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Mutuality practice in the composition classrooneatpts to create equal subject
positions between teachers and students, mitigatmegffects of dominant power
structures inherent to an authority-driven classrachile showing teachers that their
students are fully capable, though fledgling, mersloé an academic community.
Understanding how those mutuality practices craatemaintain equal subject positions
currently falls under the theoretically broad catsgof critical pedagogy and requires
further study to bridge the gap between theory@adtice. This dissertation observed
mutuality practices in the composition classroopgcsically those related to classroom
dialogue, writing assignments and the ways in whidse assignments gathered
response, tying those elements together to futttgaretical knowledge of why such
practices are effective and how they are used tigae negative student resistance.
Using participant observations, focus groups, bnedrviews, course assignments and
syllabi, this study has been designed to incorpdegdback from both teachers and
students as they cooperatively craft meaning (Wel& Ewald, 2000) in the

composition classroom.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem

No one will argue that teachers and students shesjoect each other. As
students we have all suffered through classeglsylbr teachers that were indifferent to
our needs. When looking back on these classesnenrories are not positive, however
improved our disciplinary knowledge might have beeoWhen, as Ira Shor says,
education is dont us instead of being conductetth us (p. 67) , we understandably
resist, struggle, and become frustrated, wishiegelacher could be more empathetic to
our experiences, more accepting of our skills, motde accommodating of our
backgrounds. In those classes where mutual reg@sastablished, however, the air was
often charged with enthusiasm. We were energefitamic, and lively. What were the
differences between those classes lacking respddhase in which we felt welcomed?
When we began our professional careers, | imagereyof us looked to the teachers that
we respected as models when we designed our cohgeag our pedagogy would fall
on the humane side of the spectrum (hooks, 1984gsses run smoother, discussions are
more productive, assessment is easier, and teaishsngply more enjoyable when
relationships built on reciprocal respect have kesdEmneved.

Decades of theorists promoting critical and expvestsgpedagogies, from Freire
to hooks to Giroux to Murray to Elbow to Moffetiave argued that such respect is
essential to the liberation of the student ancesessary toward exposing normalized
modes of discourse that perpetuate long-standiergutthies of authority. Authority

exerted by the teacher, for instance, can prevadeast liberation, critical reflection, and



social change. An integral part of critical pedagtat isn’t spoken of as frequently as
liberation is the concept of respect. Mutual respea key component in developing,
celebrating, and encouraging student voice, botlréitively as a writing metaphor and
literally as an oral component of student agen@ur€es using dialogue, writing, and
communication as vehicles by which students are@segbto disciplinary knowledge
have special potential toward creating these muglationships because the critical
examination of language is a way of making mearangl, as Bourdieu (1993 p.1) has
pointed out, a way of earning cultural capital.

This study examines first- and second-year writiogrses whose teachers are
charged with the dissemination of disciplinary kihesdge and the promotion of critical
thinking. No one will argue that teachers and stisishould respect each othauf how
is it accomplished What responsibilities do both parties have irugng its
achievement? What real benefits does critical peghgg practice offer a class’s social,
disciplinary, and academic dimensions?

Purpose of the Study

This dissertation aims to theorize the practicegathers who actively seek to
establish equal subject positions between themsealvd their students. Such theorizing
lies in the domain of critical pedagogy, which fgea criticized as being either
impractical for its idealism or not within the domaf composition as concepts like
social justice touch only tentatively on effectivating and grammar mechanics. Stanley
Fish, who has argued against critical pedagoghg, tst

We are not expected to be preachers, politicaltagguarus, spiritual advisers,

both because we have not been trained in thesg amskbecause, given the arena



of our performance (a classroom two or three timegek for a quarter or a

semester), it is more than unlikely that we coulddpabout the effects they aim

for. (2009 p. 103)
In place of a critical, problem-posing pedagogghFargues for a return to composition’s
disciplinary base, namely, sentence-level rhet@iwen Gorzelsky has similarly
catalogued some of the controversies in criticalagegy, explaining how students’
expectations for a marketable and profitable edocatan lead to pedagogical resistance
when issues external to class subject (race, athastjty, gender, power, etc.) are raised.
While | agree with Fish that compositionists aréher responsible for politically
motivating their students nor are they traineddcd, | find no reason why both critical
problem-posing education cannot or should not cexith sentence or paragraph-level
rhetorical concerns, despite the financial objeticaised by Gorzelsky. Assuming that
teachers can and should inject political, soc@@mic, or racial issues as part of a
course’s goals and reading materials/discussioiig wimultaneously attending to
writing concerns may seem overreaching. This stakigs as a given the ability of
teachers in all disciplines to tackle everythingate—form and content. The basis for
this comes from my experience with critical pedagesgas a student as well as my
success with the practice of problem-posing edanas a teacher. | imagine more
teachers have similar experiences. It can be dwweever difficult it may seem on
paper.

Beth Daniel explains one reason why critical pedgggpsound better on paper
than they do in practice: “[By] the world’s standsy most of the students who enroll in

the classes we teach — especially in private ceiemd large state universities — are not



oppressed. They are not Freire’s Third World adlitktrates, and our job is not now, if it
ever was, to recruit for a leftist revolution” (1®8. 401). Though our students are likely
not under a fascistic thumb that prevents them faghieving literacy, there are still
social problems that we need to address. Critiedagogy can, if practiced effectively,
lead to more engaged, less resistant studentgarolbdem, though, is that while some
teachers are capable of effectively implementinigcat pedagogy, similar attempts and
practices by other teachers prove unsuccessfuldatiscernable reason. Critical theory
is insufficient. We cannot uniformly apply best girees to specific contexts. However,
we can theorize the common threads of effectivetime as teachers and students craft
equal subject positions, a phenomena Wallace araddevall “mutuality.” This
dissertation aims to discover what similaritiesstheffective practices possess that,
hopefully, can be modified to fit other teachingntexts and ultimately reduce student
resistance.

There are many benefits to understanding how mitjyualenacted. Beyond the
obvious gain in contributing to a corpus of effeetteaching practices, sharing narratives
of successful moments in teaching gives otherggp@rtunity to reflect on and modify
their behaviors in order to create more humane ections with their students. For
instance, an integral part of mutuality is the @atarce of resistance from students with
the intention of negotiating the causes of thaistasce. How often do we hear teachers
commiserate in the lounge over a disobedient studéen without exploring the reasons
for that disobedience? How often do we compete uiiler teachers by retelling
students’ excuses for handing in work late withediecting on the purpose and

construction of what we’ve assigned? Too often naenk these discussions as student



deficiency. The problem lies in the student, nevighin the teacher. While not all
instances of student resistance will be rootedassjve rejection of course curricula,
expressions of resistance (i.e., handing in wa leepeated absences, refusal to
participate, choosing not to read for class, serfguathy) are easier to engage, uncovetr,
and remedy when approached through respectfulglialdJnderstanding where
resistance originates and how teachers can overitamiielead to more productive
students and more fulfilling classroom interactiohaking this view implies that the
problem of resistance is neither out there noriwitRather, resistance is a mutual
concern.

