, she told us that "it was
too personal. This was almost like 'so forgive me, I really wanted to get .
As I started to get to know Sylvia and Ned, I didn't really think I had to
prove to them that I was trying to do everything I possibly could to make this
paper perfect. You know, some teachers you feel like you have to show them
that even though it didn't come out, you tried to do it. But I thought once I
got through the paper it was apparent that I had done the researchas much as
I could, so I think, I really didn't need to do that."
This issue of shifting from presenting one's self as a student to a professional is one, we think, many students in upper-division courses struggle with
and is one that entails more substantial questions than whether to use firstperson pronouns. As Penny's example shows, it entails as well questions about
how to justify research decisions and major claims. (See also Herrington
344-54.) In this course, a number of factors of the class helped students work
on this transition for themselves. Most obviously, the assignment did so by
asking students to assume the role of practicing anthropologists throughout
their researchand writing. Another factor was doing the revisions, which gave
students occasion to reflect on their own work and try out different options if
they wished. A third and particularly important factor was the specific classroom relation students perceived between themselves and the professor, one
where some authority and assumption of competence was conveyed to them.
Following her peer's suggestion, Penny expanded the conclusion with paragraphs commenting on one difficulty she had with the study and identifying
questions that remained. (See Figure 3.) She explained that in an interview
"Tom had said to me that I need to put some questions in. . . . I didn't know
why I really needed to do that, but I said, 'All right, I'm tired. . . . If I do
this, then I can be finished with this.' So I put in some questions." But she
also said, "I didn't like that-but I thought maybe I should put it in because
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it was good in Tom's paper." Here, Penny quite honestly admits a choice
many of us make at times: we're tired or out of time, so we take the path of
least resistance. Even so, she is thinking critically, trying to decide what is
appropriate-here on the basis of what she'd read in Tom's draft. Everything
is not an "anthroapology."

Data Analysis: [deletes both of the sentences cited in Figure 21
Conclusion:
It is very important for these wrestlers to make their weight class. These wrestlers social
The converse was also true, social interactions
lives were radically affected by wrestling. ...
with friends affected how the athletes chose to lose their weight. Despite the coaches advice
some wresltlers will eat only dinner instead of breakfast or lunch. It is likely that this is because
dinner tends to be a more social meal.

Once the study got underway, it went rather smoothly. The wrestlers were difficult to contact but, when I did get to speak to them, they seemed very interested to speak on the subject
and were very helpful.
Several questions still remain and were unanswerable in the time given for this study. ie.
How does dieting effect the athletes sex life? What were the friends and girlfriends side of this
story.
Figure 3. Penny's Second Draft for Writing 2 (Excerpts Transcribed as Written).

The teaching assistant reviewed the second draft, making two comments
relevant to these sections. The first was in his summary comments: "Tighten
up your conclusion. It rambles." The second comment was a question-"Did
you ask them?"-written in the margin next to the underlined phrase in
Penny's second draft: "It is likely that this is because...."
In the third draft, Penny changed the sentence lead from "It is likely that
." to "I hypothesize that . . . but this question should be studied in fuller
detail." She explained the change to "hypothesize": "I thought about it .
. .
and I wasn't too sure. He [the TAI probably even-probably realized that I
wasn't too sure about it." She decided to add the comment about needing further study, so she could cut the questions she'd added at the end. She said
that the TA's comment to "tighten up your conclusion" encouraged her to cut
the final paragraphs. Not surprisingly, the TA's comment seemed to carry
more weight than the student's did; it also fit with Penny's own inclinations.
This exchange shows Penny's process of negotiation in action: she added something on the basis of advice from Tom and her reading of his paper, something that went against her own inclination and her assessment of other anthropological writing; but she didn't take this advice uncritically and
ultimately modified it considerably with a substitute that better fit her sense
of how she wanted to present herself and her study.
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Jim and His Peer-ReviewExchanges
Jim's drafts and peer-review exchanges for the third and fourth writings in the
course illustrate some of the same characteristics that were at work in Penny's
writing, particularly the reciprocal nature of peer exchanges and the active decision-making throughout the process. The dominant concerns are different,
however, given differences in Jim and Penny and differences in the assignments.
Jim was a first-semester senior. He didn't perceive himself to be that good
a writer, telling us in an interview that "I don't have a strong background in
English." He said that in high school, "I wasn't really into writing. It was
just take the English requirements." He began college at a community college
where he took a writing course that he described as "not very structured. It
was more getting the ideas going."
He said he was least confident about "analytical writing" and most confident with "basically descriptive-type work." That self-assessment was borne
out in his descriptive field study, which both he and Forman felt lacked sufficient interpretation. As Jim said, "It was descriptive, but we were trying to
find why, basically." It was in analyzing "why" that his field report fell short.
As he approached the third writing, the professional journal research article,
his primary aim was to be more analytic.
For this writing, students were to write a "researcharticle of the type genor Food
erally published in a scholarly journal" such as AmericanAnthropologist
and Foodways.In other words, they were to write as specialists to other specialists. Forman stressed that it was to be "professionalin tone" and "more analytic, more theoretical, more 'why' oriented" than their previous paper, the
field study. In writing their first drafts, the major problem students struggled
with was foregrounding their own interpretations and not getting overwhelmed by all the published research they were drawing on. Having finished
their first drafts, many felt they'd not yet succeeded. Still, they were able to
assist one another for revising. Their sense of their own difficulties and their
support for one another are evident in the following exchange between Jim
and Peter, a second-semester junior.
Jim's paper was titled "The Validity of the Maritime Theory on the Development of Early Complex, Societies on the Coast of Peru." He chose this issue
because he was interested in archaeology and, along with Peter, was taking a
course on South American archaeology. In his peer-review comments to Jim,
Peter focused on matters of analysis. He made a global comment asking Jim
to work more of his own interpretation into the paper:
In the data analysis section and archaeologicalsection, try to breathe
moreof yourown insights into the situation.At times it seemsas though
the paperis a statementabout Wilson and Moseley'sargumentsand not
your own ... My paper in retrospect probably has the same shortcomings.
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Note that Peter's comment reflects on his own work as well as Jim's. Acting
on this global advice, Jim decided for himself on the particular revisions he
would make. Most significantly, he added more of his own interpretive comments to open and conclude paragraphs that discussed various research findings. For instance, at the end of one paragraph, he dropped this sentence reporting on a claim that is counter to his argument: "Moseley (1975) doubts
that the small amounts of maize found at the site of Aspero had anything to
do with the development of maize on that site." Instead, he put it with other
claims that presented both sides of the argument and ended the paragraph
with this sentence:
Although more archaeologicalexcavationis needed to determinethe role
of domesticatedplants, one cannotdismiss the fact that Preceramicpeoples did use maize and other crops to a limited degree at a time when
they weresupposedlytotally dependenton marineresources.
When we asked him why he made this change, he did not explicitly acknowledge Peter's advice although his explanation was consistent with it. He explained that the Moseley sentence "doesn't really help me at all. ... I'm trying to sway the people, so to speak." As this comment suggests with its focus
on 'what I'm trying to do,' Jim had moved from trying to summarize others'
positions to making his own argument.
Jim's second draft was reviewed by Ned, the teaching assistant. Their exchange illustrates how Jim, like Penny, weighs advice critically. In this instance, however, the advice came from the teaching assistant, not a peer.
Commenting on the draft, Ned was generally positive. Still, he made a few
suggestions, including that Jim specify dates in some places and elaborate
some sections. Jim followed these suggestions. In one instance, however, he
decided not to. Ned had asked Jim to consider whether trade could have been
a factor in the development of these societies. Jim decided not to add a section
on trade, saying "that's not a part of this paper. That's going to open up-I
don't have room for it [referring to limitations on the length of the paper]. I
don't really have the time to do it." So, for a number of reasons, including
substantive ones, Jim elected to reject Ned's advice. In short: he felt free to
decide for himself which advice from the teaching assistant he would follow.
We feel he was more inclined to trust his own judgment because he also had
Peter's peer review to give him another point of reference. As Jim commented
when he explained why he didn't follow the TA's advice about considering
trade, "I just rewrote it with the peer critique."
When Jim reviewed Peter's draft, he advised Peter on the same matter he
had difficulty with: interpretation. In one comment, he attempted to prompt
Peter's interpretation by posing questions:
On p. 4, the CentralOhio River Valley. You say when increaseduse of
Mesoamericancultigens (corn, beans, etc.) occurred, a clear decline in
health results, which you show was part of the cycle of declining health
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throughoutthe time and area.My question:What was the health of the
maize was introducedas opposedto the health of the people
people before
after maize use? Was the trend of declining health linked, at least
partially to population densities or was it totally based on subsistence
use?This may be an areayou could touch on in yourpaper.
Peter marked this comment with a check and made a note to himself in the
margin: "Mention health of both populations to illustrate subs. change being
a factor." In his revision he added information that would help make his
point.
This same kind of reciprocal support was evident between Jim and Peter
with the fourth paper, the popular media article. For this paper, they worked
with the same material as they did for the third paper, but recast it for a popular magazine such as Smithsonianor Natural History. Forman saw this writing
as an important part of learning to be anthropologists. As she explained to
them in class, if anthropologists aren't able to explain their work to a wider
audience, then they won't be able to affect decisions and action in the world.
For this writing, Forman introduced the strategy of using a "hook" at the
beginning to get readers' interests, e.g., an anecdote that might personalize
the issue for readers. Getting an effective hook was a concern for many, both
in their own drafts and in their review of one another's drafts. Peter commented to Jim:
Obviously you know what you're talking about in the paper, but you
need a hook desperately.I did not see one commentas to why the work is
interestingand/orimportant.I know it's not alwayseasyto come up with
a hook, but the papersuffersgreatlyw/o one.
Jim made a similar observation about Peter's draft, but also offered a
suggestion:
You need to stressthe hook more. I think it is best stated on the top of
p. 4 ("agriculturecan be functionalor dysfunctional,dependingon the
circumstances.")Perhapsyou could pose this as a question in the introduction and answerit in the conclusion.I admit this is a simplistic tactic, but as the paperis intendedfor a non-anthropological
audience,simplicity is best.
Peter followed Jim's advice.
That Peter and Jim followed each other's advice is not so much the point
here, though. The more important point is that during peer review they were
advising each other on matters that they were working on themselves as writers. In the third paper, their primary focus was on the problem of synthesizing
and interpreting research information to make one's own claims. In the fourth
paper, their focus was more on a rhetorical problem of adapting a technical,
highly specialized article for a non-specialist audience. In both cases, these
were matters Forman felt were important to learning to think and write as anthropologists.
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Closing Observations