When mutuality is achieved in and out of the clagsr as students see college as
a safe place where they are both socially and ac@d#y supported by those with
power, it is commonly believed that student retamtwill increase. When interpersonal
communication develops relationships between teadred students, when students feel
that they are no longer attending class for a aedoz credit, or as a requirement for a
future career, they can begin to see their expeg®m college as more than just the
construction of knowledge, but as the construatibrelationships that contribute to their
sense of self, their sense of purpose, and thewtgras academics. When teachers view
their purpose as more than the replication of dls@ry information and instead see
teaching as an opportunity to celebrate the inlidremanity of the learning
environment, resistance may be overcome.

Additionally, this dissertation aims to theorize thractice of mutuality in order to
be applicable to other fields beyond compositiomlldée and Ewald claim that

mutuality is especially applicable to rhetoric amnposition classrooms in that the uses



of language and rhetoric create an awareness @iutise and how discourse contributes
to reified power structures and that “the argunfenthe centrality of rhetoric in the
academy matches an assumption that seems basiss$ooom teaching: simply put,
there is an intimate connection between languag&kaawledge making” (2000 p. 1).
Composition, of course, is not limited to usingifgs banking concept and instead may
find themes and outlets through mutuality to engstigdents while simultaneously
staying true to the demands of the discipline.istussing new speech genres, which I'll
discuss later, Wallace and Ewald assert that “tiseneither a single definitive
description of new speech genres for alternativiagegy nor one model for others to
follow” (2000 p. 35). However, if we apply this kaof definitive applicability to
alternative pedagogy as a whole, there should,fattpebe patterns that emerge that
may bring us closer to a workable definition or ralathat, with modification, can be
contextualized to a specific writing course.
Research Questions
1. What kinds of dialogue (discussion and written oese) help teachers achieve
mutuality?
2. What kinds of writing assignments help teacherseaehmutuality?
3. How do we know when mutuality is present, and cad@eved, does mutuality
overcome student resistance?
Operational Definitions
The concept of mutuality as a component of critmadagogy can be seen as an
attempt on the part of teachers to create mutuedigectful relationships with their

students. Mutuality, like much of critical pedagogyeasier to write about than to



accomplish. Wallace and Ewald’s definitionmf@itualityin Mutuality in the Rhetoric and
Composition Classroorftan be understood as teachers and students glthepotential
to adopt a range of subject positions and to astaléciprocal discourse relations as they
negotiate meaning in the classroom” in order teahee goals of a critical pedagogy
(2000 p. 3). Their definition implies a fluidity adentity necessary to adopt that range of
positions, one that I'll argue requires a contihualaintained relationship between
teachers and students. In addition to WallacekEamald’s definition, | choose to
define/refine mutuality athe practice of teachers treating their studentseashers
while simultaneously viewing themselves as stugdents put it as Freire articulates it,
“teacher-student with student-teachers” such tta teacher is no longer merely the-
one-who-teaches, but one who is himself taughtatodue with the students, who in turn
while being taught also teach” (2008 p. 80). Shiftthese relationships requires a
dismantling and repositioning of authority struetsiin the classroom wherein teachers
genuinely believe that they can learn from thaidents, a learning that goes beyond the
trite platitudes that can accompany superficiai@ditns of power. For mutuality to be
genuine, teachers must also see all students,dnatargraduate basic-writing students to
published doctoral candidates, as fully capableootributing to any endeavor.
Disciplinary demands and curricular constraints iganain responsibly attended with
mutuality.

Practicing mutuality does not require teacherebmquish all authority, nor does
it give students free reign of the class. Aftesked students in a research writing class
when their paper should be due, one student replenl’re the teacher, you make the

rules.” | explained that | wanted them to haveyisahose rules, to which the same



student said, “live made all the rules, it would be chaos.” My resgoh®elieve,
accurately summarizes mutuality in practice—"I'm asking you to makall the rules,”
| said, “but | do want your say in making the rulleat affect all of us.” Mutuality asks
teachers to account for students’ subjective Ingdities in crafting the rules on the
assumption that students will bring needed pergpecthat must be accounted for
dynamically.

Mutuality practices fall under the larger categofygritical pedagogywhich,
according to Richard Miller, tends to break dowrewhve examine the true intentions of
students who have been exposed to an overt poition of the classroom without
regard for their opinions. For Miller, teachers wiromote liberation and freedom for
their students often under the guise of relinqguigladucational authority fail to do so
accurately by falsely attempting to hide theiritagitonal positions (Reynolds, 1998), but
the “students, however, never forget where theyravenatter how carefully we arrange
the desks in the classroom, how casually we dhesg,0pen we are to disagreement,
how politely we respond to their journal entrideit papers, their portfolios. They don’t
forget; we often do” (1998 p. 18). Critical pedagplgoeration, consciousness-raising,
the honest questioning of power, and student empow are all slippery, tricky, and
elusive goals in a composition classroom. Parhefdurpose of this dissertation is to
discover what common themes of practice and interaare present among effective
critical pedagogues.

There seems to be a disconnect, however, betwaehees who extol the virtues
of Freire and Giroux, claiming to practice critiggddagogy though they, as Donald

Macedo writes in the introduction to Freir®sdagogy of the Oppressed:30



Anniversary Edition“often sloganize Freire by straitjacketing higalkeitionary politics
to an empty cliché of the dialogical method” (2@0@7). Dialogue is not enough.
However, a modified use of dialogue, what Wallace Bwald (2000) caklternative
speech genregonsists of three parts:
1. Students must have “more than their traditi@med-third of conversation turns
in a classroom discussion and...[must be able to].alspeways other than
direct responses to teachers’ inquiries.” (p. 34)
2. Students and teachers must “share control of bkssroom tasks and the
initiation and elaboration of topics.” (p. 34)
3. “[T]here must be indications of reciprocity imaduation. If students’
contributions remain the focus of the majority ln¢ evaluative discourse moves,
then students will quickly learn that the game matsreally changed that much.”
(p. 34)
Enacting alternative speech genres and criticahgegly in the classroom cannot simply
be the act of raising awareness in students of gmmer structures affect their lives, of
how students implicitly reinforce those power staues, and of how language can be
used to dismantle those power structures. Theipeagt a truly liberating critical
pedagogy, according to Freire, requires “trushmappressed and in their ability to
reason. Whoever lacks this trust will fail to iatt (or will abandon) dialogue, reflection,
and communication, and will fall into using slogacemmuniqués, monologues, and
instructions” (2008 p. 66). The practice of critipadagogy, then, is in need of critical

reevaluation (Gorzelsky, 2009 p. 64).



Another stated purpose of critical pedagogy ingslthe accommodation of
student agency as part of a course’s structurdwuaradion. Student agengycommonly
seen as the ability of a student to exercise aityheith a teacher, is further complicated
when incorporating mutuality. Wallace and Ewald mak important distinction between
student agency andterpretive agencyThey consider student agency as the freedoms
available to a student including the choice of labags speech is conducted, what topics
will be written about and who is given authoritythe classroom (including when a
research paper is due), while interpretive agewnogists of the subjective evaluation of
knowledge created by students as they make me&00@ p. 102). To fully respect one
type of agency requires us to respect the othermaieallow students to choose the
topics of their writing assignments, but withoukiaswledging the subjective positions
from which they make those choices or how theikbemunds shape their ideas and
instead steer students toward a deceptively obgpbsition we had in mind from the
beginning removes the possibility of students eaity evaluating their choices. The
interpretive agency of the student, what might aldyibe considered the actual
mechanics of thinking, must be invited by teaclifestudents are to feel welcome in
expressing their ideas and is, according to Wakaé&avald, “the first step in breaking
the teacher-as-subject and student-as-object obkeaditional education” (2000 p. 100).
The trouble and necessity with this, as WallaceEndld explain, is that, “...the
expression of students’ interpretive agency musabkeast to some degree,
uncontrollable by the teacher and will be perhapsgérous at times” (2000 p. 100).
Traditional teaching practices may shun this dang#rmutuality welcomes it as it

encourages students to express themselves.
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When those ideas expressed by students becomece 5 conflictresistance
ensues. Counterintuitive to what we might feel,fibcinand resistance are useful and
necessary elements of the learning process. Irergfe to mutuality, resistance becomes
a productive way for students to voice objectiond gain power through the use of
language. Teachers aiming to achieve mutuality Ishioel encouraged to entertain those
objections to show how “responding to oppositiaiatourses becomes not only the
teacher’'sproblem when evaluating papers or leading disoussibut als@ach
participant’sproblem when responding to others in the classOQ28. 16). Resistance,
then, flows not only from students to teachers,aksm from teachers to students and
reciprocally between students. Robert Brookes gieanother way to look at resistance
with his adaptation of the sociological concepundlerlife, claiming that “people are
assumed to attempt to develop the best defensioteafi for themselves in social
interactions” (2002 p. 41). The portrait of resntatudents may first appear disruptive,
problematic, and unproductive to class, and whildents may have those intentions in
mind, it is these points of conflict that, if haadlappropriately, can lead to discussions
that not only show students how their opinionsvaleable as members of their learning
community, but also as a strengthening sourceemfifack to a course’s architecture.
Students who complain about the length of a pap#reoquantity of reading required on
a syllabus express a concern that requires a respBesponding to an objection such as
a burdensome work-load provides teachers with gopnity to either justify their
pedagogy, often hidden in the cracks and undisdlasstudents, or to realize that the
page length of the final paper may in fact be taccimfor the purpose of the class. This

study argues that mutuality is a powerful toolhe hegotiation of contextualized student
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resistance. If we see resistance as a contextrooted projection of identity, as Brookes
suggests, then acknowledging resistance is a wagkimowledge the interpretive agency
of the student. Also, if resistance, when thoudhtfengaged, allows teachers to
renegotiate power with students, then each outlourgpathetic shrug becomes a chance
to open a potentially productive dialogue.
Significance of the Study

We seem to be chasing last semester’s studentswidneesign a course.
Curriculum meetings discuss which assignments épwhich books to adopt, which
practices to employ, but even successful meetirgstdl chasing the past. Teachers in
curriculum meetings ask each other how to engagkests next semester in a
summarizing essay, because this semester’s stugdritsee assignment was unnecessary.
We remove the public speaking component of a reegaoject for the next semester,
unsure why our morning students detested the speethile our afternoon group’s
presentations were mature and impressive. Wherhagecthe past, we deny the context
of the present. Next semester’s students havetaelgrdifferent and wholly unique set
of experiences, backgrounds, skills, and needsurAsgy the population of a school is
stable enough to implement general changes to@segoroblem-posing education
would insist that such generalizing may neglectuhigue contexts of the new students.
In short, critical pedagogy musdinvent itselfat the start of each semester. Mutuality
offers a theoretical opportunity to contextualiaele semester’'s assignments and
interactions through problem-posing education éaichers to reset their understanding

with each new class.
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This study is necessary because student populatiepartmental constrictions,
and university settings are constantly shiftingciiog teachers to routinely reinvent their
practice in order to adapt. Failure to do so cad ke teacher burn-out wherein
experience is overshadowed by stagnant practicaptation is necessary in the
treatment of students because how we express tdsgday may not be acceptable
tomorrow with another person. We would like to beé that the human condition is
constant enough that we can discuss the logistissident-treatment as though a student
is a student is a student. Discourse that homogssudents, however, paves the way
for homogenized curriculums, which in turn decotmii@kze classrooms and assume a
standard student for a standard set of learningpougs. An understanding of mutuality
offers a means by which teachers can keep up wdhneelcome change.

Teachers cannot simply promote the liberating pafdsinguage as a means
toward Freirian liberation while concealing the mowf their own teaching authority. A
complete abdication of authority, however, can pregually unhelpful as a completely
student-centered, anarchistic classroom in whigtiestts are given free reign would
prove equally difficult. We need a balance of pqvesere that refuses to hide behind
insincere questions and cunning performance plysone that, according to Patrick
Bizzaro, “must overcome the tendency to give itirtee-worn and out-moded arguments
of authority-by-privilege, since the most effectgproach to a student text will
probably require us to employ critical methods wendt ordinarily apply to our own
works” (1993 p. 8). Kumaravadivelu addresses tbrecern when he speaks of how
students’ “unwillingness to prepare for the clasd & participate in class discussions

appeared to me to be a form of passive resistg20€&1 qtd. in Pennycook p. 129). I've
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often heard teachers complain about students wbw s late to class, hand in late
work, and generally refuse to engage with the auaraterial, materials that have been
specifically designed by the complaining criticaldpagogue to promote an understanding
of the means of resistance. In those cases, wsttelénts to question authority, so long
as it's notour authority. Robert Brookes’ concepturiderlife in which students craft
identities for themselves that best fit the acadestiuation, may be misinterpreted as
ignoring disruptions or disengagement. Brookes tmgrthis, telling us that “no matter
how jokingly, students are actively connecting &leathe classroom to their own lives
outside the classroom, and are discovering waygioh classroom knowledge seems
useful even when (or especially when) it isn’'t u@adclassroom purposes” (2002 p. 43).
One of the main goals of mutuality, then, is touslor understand student resistance
that is commonly seen as counterproductive butimstgad be a result of a poor
relationship.

In addition to managing student resistance, a pagiatpcused on mutuality
attempts to increase student agency. In her asaty&Vallace and Ewald, Gwen
Gorzelsky claims that “valuing students’ agencyndsrpreters of texts and ideas” (2009
p. 65) is of primary importance in achieving muityalWhile this can be seen most
clearly in classroom discussions and in the wagshters handle dialogue with their
students, virtually all levels of instruction amddraction present opportunities for
students to exercise their agency, interpretivetioerwise. Classroom discussions,
assignments, assessment, peer relationships, testadent conferences—each step
taken by a teacher as part of a course design—-arhaffect on students and holds

potential for establishing mutual discourse. Andrg\effect on students, every
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interaction, presents another opportunity to bail@lationship, to increase agency, to
understand resistance, and to foster mutual respect

Lastly, students are not the only beneficiariea gfeater understanding of
mutuality. Teachers’ job satisfaction increaseslasses become more productive and as
more humane interactions are established with stad@errachione, Petersen, & Rosser,
2008) . If education is meant to be a transforn@rgerience, positive in how it expands
our humanity, strengthens our communication, reéoc#e democracy, etc., then viewing
students as capable contributors to academic diseqlaces teachers in the role of
learner, thereby allowing them to enter dialoguthheir students.