The examples and comments of these students document the critical thinking
that can occur in peer-review exchanges as well as the reciprocal and authorityassuming learning it encourages. Revising one's own draft and reviewing another's draft move students from passive roles of receivers and demonstrators of
knowledge to more active roles in shaping their own ways of thinking and
writing.
The reason peer review worked as it did in this course lies in large part in
the procedures Forman used in the course and in her view of students.
Through the course procedures, Forman maintained an effective balance between structure and autonomy. For each writing, she provided structure by
giving detailed assignments defining the issue and conventions for the genre.
She provided autonomy after the first writing by allowing each student to
choose the particular issue she/he would investigate. Further, for each assignment, Forman provided guidelines and samples from professional journals to
illustrate a range of approachesfor writing. These samples and, equally important, drafts written by others in the class gave students a context from which
to decide for themselves how to proceed-as writers and as reviewers of one
another's work.5 To encourage experimentation, Forman deferred grading until portfolios were due at the end of the semester and allowed students to do
additional revisions if they wished. As she explained in the course syllabus,
"We do not want to discourage you when you are truly trying to improve your
understanding and skills-even if, at the moment, your efforts are not producing optimal results."
Individual autonomy was encouraged in the context of collaboration. Indeed, the aim of collaboration with peers was not to reach group consensus on
ideas or ways of writing. It was, instead, for individuals to consult with others
and, in the social context of sharing ideas and drafts, fashion their own ways
of proceeding. Forman took it as a sign of success that most exercised critical
judgment in assessing their own and others' drafts and the peer advice they received. Pointing to this critical assessment as a primary rationale for peer review, Forman commented:
I think they take each other'scommentsseriously,but not uncritically.
Whereasthey're inclined to take my comments uncritically.. . . So, I
think they're more thoughtful about their dealing with those kinds of
comments than they are about the instructor'scomments. And I think
that, pedagogically,that'sa very usefulexperience.6
For her, peer review was pedagogically useful in the same way as the descriptive field study. To use her words, both were "empowering devices" that
fit with her philosophy for her teaching: "The responsibility is basically on the
student to learn and my role is to find out effective and interesting ways to
encourage them into assuming that responsibility." From what we observed
and heard from students, a main reason that they took on this responsibility
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was that Forman conveyed she believed they were capable of good work-as
aspiring anthropologists and writers-and she expected it of them. They
viewed peer review and redrafting as a chance to assist one another and improve their drafts before giving them to Forman or the teaching assistant. As
one student said, "She somehow conveys this impression that she has high expectations. So, it's almost intimidating, but she's not intimidating as a person. She's sensitive to the students, but she really has a way of getting you to
work at your highest level."
Forman's belief in her students' capabilities came through during an interview as she tried to pinpoint why peer review seems to be successful in her
courses:
Theseareadult people, not fully developedpeople, but they'readult people and they'recapableof putting the effortinto this if they want to. And
they havea kind of autonomyand controlin that and they seem to understand that. .

.

. Students are sufficiently sensitive to those power mes-

sagesthat undercutthe process:"It doesn'tmatterwhat I say or what my
peerssay to me. This is not reallya significantpartof the processbecause
reallyall the poweris over here."And what I'm trying to say is that not
all of the poweris in my hands. Someof the poweris in their hands. Not
all of it, but some of it. And they know they can make of it what they
will. And I think as long as they perceivethat, they do pretty well with
it.

By conveying to them her belief that they could be helpful to one another and
giving them some "autonomy and control," Forman helped students believe in
themselves and their abilities. Penny commented on the feeling of "knowing
you can help somebody else. It's the confidence thing you know. If you know
you can help somebody else make their paper better, then you know you obviously have some sorta talent or some sort of, you know, good ideas.'"7
It is important that we recognize the value of developing that confidence
and authority and creating occasions for students to make the kinds of decisions they were making in this class-decisions that carried forward their own
thinking, decisions that encouraged them to reflect on their own conduct as
researchersand how they would present themselves to others.
That kind of learning can be accomplished with peer review. Whether it
does will in large part depend on teachers. It means that the primary concern
when initiating peer review in a class is not to teach students how to critique
written drafts-that's secondary; it is first to create a classroom environment
where we give students the gift of having some responsibility-some authority
for their own learning. To do that means first believing that students can exercise that responsibility productively. They can.8