Scope and Limitations to the Study

The context for this study creates inherent litrotss to the generalizing and
theorizing nature of this dissertation. The twessks | observed were taught by a tenured
and a temporary faculty to observe the distinctiothe administrative freedoms each
was allowed in the construction of their courseslld¢e and Ewald are sympathetic to
this point, acknowledging it in their own study:égainly, those of us who teach writing
and rhetoric courses as tenure-line faculty (or ptepare graduate students to do so)
often have more freedom to design the kinds ofsgsithat we see fit without the
immediate pressure of any formal outcome assessif280 p. 26). Enacting the kinds
of alternative pedagogy, or even attempting to erpent with classroom practices
beyond what department standards impose, is difficunon-tenured instructors who
may be forced into traditional modes of teachert@eal class structures by

departmentally-established curricula.
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Another limitation rests in the nature of beingaatizipant-observer. This study is
not attempting to see how mutuality occurs in redtsettings, but is concerned with how
mutuality can be achieved, how teachers and stadeataware of such relationships,
and how those relationships affect/are affectedtbglent resistance. That | will be
participating in the daily classes of the courselderve changes the environment | am
studying, and this may change what normally woulcuo in these classes. Teachers may
react differently knowing their responses may fineir way into these pages. Students
may adopt altered identities knowing that whatderve in class as well as their
participation in focus groups will be recorded. Aduhally, since my participants will be
aware of the scope of the study, knowing that I el examining critical uses of
pedagogy, course architecture may be changed.&lyil discussed with students the
concerns of mutuality—namely, power, authority,rage resistance, etc.—and this
awareness might heighten their reactions to classiiateractions. However, since the
study focuses ohowthe phenomena of mutuality can be achieved andmbbw
mutuality isnaturally enacted, my intrusion in the research site doesletoact from the
study. | look at my participation in these couraesan alchemist would during an
experiment: | am not hoping to catch lead spontaslgdransforming into gold on its
own; | am actively seeking the change and obseriagesults. | would add that such
intrusion, consisting of my willingness to partiatp in classes, disclosing the purpose
and scope of the study to the participants, andisog their input throughout the
semester with focus groups and interviews represamattempt to create mutuality
within the study and that if | withheld informatidrom participants under the guise of

scientific objectivity and neutrality, | would bésdonnecting myself from the research
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environment. An inclusive dialogue involving thetimedology of this study (to be
discussed further in chapter 3) is a fitting comgrdrof what mutuality strives for.
Organization of Chapters

Chapter 1 sets the stage for the discussion thawg introducing the core
concepts of mutuality, critical pedagogy, resisgrand student interpretive agency.
Chapter 2 orients the reader to the ongoing coatiersregarding critical pedagogy
practices, their origins, and justifications. @t pedagogy practiced and examined in
different contexts will be examined with the inientof drawing parallels between these
cases and the present study. Mutuality as a coma#ite further defined within the
context of this study, as well as the three magafpoints of Wallace and Ewald’s study
— course architecture, resistance, and interpragesncy. Chapter 3 will discuss the
context of the study and will explain how data wabBected during class observations,
including the brief mini-interviews held with teaais after each class, and the focus
groups that were conducted with students. Thistenanull also explain why these
methods of data collection were used and how theyapriately answer the research
guestions listed above. Chapter 4 will discusgdiselts of those observations, focus
groups, and interviews. Chapter 5 theorizes thencomthemes between the classes
observed, noting moments of effective teaching@madtice. This chapter will also

discuss the future of mutuality pedagogy and aolditi paths that research should take.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

The separation of objectivity from subjectivityetdenial of the latter when

analyzing reality or acting upon it, is objectivis@n the other hand, the denial of

objectivity in analysis or action, resulting in@bgectivism which leads to
solipsistic positions, denies action itself by degyobjective reality. Neither
objectivism nor subjectivism, nor yet psychologisnpropounded here, but rather

subjectivity and objectivity in constant dialecticalationship. (Freire, 2008 p.

50)

Critical Pedagogy, Mutuality, and Respect

A discussion of critical pedagogy, of which muttyais firmly rooted, would be
sorely lacking without initial grounding in Paoloeire’s Pedagogy of the Oppressed
which outlines the levels of power in the classraomd the ways that teaching can either
humanize or dehumanize the teaching subject thrtheghse of that power. Freire’s
views on the subijectivity and objectivity of teantpisubjects harmonize with a view of
pedagogy that rests on a spectrum between libaratid repression.

Freire argues against education that repressivelyilpts students from naming
their world. For Freire, teaching that is basegmscription “represents the imposition
of one individual’'s choice upon another, transfargiihe consciousness of the person
prescribed to into one that conforms with the piiesc's consciousness” (2008 p. 47)
and is dehumanizing. Teaching that imposes top-davawledge from teachers to
students is a kind of linguistic violence, a forfroppression, and a means by which

dominant ideologies (held either by teacher/adrvai®n/curriculum) are imposed,
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reinforced, and maintained. While mutuality is adeged a critical pedagogy for its
concern with power structures and democratic ppdimn, it should not be pigeonholed
as an enforcer of a liberal political agenda thahynstudents will reject as a disguised,
well-intentioned form of alternative form of oppsés.

Mutuality as a function of critical pedagogy, frdfreire’s perspective, asserts an
alternative that relies heavily on dialogue andranability of both parties to name,
construct, and transform their world. Transformatior Freire, as well as other critical
pedagogues like those forwarded by Henry Girourye®at a price—critical reflection,
which demands students and teachers become undabiéowith their previously held
beliefs such that all topics are open for discussiod evaluation. As | will discuss later,
these uncomfortable positions can generate resist@oth on the part of the student and
teacher. Acknowledging and discussing that resist@one of the most productive
aspects of mutuality for evaluation. For Giroux@2}) this evaluation allows students “to
come to terms with their own power as critical agett provides a sphere where the
unconditional freedom to question and assert israBr{p. 1) and is similar to what has
been described earlier by Wallace & Ewald (200Ghadnterpretive agency of the
student. Doyle and Singh (2006) explain the conoedietween language and meaning-
making: “[lJndividuals construct meaning out of {arage and practice. That is why it is
so crucial for teachers to work with, and build the knowledge experiences that
students have” (p. 27). To make meaning, languag# be involved, and if language is
involved, so is the human experience that contdéixesthat language which is rooted in
the lives of students; these points of associarertied together in the teaching context

of the composition classroom.
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This relationship between language, critical thmgkipolitics, and meaning-
making is what makes critical pedagogy so prevalenbmposition and so avoided in
what are typically seen as information-deliverycgiines where the critical evaluation
of students’ lived experiences is thought to bdwedable, say, as in a calculus course.
Perhaps one of the reasons why that calculus caursds the practice of critical
pedagogy is that critical pedagogy demands an exaian of class, race, identity, and
political power that some calculus teachers wouggwas being outside the natural realm
of their discipline’ Mutuality instead posits the critical aspect af thaching rely not on
the overtly political in the conventional senseéclass, etc.), but on the hierarchical
structures of classroom authority that place sttedas vessels as opposed to competent
discussants.