Notes
1. Our informationis derivedfrom a semester-longfield study of this class. We observed
nearlyeveryclass sessionand participatedin all small-groupdiscussions.We focusedon nine
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students chosen to represent a range of experiences as writers and students of anthropology.
From these nine students, we collected and analyzed drafts and final versions of all writings and
both the written peer critiques they did for others and the ones they received. Consequently, for
the analysis of peer critiques, we had responses from eighteen students for each writing. We
also interviewed each case-study student twice, asking particularly about specific changes students had made in successive drafts for each writing. We conducted comparable interviews with
Professor Forman and her teaching assistant. Finally, we administered a questionnaire to all students at both the beginning and end of the semester (25 students). We also had access to students' course evaluations for this semester and the previous one.
In this essay, we use pseudonyms for the students and the teaching assistant.
2. The first and fourth claims in particular reinforce two primary assumptions about the
value of collaborative learning. It can decentralize authority so that students assume more authority for their own learning instead of being passive followers of a teacher-authority (Bruffee,
"Way Out"; Trimbur, "Collaborative"). And it can create a situation conducive for individuals
to test out and share their ideas and ways of writing with their peers (Bruffee, "Writing").
3. For another description of this course and the university's writing program, see Forman
et al. Even though this is a writing-intensive course, we feel that the values of the peer review
observed in this course can extend to "regular" courses as well, where there are fewer writings,
fewer drafts for each writing, and less in-class attention to matters of writing. For example,
Professor Forman reports that peer review has also worked well in an Introduction to Anthropology course she has taught. Steffens writes of using peer review in an undergraduate history
course. In Programsthat Work, a number of teachers from various disciplines report on using
peer review in their courses.
4. We analyzed the peer-review responses in two ways. First, we did a content analysis of
the written peer critiques for each writing. For this analysis, we trained two readers to read and
classify each comment, following a scoring guide we had developed. Their percentage of agreement for all critiques averaged above 80%. This analysis showed that students focused on such
matters as interpretation, clarity, organization, development, correctness, and rhetorical matters of ethosand effectiveness with an audience. Further, it showed that the nature of their comments changed with the particular demands of each writing. For example, for Writing 2, the
descriptive field report, they focused on providing adequate backing for assumptions and how
to acknowledge limitations of their research; for Writing 3, the professional journal article,
they focused on interpretation; and for Writing 4, the popular media article, they focused on
rhetorical effectiveness for readers not trained as anthropologists.
For each of the case-study students, we also studied their drafts and peer and professor critiques to analyze the nature of their revisions. We supplemented this information with interview comments.
5. Recall also that for peer-review exchanges, Forman presented general guidelines, but
gave students the latitude to say what they wanted in each exchange. Many teachers and researchers point to similar factors as central to effective peer review. For example, both Atwell
and Freedman use the term "ownership" to make the point that students need to be granted
more autonomy for their writing and learning. Both stress as well that the teacher should provide guidance-but not prepackaged formulas-without taking ownership away from students.
Also see Gere (99-112), and in reference to collaboration, Bruffee, "Way Out"' and Trimbur,
"Collaborative" (101-06).
6. In a critique of collaborative learning, Trimbur argues that the aim of collaboration need
not be consensus that results in accommodation with peers or to existing conventions. Indeed,
he argues that collaborative learning can be a "powerful instrument to generate differences"
("Consensus" 603). In one respect, we can see such differences in the exchanges amongst students in this course. As we have said, the peer-review exchanges were not intended to generate
consensus on ways of writing, but rather to allow for diversity as individual students decided
for themselves how they would follow conventions. Recall Penny and the "anthroapology."
Trimbur goes further to advocate a "critical practice of collaborative learning" where courses
focus on identifying and transforming "the dominant power relations that organize the production of knowledge" (603). That was not an explicit aim of this course, although the traditional
power relation of teacher to student was clearly altered by the ways Forman gave students authority for their own learning. Further, in class discussions, Forman made a point of explaining
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conventions associated with anthropological genres as just that: social "conventions," not ideals
of "good writing" that could not be questioned. In this way, her approach was nearer that described by Myers: she taught students the forms of academic writing in anthropology, without
"assuming there is anything liberating about these forms or about academic discourse" (170).
Also, by creating assignments where students tried to use some of these conventions to explain
their own research and by encouraging students to discuss them, she helped create a situation
conducive to students' reflecting critically on them.
7. Penny's comment reinforces Gebhardt's claim that we should recognize the "tangle of
technical and emotional matters" writers struggle with and, in turn, recognize the emotional as
well as the intellectual benefits of peer feedback (7 1). It is his view-one we support-that advocates of collaborative learning too often stress the intellectual aspects of it and neglect the
emotional ones (70).
8. We wish to thank Sylvia Forman, Professor of Anthropology at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, and the graduate teaching assistant and students in her Fall 1988 Writing
in Anthropology course for their time, good nature, and insights. We acknowledge also the
helpful responses we received from readers of our earlier drafts, particularly Marcia Curtis, Peter
Elbow, and Christine Plette.
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Introduction  and  report  outline  

Teaching  students  to  write  clearly  and  compellingly  is  central  to  the  mission  of  the  Department  
of  Anthropology.  Strong  writing  skills  are  crucial  not  only  for  student  achievement  in  the  major  
and  the  fulfillment  of  the  mandatory  Disciplinary  Communication  requirement,  but  also,  and  
crucially,  for  students’  professional  career  beyond  the  department.  Many  of  our  students  go  on  
into  local  government,  law,  business,  teaching,  and  non-profit  work,  all  of  which  require  that  
they  be  adept  with  written  language.    This  report  traces  the  experience  of  UCSC  anthropology  
students  as  it  pertains  to  their  writing  training,  resources,  and  struggles.  Our  goal  is  to  highlight  
current  lacunae  in  writing  support  but  also  to  document  the  vital  importance  of  the  
Anthropology  Department’s  unique,  one-on-one  Writing  Assistant  Program,  the  only  peer  
writing  program  at  UCSC  housed  within  an  academic  department.    
The  role  of  the  anthropology  Writing  Assistant  Program  can  be  best  evaluated  when  
considered  in  relation  to  the  educational  context  in  which  students  accomplish  their  written  
work.  Drawing  on  data  from  six  months  of  surveys,  interviews,  and  observations,  this  study  
follows  the  experiences  of  students  who  arrive  at  UCSC  (often  with  a  California  public  school  
education),  enroll  in  various  courses  to  complete  their  writing  requirements,  and  major  in  
Anthropology.  Each  stage  of  their  education  at  UCSC  presents  a  different  set  of  writing  
approaches,  requirements,  and  support.  This  exercise  will  highlight  our  efforts  in  the  
Department  of  Anthropology  to  keep  students  from  “slipping  through  the  cracks,”  (i.e.  
graduating  without  the  skills  they  need)  as  well  as  the  significant  obstacles  we  face  in  training  
our  majors  to  be  skilled  and  effective  writers.  
Methods    
The  data  for  Part  II  of  this  study  was  drawn  mainly  from  structured  interviews  with  experts  from  
different  departments  and  offices  on  the  UCSC  campus.  Data  for  sections  III-IV  was  largely  
collected  via  anonymous  surveys  from  students  in  classes  using  Writing  Assistants  and  from  
students  who  visited  the  Writing  Assistant  Center;;  semi-structured  interviews  with  other  
important  groups  and  individuals  were  also  used.  The  main  respondents  were:  
•  Writing  Assistants  and  students  who  visited  the  center  
•  Anthropology  faculty,  Teaching  Assistants,  and  undergraduate  majors  
•  Writing  Program  coordinators,  instructors,  and  tutors  
•  Writing  resource  staff  and  instructors  across  campus  (LSS,  Oakes  College,  Faculty  Panels)  
•  Career  Center  advisors  
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This  ethnographic  approach  put  together  a  broad  picture  of  the  variety  of  actors  and  
experiences  that  shape  student  writing  at  UCSC.  There  is  no  ‘typical  student’  here,  but  there  is  
a  common  set  of  resources,  requirements,  and  challenges  with  which  students  engage.  
Studies  of  education  usually  focus  on  a  single  classroom  or  quantitative  data  sets,  which  this  
study  has  drawn  upon  to  confirm  observed  and  reported  trends.  By  considering  the  bigger  
picture,  however,  this  study  aims  to  document  the  gaps  in  support  and  preparation  for  
undergraduate  writing  and  the  very  serious  implications  of  those  deficits  during  and  after  
student  time  at  UCSC.  In  this  perspective,  the  WA  program  is  more  than  a  departmental  
resource—it  is  an  initiative  geared  towards  instituting  a  cultural  change  in  the  Anthropology  
Department  and  across  campus,  fostering  practices  of  collaboration  and  support  where  they  
are  needed  most.  
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II.  

  The  Writing  Landscape  at  UCSC  
  
1.     Students:  diverse  and  dynamic  
  
UC  Santa  Cruz’s  student  body  has  changed  dramatically  over  the  
last  decade,  both  in  terms  of  the  backgrounds  with  which  
students  arrive  and  the  writing  preparation  they  receive  in  high  
school.  There  is  no  ‘typical  student’  at  UCSC;;  the  variety  of  skills,  
strengths,  and  deficits  in  the  classroom  challenges  instructors  
across  departments.  However,  increasingly  we  are  finding  that  
anthropology  instructors,  including  professors  and  graduate  
Teaching  Assistants  (TAs),  struggle  with  poor  student  writing  on  
a  daily  basis,  and  in  all  of  their  classes.    
We  are  now  working  to  educate  the  first  generation  of  students  
educated  entirely  under  the  auspices  of  the  No  Child  Left  Behind  
initiative.  The  policy’s  heavy  emphasis  on  test  scores  and  
quantitative  educational  measures  means  that  writing  skills  and  
awareness  of  writing  as  a  process  have  been  compromised  in  
California  and  across  the  country.  Education  researchers  from  a  
variety  of  geographical  locations  and  theoretical  perspectives  
have  noted  the  erosion  of  writing-based  curricula.  The  following  
remark  from  McCarthey  is  representative:  
although  writing  is  included  as  a  component  of  the  
prescribed  curriculum  teachers  do  not  necessarily  use  
the  materials;;  instead,  they  are  concentrating  on  
preparing  students  for  the  state  reading  tests.  Writing  
in  these  contexts  may  be  neglected  altogether,  
denying  students  opportunities  to  engage  in  
meaningful,  purposeful  projects”  (McCarthey  2008:  
493).1  
Referring  specifically  to  California,  Sandra  Murphy  finds  that  
there  is  a  broad  consensus  among  scholars  and  professional  
organizations  that  standardized  testing  has  “negative  effects  on  
students  teachers  and  learning”  (2003:  28).  Ironically,  this  insight  
led  California  to  adopt  an  innovative  approach  to  writing  
instruction  in  the  1980s  that  was  subsequently  abandoned  in  
favor  of  high-stakes  testing  to  determine  student  promotion  and  
retention  in  the  1990s.  Tied  to  federal  requirements  under  No  
                                                                                                 
1
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She is here discussing a low-income school in Illinois, but the comment is representative.

Child  Left  Behind,  high-stakes  testing  is  now  nearly  universal.  In  the  present  context,  teachers  
(and  their  students)  are  increasingly  demoralized  and,  due  to  the  strong  relationship  that  now  
exists  between  scores  and  teacher  evaluations,  teaching  only  “to  the  tests,”  California  students  
in  the  21st  century  write  less,  and  less  well,  than  students  in  the  1980s  (Murphy  2003).  
The  lack  of  training  in  writing  is  an  especially  acute  problem  for  students  majoring  in  
Anthropology,  which  is  a  discipline  that  requires  critical  thought,  careful  argumentation,  and  
descriptive  skill  –  primarily  communicated  and  assessed  through  written  work.  
Students  arriving  from  high  schools  with  200+  students  per  teacher,  minimal  writing  
expectations,  and  non-English  speaking  homes  are  particularly  likely  to  come  to  UCSC  without  
the  language,  style,  and  reading  skills  they  need  to  be  effective  scholars.  Instructors  describe  
creative  and  inventive  students  who  are  hungry  to  be  more  critical  thinkers  and  empowered  
speakers,  yet  fundamentally  lack  basic  skills;;  resources  to  teach  these  skills  are  limited.    
As  Heather  Shearer,  director  of  the  Writing  Program  put  it,  we  need  to  seriously  consider  the  
kinds  of  writing  support  that  students  need,  the  quantity  and  quality  of  student-tutor  contact  
required,  and  the  resources  the  University  is  willing  to  invest  in  that  skill.    
2.  
Campus  Requirements  and  Resources  
  
Initial  tracking  and  the  Writing  Program  
When  students  first  arrive  at  UCSC,  they  are  sorted  according  to  test  scores  or  previously  
completed  equivalents,  including  AP  testing  and  community  college  work.  While  instructors  
and  students  report  that  this  system  does  not  always  adequately  recognize  student  abilities  
and  needs,  it  does  determine  the  writing  instruction  they  receive.    
Students  who  fail  to  satisfy  the  English  Language  Writing  Requirement  (ELWR)  may  take  up  to  
five  quarters  of  writing  intensive  courses  (Core  Course,  Writing  2,  and  remedial  C  20,  21,  23)  
and  meet  regularly  with  tutors,  but  students  who  transfer  into  the  UC  system  or  test  well  will  
likely  receive  only  10  to  20  weeks  of  writing  instruction  (Core  Course  and  Writing  2)  before  
they  are  expected  to  write  at  the  college  level.    
After  completing  the  Core  Course  and  Writing  2  requirements,  the  Writing  Program  provides  
no  further  support  or  resources  to  UCSC  students.    
Core  Courses  and  ELWR  tutoring  
Students  who  do  not  satisfy  the  ELWR  in  the  Analytical  Writing  Placement  Exam  enroll  in  a  
college  Core  Course  (C1),  the  content  and  focus  of  which  varies  widely  depending  on  the  
instructor.  Students  learn  a  specific  way  of  conceptualizing  and  composing  writing  
assignments—this  varies  from  one  instructor  to  the  next—which  they  report  as  satisfying  some  
of  their  later  instructors  and  frustrating  others.    
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Students  who  need  additional  support  are  paired  with  tutors  provided  exclusively  to  students  
who  demonstrate  major  writing  issues.  ELWR  tutors  describe  students  who  struggle  with  
language  barriers  and  maintaining  an  effective  work  ethic  despite  slow  progress.  While  there  
are  plenty  of  willing  tutors,  there  is  currently  insufficient  funding  to  serve  student  demand.  
Tutors  and  instructors  report  some  improvement  in  student  writing  and  work,  especially  those  
students  who  receive  additional  or  individualized  support.    
While  failing  the  Core  Course  is  presented  to  instructors  as  a  necessary  part  of  some  students’  
training,  it  does  carry  larger  implications  for  students’  financial  aid,  scholarships,  or  time  
constraints.  As  long  as  a  student  produces  acceptable  work  in  their  Core  Course,  they  are  
promoted  to  Writing  2.  
Should  instructors  assess  students  as  requiring  additional  training  before  moving  to  the  C2  
requirement,  they  can  enroll  in  one  of  three  remedial  courses:  
Writing  20,  21,  23  
These  courses  address  some  of  the  key  issues  identified  by  TAs  and  instructors  in  
undergraduate  writing,  focusing  on  ‘The  Nature  of  Written  Discourse’,  ‘Meaning  and  Style:  the  
Sentence  in  Context’,  and  ‘Grammar  and  Rhetoric:  Language  and  Writing’.  The  course  
objectives  align  directly  with  many  of  the  main  challenges  that  ESL  and  undertrained  students  
face  in  writing  at  the  college  level,  but  only  a  fraction  of  students  who  could  benefit  from  this  
kind  of  instruction  are  required  to  enroll.  
Writing  2  
In  Writing  2  (C2),  instructors  aim  to  prepare  students  for  a  variety  of  genres,  balancing  a  
syllabus  that  provides  students  with  consistent  feedback  but  also  gives  the  instructor  time  to  
provide  individual  comments.  The  program  is  actively  trying  to  expand  beyond  the  humanities  
and  literature  approach  to  writing,  offering  courses  that  focus  on  scientific  or  activist  writing.  
Many  students  have  yet  to  settle  into  a  major  at  this  stage,  and  so  while  they  can  enroll  in  a  
topic  of  interest,  it  may  not  align  with  the  disciplinary  demands  they  will  encounter  in  later  
studies.  Most  instructors  do  see  significant  improvement  in  writing  organization,  but  insist  that  
the  quarter  is  too  short  to  sufficiently  develop  college  writing  skills.    
Writing  Program  insights  
While  there  is  no  ‘typical  student’,  the  faculty  and  staff  at  the  Writing  Program  report  the  
following  as  recurring  problems  with  incoming  student  writing:  
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difficulty  recognizing  and  
reproducing  the  codes  
and  standards  of  
academic  genres,  i.e.  an  
analytical  essay,  research  
paper,  or  reflection  piece

gaps  in  basic  
grammatical  rules  and  
problems  with  sentence  
structure

lack  of  familiarity  with  
strategies  to  improve  
their  own  work:  multiple  
drafts,  proofreading,  etc

incomplete  command  of  
English,  especially  written  
English,  and  reliance  on  
internet  translations  in  
composing  their  work
  

Writing  Program  faculty  and  staff  recommend  the  following  as  the  most  effective  approaches  to  
improving  student  writing:  
•  One  on  one  support:  talking  about  writing  to  draw  out  ideas  and  engage  students  in  the  
process  of  developing  and  articulating  their  thoughts  
•  Close  reading  of  their  work  with  a  tutor  to  identify  and  remedy  grammar  and  spelling  errors  
•  Another  person  (a  tutor,  TA,  or  instructor)  to  hold  them  accountable  for  their  ideas  and  work  
progress  
•  Peer-to-Peer  editing  to  motivate  students  and  give  them  a  chance  to  learn  from  their  peer’s  
strengths  and  weaknesses  
Learning  Support  Services  
LSS  provides  students  with  one-on-one  tutors  by  appointment  or  on  a  drop-in  basis.  Tutors  are  
trained  in  EDU  96  and  listed  with  their  disciplinary  experience  for  appointments.  While  LSS  
does  their  best  to  match  students  with  tutors  according  to  courses  and  departments,  there  is  
no  guarantee  that  the  tutors  will  have  in-depth  experience  with  the  specific  genre  or  style  
assigned,  especially  for  the  drop-in  center.  
Westside  Writing  Center  (Oakes)  
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Provides  tutors  (usually  graduate  students)  on  an  appointment  basis  to  students  from  Oakes,  
Porter,  and  College  8  only.  This  is  a  strong  program,  but  it  excludes  the  majority  of  the  
undergraduate  population  and  does  not  address  course  specific  style.  
References:  
McCarthey,  Sarah.  2008.  The  Impact  of  No  Child  Left  Behind  on  Teachers’  Writing  Instruction.  
Written  Communication.  25(4):  462-505.  
Murphy,  Sandra.  2003.  That  Was  Then,  This  is  Now:  The  Impact  of  Changing  Assessment  
Policies  on  Teachers  and  the  Teaching  of  Writing  in  California.  Journal  of  Writing  Assessment.  
1(1):  23-45.  
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III.  
  