Critical pedagogy’s class, race, and identity conseelate to mutuality’s concern
for a more democratic distribution of power as nteden the classroom, although
mutuality is more focused on the learning commuyragamining how authority and
power between teachers and students constructragogn of economic, racial, and
identity issues in the classroom environment. ia gense, mutuality could be thought of
as an evolution of critical pedagogy, localizingical pedagogy’s concerns within the
classroom context. The implication here is thatuality must be present for critical
pedagogy to exist. Mutuality is able to explorestheritical cultural identity issues
should they be organically raised via basic classranteractions.

Some of the basic functions of the classroom ircvipiower can be shared—the

construction of course syllabi, policies, assignteediscussions, written response, and

! | would argue that issues of class, race, iderdityl power are within the realmaif disciplines by
examining the ways knowledge in those disciplisesréated, who uses that information once accepted,
and toward what ends.
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evaluation—require a restructuring of the typidabdent/teacher relationship which
commonly defaults to the teacher’s authority assaibdutor of guarded knowledge. The
co-construction of these basic class functioneatstacknowledges the student as an
equal subject position by inviting feedback as ¢heass functions are both created and
implemented. In other words, a pedagogy based duoatity will see teachers and
students discussing these class functions as aneped dialogue where all parties seek
mutual and cooperative gains.

Goals of Mutuality

Mutuality’s goal is to essentially redefine thenstard relationship between
teacher and student—elder commands tyro—to aoeakdttip of peer support. | choose to
use Wallace & Ewald’s definition of mutuality inghthe essential goal is the treatment
of the student-teacher relationship as an equgksuposition. For teachers, this requires
the dismantling of years of pedagogical traditiod &éhe supplanting of the ego in favor
of democratic participation. For students, thisuiegs accepting the uncertainty that
arises when they are asked to make decisions,iolegithat place them at the center of
their educations. These goals are difficult butimgiossible.

Students hopefully benefit from an appropriatelggbiced mutuality-based
classroom in that the independence of the thinkethirker who is capable of critically
evaluating and generating knowledge—is a valued Ipeerof the group; at least as far as
western models of education are concerned. Stuffentsnon-western cultures that
place little emphasis on standing out, questiomiteepted truths, or resisting centers of
authority may find difficulty in participating irhe mutuality-based classroom, perhaps to

the point of paralysis. | should note, then, thase students may choose to engage with
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course architecture, discussions, and assignmemtays that mageenresistant

because of theimon-resistanceBecause non-western definitions of respect mayire
compliance with authority, students that are cotafde with authoritative learning who
have been trained to accept education as a passgiveay simply nod in agreement when
they'd prefer to question.

Mutuality works for teachers in that conceding prtheir authority to students
opens the doors to a more honest conduit of conmgatian regarding their teaching.
When teachers respect the feedback of studiemisg the process as opposedidy
soliciting feedback through end-of-semester evaluat teachers are able to reevaluate
their practices on-the-fly, possibly rearrangingigisments and syllabi as needed. This
process can be exhausting. Creating a communityengtadents feel safe enough to
engage in professional critique of their educatian increase resistance in ways that
many teachers find uncomfortable. Teachers newutnatity may have difficulty
accepting that their teaching is not functioningrdsnded, that they talk too much or too
little, that their questions are leading or mislaegdthat students don’t appreciate their
politicizing of the classroom or their performati@gempts at neutrality, that they are, in
short, possibly not doing the job they thought theye. However difficult the short-term
ego-swallowing may be, | assert that mutuality vedide teachers in the long-term in
that, as with all practiced skills, listening/actieg/responding to students’ opinions gets
easier; mutuality creates a stronger bond of mutsgect, smoother classes, and
effective practices.

As mutuality relates to teacher development, exper, and expertise, the

responses of newer/younger teachers with mutualigint range from a natural
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acceptance of mutuality’s goals to a self-defensgyection. Beginning teachers
introduced to mutuality may be able to relate tlo&n lack of professional experience to
the learning taking place in their classes. Thegsfies of first-year students with the new
skill of college writing run parallel to struggle$fledgling graduates practicing the new
art of teaching. These new teachers may modify trehitecture, the way they interact,
and the way they handle conflict differently whaeyt are made aware of everyone’s
aligned goals.

Alternatively, beginning teachers who find themsslunsure of their authority or
expertise with their subject may react defensivelgtudent-inclusion as a way to
reinforce their newfound position and save facadgpting a more discipline-heavy
pedagogy which may result in “Because | said sotmmots. Mutuality training for these
teachers may initially be difficult as we ask thenstep away from the combative stance
regarding their students’ abilities toward one @bgeration. Their resistance to
mutuality, | would suggest, should be handled #raesway student resistance is
negotiated, which I'll discuss in greater detaikta And despite what media archetypes
like John Houseman'’s character in Beper Chasenay have shown us, student
discipline through obedience is not the standard/high we judge good teachers. There
are worse things for teachers than admitting igmogaor changing their minds when
confronted with difficult questions.

Professionally established teachers, those withrégror award-winning
pedagogues may similarly resist mutuality underatggiment that everything is working
fine. These teachers, once settled into a safenmuteed to realize that teaching, if it is

to be transformative, can never be safe and stadwiays be a challenge for everyone
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involved. | imagine these teachers who may sde @#in in shifting their practices will
be so entrenched in their beliefs that any dewiatidl be met with resistance. | would
remind them that their students change each semedieth profound and subtle ways;
course architecture that denies these changesHisped adaptable context, however
effective, might simply reproduce the teacher'saldgudent instead of allowing each
student the space to grow in ways that make senbe individual.

On a practical level, mutuality increases teachgagement with the ideas of
students, showing teachers that those studentke néwv to the academy and its rules,
bring with them a range of subjective experienbas tan contribute to a body of
socially constructed knowledge. In short, mutudhigyps teachers understand that they
can learn from their students—and not superficialya sentimentalized proverb, “I teach
them, but | like to think they teach me.” This @ieal knowledge comes when teachers,
through assignments and discussions, solicit thaskground subjective experiences as
a way of making meaning through academic work. hiegrhow my students hunt or
select the right tuxedo for customers or what cditipe cheerleading means or how
drug use has affected their families—reading asdudising all of these does more than
increase my knowledge of trivia— brings me closethieir named world and helps me
understand them, connect with them, communicate thkém on a level beyond the
standard student-teacher relationship.

| believe mutuality works effectively toward thedescribed ends because I've
been on each side—first as an unmotivated undengtadgtudent in traditional
authoritative classes, then in mutually respedfatses, then as a motivated graduate

student in both kinds of classes, then as a flaggkacher operating as an authoritative
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teacher, and now as a respectfully-aware teactenpting to motivate others. The
prodigal student returns, so to speakabkthe student | now try to reach. As I'll discuss
further in chapter three, my own experiences usinguality to overcome resistance have
shown, thus far, that mutuality is an effective noet, although by no means a magic
bullet. Acknowledging the positions I've workedaligh in academic evolution has
given me a perspective on how seemingly disintedestudents respond to an education
we expect them to navigate as we shift throughroles.

The roles of teachers and students are in confdixnteachers can act as guides,
sages, moderators, secretaries, hosts, pareetsjdtridictators, politicians, poets,
preachers, ideologues, wranglers, lion tamers, dans, performers, etc. while students
can act as sponges, respondents, congregants tpuppeates, children, friends, guests,
an audience, a chorus, etc., all the while shiftiatyveen sets, characters, and
relationships as the environment demands. Peri2f@Bj rightly insists that because
these role shifts are so common, student resisianoevitable as increasingly complex
demands are placed on their classroom identitidser\hey aren’t sure what role is
expected of them, they're struck with a kind ofntiy paralysis that may manifest as
resistance. The typical relationship in a bankilaggroom, one in which the student
absorbs information delivered by an authoritateacher who is seen by both parties as
being the only one with the power to create knogéedimits teaching potential,
increases demands on students and therefore, sesretudent resistance. One important
benefit of mutuality theory is a decrease in stiidesistance by broadening the potential

set of relationships available to teachers andestisdnot commonly seen in the banking
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relationship. While these shifts still place chafleng demands on students, mutuality
allows those shifts to take place on the studeatais.

Instead of looking at critical pedagogy througlsttypical student-to-teacher
relationship, scholars have recently approachedyhamics of teaching using
relationships that are common to life outside tlhssroom, but alternative when applied
to teaching. Joanne and Leonard Podixifege Englisharticle “Pedagogicdh Loco
Parentis Reflecting on Power and Parental Authority in ¥deting Classroom” shows
how teachers can adopt a parental role in thethiag.In loco parentisor, “in place of
the parent,” constitutes a conscious decision erp#rt of administrators and faculty to
operate as parents to their students, whethetlersts’ parents have sanctioned this
role or not, and is “traditionally focused on reagirig curfews, dormitory visitations, and
campus dress codes” (2007 p. 122), though Podi®adi extend the idea further to the
teacher-student relationship. The controversy sudang the concept is whether or not
teachers have the right, the obligation, or thétglo function, in whatever capacity, as
parents to their students. Whether we acknowledgeabte as temporary substitute
parents or not, our teaching methods constitugpa of parenting that can be classified,
according to Podis and Podis, as either patriahadlauthority-driven, feminist and
nurturing, or some combination of the two. Ultimgtéodis and Podis advocate for the
third hybrid teaching approach which includes “exgful welcoming, democratic
mentoring, and exemplary influence” (2007 p. 138kay elements. | will now describe
those elements and show how they are related tngract with our previous

conception of mutuality.
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The three elements of Podis and Podis’s parentpher—respectful
welcoming, democratic mentoring, and exemplaryiefice—reinforce longstanding
characteristics of critical pedagogy, which, Itbae, is ultimately rooted in a concern for
mutual respect. Respectful welcoming, describeBdnis and Podis as “listen[ing]
carefully to students as individuals” (2007 p. 18&i take shape through the speech
genres described by Wallace and Ewald. Respec#uatoning can also be achieved
through the construction of supportive assignmemlst Wallace and Ewald refer to as
the reconceptualization of course architectureighssents that are, in part, constructed
with students instead &r students, “student-initiated writing projects,0( p. 136)
according to Podis and Podis, are one way to premespectful welcoming, which is
necessary for the second component ofrtHeco parentigrescription—democratic
mentoring. We may argue thalt teaching is a form of mentoring, but Podis andi®od
distinguish a pedagogy of parental mentoring aaqss in which “wisdom, guidance,
and authority” (2007 p. 136) are no longer the gotperty of the teacher to be passed on
to the student, but instead, are shared recipgoCEdl connect this to our previous
concept of mutuality, we can see democratic memgaas being linked with students’
interpretive agency because without the sinceremaace on the part of teachers that
their students can contribute to knowledge, a tvag-mentoring relationship cannot be
established. The third category of Podis and Psgiarental model consists of what they
call exemplary influencaevhich asks teachers not only to practice what thach, but to
exemplify their writing for their students. PodiscaPodis rightly claim:

Writing teachers who write and who teach writingnfra sense of their own

immediate struggles...have the power to influenceraativate their students in a
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way that is likely to elude traditional loco parentignstructors who rely on the

power of their parental positions to cow their desrinto compliance with the

rules and regulations of their composition or Estglstudies classes. (2007 p.137)
We can show exemplary influence by explaining tmlehts our own trouble with
writing, our successemdour failures. In my own teaching, I'll often shamy classes a
poor paper | wrote as an undergraduate. The papieerally decorated with critical
comments and branded with a C- on the final pageinténtion when | pass this paper
around is to show them that writing is difficultrfeveryone, that no one is born writing
perfectly, and that if the author of that C- drieal Kate Chopin is now teaching them
how to write well, there is hope for everyone.

Another alternative relationship explored as aifofor critical pedagogy and,
indirectly, mutuality, comes from the guest-hosatienship described in Janis Haswell
et al.’s “Hospitality in College Composition Coussein which the authors look to
cultural traditions of hospitality (Homeric, Jud€bwistian, and Nomadic) and apply
them to composition instruction. Haswell et ale&t hospitality not as a theory but as a
social or cultural praxis—complex, tacit, risky daineacherous, therefore in need of
analysis, conscientization, and caution,” (2009g)7Hospitality becomes more than
bringing in cookies for your students. Using thceéures as models for hospitality, we
can see how the metaphor can be applied to therotaa. Thinking of hospitality as a
metaphor for composition instruction is useful hessit fosters an exchange of gifts for
bonding between parties; in the case of composititeese exchanges can come in the
form of discussion or written information. Thinkiod students as temporary travelers

who visit us for fifteen weeks to share knowledgamother way to establish mutual
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respect, a respect that Haswell et al. examinagfirthe cultural lenses of Homeric,
Judeo-Christian, and Arabic traditions. Haswelletelineate the three versions of
hospitality, the third of which is particularly dakin defining and practicing mutuality:
e In Homeric culture, “hospitality is a ceremony halpbind temporary allies
against a common enemy” (2009 p. 712).
e In Judeo Christian culture, “hospitality is a sjial and radical equality lacking
in Homeric hospitality: no soul is less than anlyestin the eyes of the Lord”
(2009 p. 713).
¢ In nomadic culture, “information is exchanged, Helljn each other’s future
wanderings, a form of gift exchange. The essediftdrence from Homeric and
biblical hospitalities is that the status of thenaw host and nomad guest is more
easily reversed” (2009 p. 713).
The exchange of positions in nomadic hospitalitectly mirrors the basic definition of
mutuality proposed by Wallace and Ewald, namelg,gtactice of establishing equal
subject positions between teachers and studergsnifar sentiment is expressed by
Haswell et al. when they write, “Essential to trensformation is a single axiom:
classroom practices will be pursuegicausehey are hospitable, not hospitality will be
allowedif it supports classroom practices” (2009 p. 718).
Classroom Discussion
[T]rue dialogue cannot exist unless the dialogeegage in critical thinking—
thinking which discerns an indivisible solidaritgtiveen the world and the people
and admits of no dichotomy between them—thinkingcWiperceives reality as

process, as transformation, rather than as a statiiily—thinking which does not
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separate itself from action, but constantly immeigself in temporality without

fear of the risks involved (Freire, 2008 p. 92).