1.  

Writing  and  Anthropology  at  UCSC  

The  role  of  writing  in  our  curriculum  
  
The  Anthropology  Department’s  undergraduate  studies  web  page  introduces  the  discipline  as  
a  writing  intensive  practice:  

[Anthropology] offers critical perspectives on the diversity of human
experience - and how to think, write and talk about it. It is an
excellent major for students considering careers that involve
communication, writing, and critical analysis of information and high
levels of cultural interaction.
  

Professors  consistently  emphasize  that  the  ability  to  write  compellingly  and  critically  is  
the  skill  of  their  discipline.  Writing  is  part  of  every  class  in  the  course  catalog,  and  students  
give  some  of  the  most  enthusiastic  reviews  to  the  courses  that  ask  them  to  write  the  most.  
Anthropology  students  compose  argumentative  essays,  synthesize  theory  and  data  into  
research  papers,  and  critique  nuanced  theoretical  texts  in  their  own  words.    
Professors  and  TAs  read  hundreds  of  pages  of  student  writing  every  quarter,  and  often  exceed  
their  expected  work  hours  in  order  to  provide  constructive  feedback  to  students.  This  proves  to  
be  a  Herculean  task,  as  many  students  arrive  in  the  department  without  the  basic  tools  to  
compose  a  passing  paper.  Given  that  UCSC  students  may  receive  only  10  weeks  of  writing  
training  before  writing  for  anthropology  courses,  it  is  less  shocking  to  find  students  in  upper  
division  courses  who  continue  to  fail  assignments  due  to  writing  deficits.    
2.  

Disciplinary  Communication  (DC)  in  Anthropology  
  
Anthropology’s  DC  requirement  works  toward  cultivating  high-level  skills  in  critical  and  
ethnographic  writing.  To  satisfy  the  DC  requirement  students  must:  a)  complete  an  
Anthropological  Theory  Course  (chosen  from  ANTH  100,  150,  152,  170,  270)  and;;  b)  complete  
a  Senior  Seminar  or  complete  an  Independent  Senior  Thesis,  following  the  guidelines  of  the  
senior  exit  requirement.  Students  who  take  270  to  fulfill  the  theory/DC  requirement  may  not  
use  the  course  to  satisfy  the  senior  exit  requirement.  
When  students  arrive  at  the  Senior  Seminar  or  Thesis  level,  they  are  asked  to  compose  
thorough  and  convincing  research  papers,  thinking  with  and  communicating  complex  ideas.  At  
this  stage,  an  inability  to  compose  grammatically  correct  sentences  or  organize  a  composition  
is  unacceptable,  and  demands  that  both  instructors  and  students  spend  considerable  time  
working  on  issues  that  are  not  intended  purpose  of  the  course  or  the  project.  
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3.  

Challenges  and  Gaps  
  
Faculty,  TAs,  and  Writing  Assistants  (WAs)  in  the  Anthropology  Department  report  the  
following  major  challenges  in  student  writing:  

serious  grammar  
and  style  issues  
that  inhibit  the  
expression  of  clear  
ideas

inability  to  sustain  a  
cohesive  argument  
or  maintain  a  
consistent  theme

failure  to  properly  or  
fully  address  the  
prompt  or  
assignment

lack  of  familiarity  
with  citation  styles  
and  plagiarism  
protocols

difficulty  articulating  
a  thesis  as  separate  
from  a  claim  or  
example

  
They  also  note  that  particular  groups  of  students  demonstrate  a  clear  pattern  of  challenges,  
especially  first  generation  students,  second  language  learners,  and  those  who  transfer  from  
community  colleges.    
These  groups,  both  as  described  by  others  and  as  self-reported,  often  struggle  with:  
•  reading  effectively  and  recognizing  key  ideas  
•  reproducing  the  codes  and  conventions  of  academic  writing  
•  a  hesitancy  to  engage  with  peers  or  faculty  that  they  perceive  as  coming  from  more  privileged  
backgrounds  or  social  groups  
Students  are  often  keenly  aware  of  their  shortcomings,  and  in  interviews  and  anonymous  
surveys  conveyed  widespread  anxiety  over  their  writing  abilities  and  assignments.  Central  
among  these  is  skill  in  revision.  Papers  filled  with  grammar  and  spelling  errors  are  not  always  a  
sign  of  carelessness  on  the  student’s  part,  but  rather  an  inability  to  recognize  their  own  
mistakes.  In  their  own  words,  students  describe  writing  for  anthropology  courses  as:  
•  varying  widely  between  the  sub-disciplines  (sociocultural,  archaeology,  biological)  
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•  at  once  technical  and  theoretical,  analytical  and  argumentative  

•  using  a  patterned  way  of  thinking  and  writing  
•  requiring  them  to  break  from  the  conventions  of  writing  for  history  or  English  classes  
•  providing  more  freedom  to  experiment  and  express  themselves,  but  also  asking  for  
consistent  critique  of  assumptions  and  perspectives  
Writing  in  a  typical  course  context  
Teaching  Assistants  read  the  majority  of  student  written  work  and  use  office  hours  as  well  as  
section  time  to  discuss  writing  issues,  strategies,  and  assignments  with  their  students.  With  the  
student-to-TA  ratio  increasing  each  year,  however,  TAs  are  often  responsible  for  grading  50  to  
80  assignments,  each  several  pages  long,  periodically  throughout  the  quarter.  It  is  logistically  
impossible  for  TAs  and  instructors  to  meet  with  each  student  to  work  on  their  writing,  and  even  
in-text  comments  are  limited  to  the  time  they  can  allot  to  each  student’s  work.  
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IV.   The  Writing  Assistant  Program  
  
In  this  broader  campus  and  departmental  context,  the  Anthropology  Department  created  the  
Writing  Assistant  (WA)  Program  in  2010.  The  goal  was  to  address  the  needs  of  students  who  
must  master  writing  skills  in  order  to  succeed  in  the  discipline,  but  arrive  woefully  unprepared  
to  do  so.  A  combined  two-year  study  of  the  program’s  implementation  and  impacts,  carried  out  
by  Suraiya  Jetha  and  Rebecca  Feinberg  with  support  from  the  Chancellor’s  Graduate  
Internship  Program,  indicates  a  high  degree  of  overlap  between  identified  problems  and  needs  
and  the  program’s  services  and  outcomes.    
Every  fall,  faculty  in  the  Anthropology  Department  identify  a  cadre  of  juniors,  and  occasionally  
sophomores,  who  are  recruited  into  the  WA  program  on  the  basis  of  an  anonymous  faculty  
recommendation.  If  they  accept  their  appointment  –  and  the  vast  majority  of  WAs  are  thrilled  to  
be  nominated  and  participate  with  gusto  –  these  students  take  a  two-credit  class,  ANTH  113,  
which  introduces  them  to  the  peer-engagement  process,  a  variety  of  writing  assistance  
techniques,  and  serves  as  a  supportive  environment  for  them  to  discuss  challenges  and  
successes  throughout  their  first  quarter  as  WAs.  WAs  read  widely  on  topics  related  both  to  the  
techniques  of  writing  and  to  strategies  for  engaging  their  peers  in  discussion  and  reflection;;  
faculty  also  provide  guest  workshops  on  topics  such  as  proper  citation.  Historically,  the  cost  of  
this  course  has  been  borne  by  the  Anthropology  Department.  In  addition,  a  faculty  coordinator  
is  appointed  each  year  to  oversee  the  recruitment  of  the  WAs,  the  operations  of  the  Center,  as  
well  as  to  work  on  grant  writing  and  donor  outreach.  Each  writing  assistant  is  also  assigned  a  
faculty  mentor,  who  serves  as  an  additional  research  with  whom  the  WA  can  discuss  questions  
and  concerns  that  arise  in  the  process  of  peer  assistance.  
In  our  first  four  years  of  operation,  WAs  were  assigned  to  specific  classes  and  worked  with  
individual  faculty  members.  Given  ongoing  scheduling  issues,  however,  in  the  fall  of  2014  we  
switched  to  a  drop-in  model  and  the  Writing  Assistant  Center  (WAC)  was  opened  in  the  
department.  The  WAC  model  gives  both  students  and  WAs  greater  freedom  to  participate  in  
the  program  despite  a  full  class  schedule,  jobs,  and  commuting.  So  far  we  are  pleased  with  
this  change;;  one  notable  development  is  that  studying  student  outcomes  has  been  made  far  
easier  by  having  all  students  who  work  with  WAs  documented  in  one  place  (see  below).  
The  Anthropology  Department  has  given  the  WA  program  its  own  office  in  Social  Sciences  1,  
235,  where  the  meetings  are  held.  WAs  work  with  students  at  a  variety  of  stages  throughout  
the  writing  process,  from  the  initial  brainstorming  of  ideas  to  polishing  a  final  draft.  Students  
can  and  do  return  at  a  later  stage  in  the  writing  process  or  with  additional  assignments.  
Having  now  run  this  program  for  five  years,  we  are  beginning  to  amass  empirical  evidence  that  
the  WAs’  work  makes  an  important  contribution  to  student  success  in  anthropology.  We  
anticipate  that  this  program  will  yield  reduced  time-to-degree  for  anthropology  majors,  who  
have  now  a  three-tiered  support  structure  for  their  academic  achievement.  We  also  expect  that  
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the  confidence  gained  by  students  who  participate  in  this  program  can  only  result  in  improved  
student  retention,  especially  among  transfer  and  first  generation  college  students.  
1.  