For the purposes of this dissertation, | will bengd-reire’s concept of dialogue
as it applies to classroom discussion, thoughlithising application should not be taken
as a rejection of the complexity of dialogue irateln to meaning-making as an
intellectual enterprise outside the classroom. droe of Freire’s critical pedagogy and
use of dialogue relies on what he calls an autbeatucation, which “is not carried on by
‘A’ for ‘B’ or by ‘A’ about‘B,’ but rather by ‘A’with ‘B,” mediated by the world—a
world which impresses and challenges both pamgjies)g rise to views or opinions about
it” (2008 p. 93). Authentic education requires m@itaneous acceptance of our
knowledge’s deficiency and the faith that both jearare capable of contributing equally
to that knowledge, a faith that both groups, thosgparated by necessary distinction, can
benefit through mutual cooperation of intellectungjuiry.

One well-established model of intellectual inqumgmely the Socratic method,
can show us a way of viewing mutuality for type<laissroom dialogue, what Wallace
and Ewald calkpeech genre$Vhat | refer to here &ocratic mutualityattempts to cross
Plato’s dialectic with Freire’s conception of diglee by emphasizing the use of perpetual
dialogue as a primary vehicle of inquiry and theegtance of our own ignorance played
out through skepticism. Establishing equal subpesitions means we are constantly
shifting between the roles of teacher and stud&hen accepted naively, Socrates offers
a great example of someone who was simultaneoegther and student, of someone
who genuinely sought answers to difficult questiand whose only intellectual

confidence lay in asserting his ignorance. Wheernakeptically, however, the Socratic
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tradition has teachers act, at best, with decefgiverance, and at worst, with smug
condescension. Karen Kopleson approaches thisipedcdilemma by viewing

classroom dialogue in composition instruction asianing performance in neutrality that
removes the teacher’s opinion from the discussturs allowing students to focus on
their own engagement with course content (20026).1IMy assertion regarding
Socrates’ methods, as well as we might know them fielato’s writings, is that if we
were to accept Socrates naively, i.e., to act wisincere belief that our discussants were
teaching us as we teach them, then the Socratitotidétecomes an immensely usable
mode of dialogue as well as a powerful way of logkat our own interactions.

In the post-process era of composition, one ghaimultaneously defined by what
it rejects of the process movement as much as lay wbxpands on (Berlin, 1982), Kay
Halasek gets to the heart of the matter: “dialdga® replaced writing as a process as a
defining metaphor for the discipline” (2003 p. 11Rpst-process notions of dialogue are
sensitive to the multiple voices that constitutastaucted knowledge. Those multiple
voices can take the form of speech or writiRgrpetual dialogugas | define it
throughout this sectioms sensitive to these relationships, but is unsadisvith all
utterances, demanding more answers, which leagh®te questions, which leads to more
unsatisfying utterances. Perpetual dialogue isesstor discussion, hungry for
exchange, and addicted to the socialization thatrgcduring speech acts.

Perpetual dialogue, not to be confused with arguroedialectic, brings us
together. For Mikhail Bahktin, the relationship tthigalogue creates between speakers is
at once linguistically intimate and communally ua@able because “each and every

word expresses the ‘one’ in relation to the ‘oth#&ke give ourselves] verbal shape from
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another’s point of view, ultimately, from the powitview of the community to which
[we] belong” (2001 p. 1215). Perpetual dialoguermetidedges the interactions between
speakers as a means to building interconnecteavidtea a community. This
interconnectedness occurs because dialogue isihoaaool to promote critical
thinking, but also an important factor in our stizetion. Kenneth Bruffee’s
“Collaborative Learning and the Conversation of Kad” makes this function of
socialization explicit, telling us “The first stefislearning to think better, therefore, are
learning to converse better and learning to eshl@nd maintain the sorts of social
context, the sorts of community life, that fostee sorts of conversation members of the
community value” (2003 p. 421). Spoken dialogugvotten dialogue that retreats from
conversation and, therefore, socialization, dewIng monologue and is disconnected
from society (Reilly, 2011). And while monologue yrtaave its uses as an intellectual
exercise, it does little to further the conversaiwo our human connection. In short, we
are less human when we ignore the social facteeadihg conversation. Perpetual
dialogue views conversation and writing as onga@ingd never-ending.

The grand perpetual dialogue is not only condutitealigh spoken conversation,
but also through writing. Post-process notionsialogjue have emphasized the
communality of writing, as described by Marilyn ao in “The Ecology of Writing:”

The system of interpersonal interactions is themadxy which writers regulate

their access to one another. Two determinantseoh#ture of a writer's

interactions with others are intimacy, a measurelageness based on any

similarity seen to be relevant—kinship, religioecapation; and power, a
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measure of the degree to which a writer can cotitehction of others. (2006 p.

189)
We come to know categories of intimacy throughrelationships, relationships that are
brought into focus through our uses of languagaids of power that separate and
marginalize are unavoidable, but treatable. Pegbelialogue in mutuality attends to
power by inviting an attitude that imagines alladission members as both
simultaneously students and teachers. This rekttiprcontinually shifts based on who is
currently making an utterance. When others speaky@at them as teachers and assume
for ourselves the role of student. When otherseymite treat their work as though written
by a teacher and assume for ourselves the roleidést. This does not, however, prevent
us from exercising our institutionally granted aarity in commenting on student writing
or entering grades at the end of the semestergdalehere is not to develop dlusion
that we are equals, but to empathize with our stisdas though we wetheir students.
If we embrace this, with practice, the relationsbgiween teacher and student blurs the
longer the dialogue lasts; the shifting of posisideecomes internalized and we
acknowledge the potential of all discussants adledtual authorities equal to our own.

In the classroom, the notion of perpetual dialogueriting has already been
used for decades. Vandenberg et al.’s criticabthiction ofRelations, Locations, and
Positionsexplains that “A commitment to the notion thattig is always the product of
a dialogue with self and others—a process—camaitoate a particular conception of
writing process; the ‘social turn’ seemed to unders the value of prewriting, drafting,
and revising by encouraging students to do thetbétaes together” (2006 p. 3). Peer

review workshops, then, which will be discussedHter in future chapters, contribute to
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the exchange of ideas, to a sense of communitytadihlogue. Another look at Bruffee
shows how writing “always has its roots deep indbgquired ability to carry on the social
symbolic exchange we call conversation” (2003 [2)4®/riting is not monologue if it is
read because the written word speaks to us, awaitin response through comment,
review, and response. Donald Murray offers a suggeas tchowwe can get students
to participate in the written dialogue of draftimgyising, and peer review: “First by
shutting up. When you are talking [they aren’t]ting. And you don’t learn a process by
talking about it, but by doing it” (2003 p. 5), endiment echoed by James Paul Gee
(21989 p. 19). I should distinguish here that pargketlialogue does not mean perpetual
chatter, and in that regard, Murray is right iningl teachers to shut up—Ilet students do
the talking/writing, for they are fully capable. Wever, perpetual dialogue takes the
position that the talking/writings thedoing, insofar as we are able to develop our ideas
through interaction.