WA  Program  Outcomes  2013-2014  (Jetha)  

In  the  first  year  of  evaluation,  we  found  several  interesting  trends:  
 Students  who  participate  in  the  WA  Program  in  an  anthropology  class  report  that  
they  are  more  aware  of  writing  as  a  process  than  before  their  work  with  WAs  
 Students  who  see  WAs  are  likely  to  report  that  they  have  skills  that  could  be  
improved  (i.e.  have  a  better  sense  of  their  own  writing  challenges  than  those  who  do  not  
reflect  on  the  writing  process  with  WAs)  
 Students  report  that  seeing  a  WA  helped  them  in  time  management.  The  attention  to  
writing  as  a  process  and  the  incentivization  provided  by  faculty  (in  the  past*)  for  working  
on  multiple  drafts  of  a  project  means  that  they  get  started  earlier  and  have  more  time  for  
revision  (*note:  per  union  rules,  faculty  can  no  longer  mandate  WA  sessions  for  
students  in  their  classes).  
•   Students  who  work  with  WAs  attribute  increased  confidence  in  their  writing  skills  to  
the  WA  program.  Even  in  classes  where  WA  visits  were  not  mandatory,  students  use  the  
WAs  to  help  structure  the  completion  of  written  assignments  and  state  that  this  helped  
prevent  procrastination  and  end-of-quarter  stress.    
In  addition,  Jetha  noted  a  very  unexpected,  though  welcome,  outcome  of  the  WA  program:  
  
•        Some  students,  including  transfer  students  and  students  of  color,  report  that  
meeting  with  a  WA  helps  them  prepare  for  or  feel  less  intimidated  by  meeting  with  
faculty  or  graduate  student  teaching  assistants.  They  effectively  use  the  peer  advising  
sessions  as  a  rehearsal  for  interactions  they  find  significantly  more  intimidating.    
  
This  finding  enhances  our  sense  that  the  WA  program  can  have  direct,  positive  impacts  on  
student  retention  and  speaks  to  the  possibility  of  changes  that  extend  far  beyond  the  technics  
of  writing.  
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We  have  also  found  that  one  of  the  true  successes  of  this  program  pertains  to  the  WAs  
themselves.  WAs  continue  to  be  recruited  exclusively  through  faculty  nomination.  Several  of  
the  selected  students  were  surprised  at  their  nomination,  but  program  participation  gave  
them  a  new  level  of  confidence  and,  they  reported,  significantly  improved  their  own  writing.  
As  one  WA  put  it:  
  
Being  invited  to  participate  in  the  writing  assistant  program  took  me  by  surprise.  
Sincerely,  I  was  not  aware  of  my  potential  and  competence  to  work  with  my  
classmates’  writing.  However,  I  [knew  this  was  an]  opportunity,  and  I  decided  to  accept  
the  invitation  and  see  how  it  unfolded.  Little  did  I  know  it  [would  become]  one  of  the  
most  rewarding  experiences  of  my  undergraduate  career.  As  a  transfer  student  

coming  from  a  non-native  speaking  background,  I  believed  that  the  way  I  expressed  
myself…  was  nothing  more  than  average…  [I  realized  that]  I  had  the  capacity  to  [bring  
topics  to  the  table]  in  a  clear  manner.  
By  far  our  most  striking  finding  in  2013-2014,  however,  was  that    
Students  who  work  with  a  peer  Writing  Assistant  tend  to  become  what  we  call  
“frequent  flyers.”  That  is,  they  recognize  a  high  value  
in  the  interaction  and  seek  out  WA  support  repeatedly  
throughout  the  quarter.  

“FREQUENT

We  think  this  is  clear  evidence  that  we  are  so  far  very  successful  
in  building  a  lateral  support  structure  –  a  community  –  that  
supports  student  writing.  We  are  working  to  produce  far-reaching  
changes  in  department  and  academic  culture  in  the  Anthropology  
program  that  may  not  be  quantitatively  measurable  for  a  few  more  
years  but  that  the  faculty  have  all  certainly  experienced  on  an  
anecdotal  level.  

FLYERS”

http://anthro.ucsc.edu/undergraduate/writing_assistant_pro  

users  of  the  program.  

2.  

WA  Program  Outcomes  in  2014-2015  (Feinberg)  

Taking  the  previous  year’s  findings,  we  have  worked  this  year  to  
increase  the  WAC’s  visibility  through  greater  publicity  and  
outreach.  WAC  hours  are  available  on-line  at  the  Anthropology  
website  (http://anthro.ucsc.edu/undergraduate/writing_assistant_program.html).  The  
WAs  also  advertise  with  posters  and  class  announcements;;  a  
“Write  In,”  in  which  the  WAs  held  extra,  public  drop-in  hours  for  
writing  assistance  was  also  held  in  March  2015  (see  cover  photo).  

Students  who  work  with  a  
peer  Writing  Assistant  
tend  to  become  frequent  

They  recognize  a  high  
value  in  the  interaction  
and  seek  out  WA  support  
repeatedly  throughout  the  
quarter.  
  

We  also  set  out  to  further  investigate  program  outcomes.  With  the  
new  centralized  WAC  up  and  running,  we  were  able  to  obtain  
more  fine-grained  data  on  the  areas  in  which  students  feel  they  need  the  most  assistance.  
WA  reports  and  student  outtake  surveys  analyzed  by  Feinberg  during  the  current  academic  
year  indicate  that  WA  sessions  are  most  often  spent  working  on  rough  drafts  of  analytical  
essays  and  critical  reflection  papers.  WAs  work  most  often  with  students  on:  
•  improving  the  clarity  and  organization  of  student  papers  
•  synthesizing  a  concrete  thesis  that  properly  addresses  the  prompt  
•  recognizing  and  reproducing  anthropological  writing  styles  
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•  correctly  and  effectively  using  notes,  data,  and  citations  in  papers  

•  identifying  and  correcting  repetitive  grammatical  or  spelling  mistakes  
WAs  also  describe  reminding  their  peers  to  write  respectfully.  One  of  the  most  important  skills  
in  anthropology  is  the  ability  to  distance  oneself  from  assumptions  and  prejudices  in  order  to  
think  more  creatively  and  productively.  WAs  hold  themselves  and  their  peers  accountable  to  
those  standards  in  writing.  
The  issues  and  skills  that  WAs  do  work  on  with  students  align  directly  with  the  problems  that  
instructors  and  TAs  have  identified.  In  addition,  the  WAC  provides  students  with  many  of  the  
resources  that  the  Writing  Program  recommends  as  key  to  improving  writing  skills,  including:  
•  one  on  one  close  readings  and  immediate  verbal  feedback  on  their  work  
•  another  mind  to  talk  through  tough  concepts  and  help  them  develop  their  ideas  
•  a  peer  who  is  approachable  but  who  students  want  to  impress  
•  identifying  repeated  errors  and  correcting  them  
The  Writing  Instruction  panel  held  on  5/6/15  for  UCSC  instructors  reinforced  our  sense  that  
across  the  disciplines,  peer-to-peer  review  and  conversational  feedback  are  some  of  the  most  
effective  forms  of  improving  student  writing.  WAs  are  a  familiar  and  friendly  face,  one  that  is  
less  intimidating  to  approach  than  their  instructor  or  TA,  but  also  one  that  students  do  not  want  
to  disappoint.  Thus,  our  finding  from  2013-2014  with  regard  to  the  “rehearsal”  aspect  of  peer-
to-peer  tutoring  seems  to  be  confirmed.  
As  one  student  put  it,  “After  my  experience  in  a  predominately  white  middle  school,  I  began  to  
believe  that  white  people  could  write  better  than  me.  Because  majority  of  my  teachers  after  
middle  school  were  white  and  male,  I  made  sure  not  to  hand  in  poorly  written  essay  
assignments."  Writing  Program  instructors  also  report  underpriviledged  students  as  arriving  to  
UCSC  with  a  less  developed  sense  of  voice  and  confidence  in  the  classroom.  A  WA  explained  
that  she  felt  similarly  when  she  first  arrived  to  UCSC,  and  so  wanted  to  serve  her  peers  as  a  
more  approachable  female  student  of  color.    
Student  outtake  surveys  and  interviews  report  an  overwhelmingly  positive  experience  
with  the  WA  program.  The  most  common  results  that  students  report  include:  
•  feeling  more  confident  about  their  writing  abilities  and  more  comfortable  asking  for  help  with  
writing  
•  approaching  assignments  with  a  clear  sense  of  their  instructor’s  expectations  
•  getting  past  writing  blocks  and  concretizing  jumbled  ideas  
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•  identifying  and  recognizing  repeated  errors  
•  feeling  supported  by  the  department  and  their  peers  
Community  and  Appreciation  
Many  students  explain  that  they  wish  they  had  started  visiting  the  WAC  earlier  in  their  career  at  
UCSC  and  express  their  gratitude  towards  the  program  and  their  tutors,  saying  “I  wish  other  
departments  had  something  like  this”  and  emphasizing  the  enthusiasm  and  patience  their  
tutors  bring  to  their  work.  Within  the  Anthropology  Department,  the  program  builds  a  sense  of  
community  amongst  the  undergraduate  students,  while  also  giving  WAs  a  chance  to  work  
directly  with  faculty  and  build  relationships  that  can  be  difficult  to  establish  at  a  large  public  
university.  
A  Note  on  the  Relationship  Between  WAs  and  TAs  
WAs  are  not  replacements  for  TA  or  instructor  support,  nor  should  they  be.  WAs  are  taught  to  
recognize  the  difference  between  content  and  writing  tutoring  and  refer  students  to  their  TAs  or  
professors  when  appropriate.  As  noted  above,  we  find  that  this  increases  the  likelihood  that  
students  will  attend  office  hours  for  their  courses.  Further,  it  helps  them  identify  questions  for  
their  instructors.  Thus,  we  view  the  WA  program  as  one  part  of  a  multi-faceted  approach  to  
addressing  the  writing  needs  of  our  students.  
3.  

WA  Program  Broader  Impacts  

Student  Support  and  Retention  Rates  
At  a  campus  seeking  to  improve  retention  rates  while  increasing  enrollments  and  fees  (and  
therefore  decreasing  student-teacher  contact  and  the  services/resources  available  to  each  
student),  students  express  a  fair  amount  of  frustration  and  alienation  with  the  UC  system,  
explaining  that  “It  feels  like  the  university  doesn’t  care  about  us,  and  [the  WAC]  is  a  nice  
alternative  to  that  reality.”  
Writing  after  Graduation:  Career  Counseling  and  Continuing  Education  
Upon  graduating  from  UCSC,  social  science  majors  and  anthropology  majors  are  likely  to  
pursue  careers  in  which  writing  skills  figure  prominently  in  both  the  application  process  and  
their  job  description.  Anthropology  majors  in  particular  rely  heavily  on  their  disciplinary  training  
in  thinking  through  complicated  ideas  and  expressing  them  clearly  in  writing.  
Whether  writing  statements  of  intent  for  graduate  education  or  composing  cover  letters  for  
professional  positions,  advisors  agree  that  clear  and  well-organized  writing  is  crucial  to  
success  after  graduation.  They  identify  the  following  as  most  important  to  career  building  
writing:  
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•  composing  persuasive  arguments,  either  to  sell  an  idea  or  oneself  as  the  ideal  candidate  
•  concise  and  effective  communication  of  concepts    
•  polished  and  professional  writing  with  no  grammar,  spelling,  or  punctuation  errors  
Not  all  students  arrive  prepared  for  career  track  writing,  and  advisors  report  that  students  
struggle  especially  with:  
•  identifying  and  demonstrating  their  skills  and  strengths  
•  reading  their  writing  “through  someone  else’s  eyes”  
•  proofreading  their  work  for  stylistic  errors  
Advisors  stressed  the  frequency  with  which  they  assist  second  language  learners  who  
continue  to  struggle  with  English  grammar  and  spelling  well  into  their  final  quarters  at  UCSC.  
Both  Career  Center  counselors  and  Writing  Program  staff  alike  commented  that  there  is  not  
enough  support  for  these  students;;  they  caution  that  the  issue  will  intensify  for  UCSC,  which  
has  been  named  a  Hispanic  Serving  Institution,  in  the  future.  In  assisting  students  with  their  
applications,  advisors  describe  the  ethically  fraught  process  of  wanting  to  help,  but  having  
resisting  the  urge  to  turn  student  writing  into  their  own.  
WAC  and  UCSC’s  HSI  mandate  
As  a  recognized  Hispanic  Serving  Institution  (HSI),  UCSC  is  committed  to  improving  its  
programs  for  underrepresented  groups.  The  goals  that  Dean  Hughey  outlined  below  for  the  
HSI  team  align  directly  with  the  services  and  example  that  the  WAC  provides:    
•  initiatives  and  ideas  to  increase  our  visibility,  value,  and  effectiveness  for  students  from  
underrepresented  groups  
•  review  of  best  practices  and  their  feasibility  for  expansion  at  or  adaptation  to  UCSC  
•  determination  of  opportunities  for  fund  raising  related  to  HIS  status,  potentially  including  grant  
proposals  
4.  

Budget  
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The  final  aspect  of  the  Writing  Assistant  Program  that  we  would  like  to  note  is  its  cost  
effectiveness.  In  the  first  three  years  of  the  program,  costs  were  shared  somewhat  by  the  
Anthropology  Department  and  Learning  Support  Services  (LSS).  In  2013,  we  made  the  
decision  to  move  the  program  entirely  “in-house,”  which  meant  we  also  had  to  seek  out  other  
sources  of  funding.  Our  costs  for  the  2014-2015  year  have  been  as  follows,  with  WA  salaries  
listed  in  Table  2:  

Table  1.  
ANCEP  -  ANTH  -  ACADEMIC  SENATE  CEP  GRANT

Date

Description

Doc  Code Ref  1

Ref  2

Account

Account  Title

Budget

Expenses

Liens

09/17/14 DC  Initiative  Funding  -  Moodie

J0445841 EV009

B00000 ACADEMIC  SALARIES

10,000.00  

0.00

0.00

09/30/14 UCSC  Copy  Center  Copy  Sept  2014

J0446557 ANTH113

000050

PRINTING-FORMS,  STATIONERY,ETC

0.00

152.15  

0.00

10/23/14 BOOKS

J0448342 20794

000500

LIBRARY  MATERIALS(NON-INVENTORIAL)

0.00

522.00  

0.00

04/06/15 Moodie,  Megan  C.

I2255072

000030

OFFICE  SUPPLIES

0.00

149.54  

0.00

04/06/15 sales  tax  due  for  reimbursement

J0456143 I2255072

000030

OFFICE  SUPPLIES

ANCEP  -  ANTH  -  ACADEMIC  SENATE  CEP  GRANT

REIMB-03/30/15

Balance

0.00

13.08  

0.00

Total

10,000.00  

836.77  

0.00

9,163.23  

Grand  Total

10,000.00  

836.77  

0.00

9,163.23  

  

Table  2.  WA  Salaries*  
Fall  2014  
$      1,707.31    
Winter  2015  
  $      3,796.48    
Spring  2015  
  $      1,077.19    
  
  
Total  2014-15  
  $      6,580.98    
*Please  note  that  the  figures  for  spring  are  preliminary,  but  we  are  on  target  to  come  in  right  at  
our  budget  of  $10,000  
In  addition  to  the  $10,000  we  received  from  CEP  and  the  VPDUE’s  office  for  the  program  this  
year,  the  department  has  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  program  in  the  form  of  cost-
sharing  for  the  CGIP,  a  course  relief  for  Coordinator  Moodie  to  compile  data,  write  grants,  and  
manage  the  new  WAC,  and  the  cost  of  ANTH  113,  which  in  2014  was  $4,076.17.  
As  our  department  gains  more  secure  funding  for  all  our  operations  we  would  expect  to  see  
this  program  become  part  of  our  normal  operations.    Yet  we  are  also  aware  it  could  be  the  
perfect  focus  of  an  endowment  from  our  alumni.  The  Department  of  Anthropology  has  been  
proactive  in  seeking  alternative  means  of  funding  this  program.    We  have  included  information  
about  our  Writing  Assistant  Program  in  outreach  efforts  to  prospective  donors  
(http://anthro.ucsc.edu/news-events/anthropology-chronicle/2014-chronicle/WA-gratitude.html).  
in  the  annual  newsletter  that  is  distributed  to  students,  parents,  and  alumni  at  our  graduation  
ceremony,  and  the  Writing  Assistant  Program  will  be  featured  in  the  brochure  that  the  
Anthropology  Department  is  creating  with  the  Dean  of  Social  Sciences  and  Fly  
Communications  to  be  distributed  to  “high  capacity”  donors.  Faculty  Coordinator  (2010-11,  
2013-present)  Megan  Moodie  has  also  met  at  length  with  Anne  Hayes  of  the  Social  Sciences  
development  team  to  discuss  the  program  and  highlight  reasons  it  may  be  an  attractive  option  
for  donors.  We  are  also  investigating  the  prospects  for  foundation  support  for  this  program,  
given  its  relevance  to  our  commitment  to  empowering  students  from  underrepresented  groups  
and  preparing  them  for  careers  in  our  field.  
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We  are  currently  researching  our  options  for  more  crowd-sourced  funding  for  this  program.  We  
are  weighing  the  relative  benefits  and  drawbacks  of  a  public  service  website  like  

Kickstarter.com  and  have  submitted  a  proposal  for  the  campus-based  Crowdfund  UC  Santa  
Cruz  (https://crowdfund.ucsc.edu).  Photos  of  our  recent  “Write-In,”  in  which  WAs,  professors,  
and  graduate  students  offered  public  writing  consults  and  spent  time  writing  together  in  public  
spaces  in  the  Social  Sciences  1  building  were  also  posted  to  our  Facebook  page,  along  with  a  
request  to  visitors  and  alums  for  WA  Center  support.    
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V.  

Conclusion  
  
Principle  Findings    
  
At  this  point,  we  feel  there  is  sufficient  data  to  argue  that  
  
The  Anthropology  Department’s  Writing  Assistant  Program  addresses  a  state-wide,  
campus-wide  problem  by  providing  face-to-face  peer  support  for  students.  In  addition,  
because  many  of  the  students  who  visit  WAs  are  not  Anthropology  majors,  we  are  
providing  a  service  that  extends  far  beyond  our  department.  
To  summarize  the  main  findings  of  the  two  graduate  student  researchers  who  have  looked  at  
the  WA  program:  
•  Undergraduate  writing  is  global  problem  on  campus.  This  study  found  gaps  and  deficiencies  
in  student  work  across  backgrounds  and  social  groups.  While  ESL  or  first  generation  students  
do  face  specific  challenges  that  contribute  to  particular  writing  issues,  UCSC  undergraduates  
as  a  whole  need  better  writing  training  and  support.  
•  Students  who  are  not  writing  at  the  college  level  are  not  lazy  or  unintelligent.  They  are  bright,  
hardworking  thinkers  who  have  not  been  adequately  prepared  by  their  high  schools  or  brief  
writing  training  at  UCSC.  
•  The  WAC  is  not  just  a  triage  for  a  broken  system,  though  it  certainly  does  provide  desperately  
needed  services,  but  a  model  for  doing  things  differently  that  could  be  part  of  a  campus-wide  
initiative  to  provide  better  education  and  the  skills  students  need  to  succeed  
Suggestions  for  Other  Departments  Interested  in  Supporting  Student  Writing:  
There  are  several  steps  for  setting  up  an  initiative  like  the  WA  program,  and  we  are  eager  to  
share  what  we  have  learned  with  our  colleagues  across  campus.  In  an  ideal  world,  students  
would  encounter  similar  programs  in  several  departments,  and  thus  have  even  denser  webs  of  
support  for  their  writing  improvement.  
There  are  some  things  that  can  be  done  without  establishing  a  separate  WA  program.  These  
include:  
•  Incorporate  disciplinary  writing  skills  into  lectures,  sections,  labs,  etc.  and  provide  students  
with  online  or  printed  guides  and  resources  to  refer  to  while  composing  their  assignments  
•  Offer  the  opportunity  to  revise  and  resubmit  assignments  in  which  writing  issues,  rather  than  
content,  is  the  main  problem  with  the  student’s  work  
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•  Alternatively,  design  assignments  in  which  students  can  take  feedback  from  one  writing  task  
and  apply  it  constructively  to  the  next  

•  Foster  classroom  contexts  in  which  students  read  and  edit  each  other’s  writing  to  encourage  
peer  support  and  collaboration  
•  Refer  students  to  the  resources  that  may  be  available  to  them,  including  the  Oakes  Writing  
Center  and  Learning  Support  Services    
For  departments  that  are  considering  establishing  a  peer  writing  program,  some  things  to  
consider  as  you  develop  an  approach  that  words  for  your  discipline  might  be:  
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1.   Collectively  identifying  issues  and  deficits  in  student  writing  abilities  and  considering  
which  skills  are  most  important  in  disciplinary  communication  practices  can  guide  the  
process  whereby  you  select  and  train  WAs.  
2.   Though  it  is  less  transparent  than  having,  for  instance,  an  application  process,  we  
have  found  that  the  faculty  nomination  procedure  for  WAs  lends  to  its  status  as  an  
honor  among  undergraduates.  One  of  the  reasons  we  have  such  success  with  the  
WAs  themselves  is  that  they  feel  privileged  to  participate  in  the  program,  both  
because  they  reap  real  personal  rewards  from  working  with  others  and  because  they  
get  sustained,  closer  contact  with  the  faculty  coordinator  and  their  faculty  mentor.  
3.   We  have  found  that  we  have  to  put  significant  effort  into  publicity  and  outreach.  
Once  we  reach  students  in  our  classes,  however,  as  we  showed  above,  they  
become  regular  users  of  the  WA  center.  It  can  take  anywhere  from  1-3  years  for  the  
idea  of  peer  writing  support  to  permeate  through  the  student  population.  The  number  
of  sessions  we  provide  has  grown  from  year  to  year  and  from  quarter  to  quarter  
(particularly  during  the  2014-2015  year  when  we  switched  to  a  drop-in  center).    
4.   Not  all  good  student  writers  make  good  student  Writing  Assistants.  We  do  not  just  
seek  out  the  “smartest”  students  in  our  classes,  but  also  those  who  demonstrate  
friendliness,  empathy,  and  attention  to  detail  –  qualities  that  are  as  important  as  
grammatical  correctness  in  working  with  peers.  
5.   All  of  our  efforts  to  set  up  and  fund  the  WAC  have  also  been  accompanied  by  
departmental  activism  around  the  shrinking  levels  of  support  for  graduate  students  
on  campus.  We  do  not  see  our  WAC  as  a  substitute  for  the  expertise  of  TAs  and  
professors  and  we  hope  that  future  years  will  see  stable,  higher  levels  of  support  for  
our  TAs  to  reduce  class  size  and  increase  the  amount  of  individual  attention  we  can  
provide  to  struggling  students.  
6.   One  issue  that  has  emerged  is  that  the  role  of  the  Faculty  Coordinator  takes  a  
considerable  amount  of  time  and  energy.  We  have  usually  treated  this  as  a  normal,  
though  significant,  service  assignment  within  the  department.  Given  the  
fundraising/grant  writing  efforts  that  are  increasingly  attached  to  the  position,  
however,  we  have  had  to  think  about  ways  to  incentivize  faculty  members  to  fill  this  
crucial,  but  somewhat  strenuous,  role.  One  possibility  is  course  relief  for  the  
Coordinator;;  as  this  is  an  expensive  option  every  year  (we  are  now  considering  
offering  one  for  a  term  of  three  years  of  service  to  the  WAC),  we  have  written  a  small  

stipend  ($1500)  to  be  deposited  in  the  Coordinator’s  research  account  into  our  most  
recent  budget.  Another  model  to  be  considered  is  having  the  WA  training  course  (in  
Anthropology,  this  is  ANTH  113)  taught  by  a  faculty  member  as  a  full  five-credit  
seminar.  This  seminar,  which  would  never  have  more  than  12  students,  could  be  an  
honors-like  space  to  combine  WA  training  and  contentful  work  in  the  discipline  –  a  
luxury  in  an  era  of  rising  enrollments!  
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