Writing that is sensitive to mutuality is not diatical in a binary sense of
either/or, but dialogic in the inclusive sensebuth/and speakers do not work to
convince or persuade, but to explore and discaussugh by the nature of written
rhetoric it may be unavoidable to persuade or ledemments of persuasion, the ultimate
goal of writing in a classroom sensitive to muttyashould not be persuasion or
argument, which Patricia Bizzell, in discussing tifaglitional western academic persona
of which Socrates fits, says, “Not surprisinglye fhersona is argumentative, favoring
debate, believing that if we are going to find wiiether something is true or good or
beautiful, the only way we will do that is by arggifor opposing views of it, to see who

wins. In this view, only debate can produce knogtd 2006 p. 73). Viewing dialogue
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as a competition, one in which victory is seenveaysng opinion, is incompatible with
mutuality because it assumes a combative staneediag knowledge as a commodity—
rightness and truth are seen as objects to beladdsbm opponents (Lynch, George, &
Cooper, 1997). Ann Berthoff, referring to Socratssys, “What must supplant the
pedagogy of exhortation is a ‘pedagogy of knowingcause ‘unless and until the mind
of the learner is engaged, no meaning will be madé&nowledge can be won™ (2003 p.
330). If we attempt to engage the mind of the leathrough a paradigm of attack and
defense, of victory and defeat, then the learneoiglitioned to see understanding as a
binary and the process of reaching understandimgasistic—"I'm right, therefore,
you’re wrong.” The middle-ground and the layersofmmon bond are ignored in favor
of either/or propositions. Perpetual dialogue, hesveis not a competition; the
interconnected nature of the writing/speaking comityus benefited by the intimacy of
dialogue and the understanding that we are broelgkér through mutual exploration.
No one loses, and everyone wins.

A common trick of Socrates, evidenced in @@rgias,shows Socrates luring his
opponents into further discussion via a claim tignce: “| assure you | myself do not
say what | say as knowing it, but as joining in search with you; so that if anyone who
disputes my statements is found to be on the tighk, | shall be the first to agree with
him” (p. 125). However sincere Socrates is whemhg&es these kinds of statements is
arguable, but the practice is repeated frequemnibyigh that it has commonly been called
the Socratic conceit. Tom Albritton offers a modexample of the Socratic conceit in
“Honest Questions and the Teaching of English” twyfessing, “I have begun

recognizing ways in which | tease my students th&'‘right’ answers during class
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‘discussions,’ ways in which | profess beliefs disgd as facts disguised as rhetorical
guestions disguised as real questions” (1992 p.Aljitton’s article focuses on how
teachers can manipulate students during classrassussions with insincere or leading
guestions. Insincere questions used in the Soaaticeit posit the teacher as a kind of
puppet-master, feigning humility so as to lure apgas into exposing weakness. This is
also referred to as tl&ocratic gameln contrast, mutuality asks you to stop playiag,
genuinely believe you and your students are saagdbgether as peers. You don’'t have
to pretend to give up your authority, you don’t 8ae abandon the rules, you just have to
sincerely question everything.

Getting a paycheck doesn’t mean we must remaioragm of our ignorance. To
facilitate our ignorance, teevel in its possibilityteachers need to fill a particular role in
class dialogue. Rebecca Moore Howard gives theviatig advice:

When teachers ask questions to which [they] alréadyv the ‘right” answers,

class discussion is hardly collaborative; instestggdents are performers. But

when the teacher gets conversation started andattieras secretary and
synthesizer class discussion can be very collalverahdeed...Avoiding
summative remarks like ‘good answer’ constitutesaymther important
technique for facilitating whole-class collaboratidiscussion by casting the

teacher’s role as that of facilitator rather thaage. (2001 p.58-59)

We have three roles described above here: secrstarthesizer, and facilitator. The
secretary listens, the synthesizer coordinatestlanthcilitator encourages additional

responses. I'll add another to this list—explofiére explorer relies on students for
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support while the group embarks on a cooperativengy. All of these discussion roles
(both in speech and writing) are welcome as paat pédagogy that values mutuality.
Mutuality also requires us genuinely believéhat we don't know, to only ask
guestions that we don't know the answer to ancetd tvhomever we speak with as
partners seeking to understand together. What riea@ahers fail to recognize during
classroom discussions is that most students haydine-tuned bullshit detectors that
naturally resist leading questions. Glenn and Gweldite (2008) explicitly argue for
leading questions when they tell us, “You must lble €0 sequence those questions so
that potential answers will continue toward theiesgou want to explore” ( p. 61). To
continue the metaphor, the assumption here ighledeacher has already conducted an
exploration of the issue, returned with insight] aow seeks to guide students back to
the promised land. In mutuality, an issue undetapion must be mutually unexplored.
Anything else points toward the arrogance of tlaeler whose guarded knowledge is
parsed out once students answer questions “cortectt! in the right order. Freire tells
us, “Dialogue, as the encounter of those addretsstte common task of learning and
acting, is broken if the parties (or one of theatkl humility. How can | dialogue if |
always project ignorance onto others and nevereparany own?” (2008 p. 90). Without
an acceptance of our own ignorance, of the imptaiiddy of knowledge, the questions
we ask in dialogue become less helpful. Albrittoreg us a useful guideline in
determining which questions should be asked ofesttgd “One kind of question which
seems particularly honest is one whose answererdttle teacher nor the students know”
(1992 p. 91). If we find it difficult to imaginewseful set of questions to ask, if we can

only think of questions that would be entirely mamplex to ask our students, if we
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assume there is nothing our students know thatongoti then it is here where
skepticism can provide clarity by asking us to péuplly reevaluate what we know,
value, and believe.

A healthy skepticism in regard to questions ismaied to increase the vigor of
dialogue as we constantly fine-tune our ideas,9dat may later be discarded
completely if we become too complacent in theiregtance. Laszlo Versényi’'s book
Socratic Humanisnfocuses on the distinction/conflict between Sasand the Sophists
and is helpful here in establishing a rationaledi@togic skepticism. Though Versényi
supports the moral objectivism pushed by Socratesbjectivism that post-process
scholars would find incompatible with social constionism and skepticism, Versényi’'s
rationale for dialogic skepticism provides a justtion for the reevaluation of ideas.
Versényi admits that “there is hardly a dialoguat tthoes not arrive at solutions to the
problems discussed. These conclusions are nedatieel @nd merely to prevent
[students] from uncritically accepting them insteddjoing through reflection that would
make them [their] own” (1979 p. 118). If we arelyrto believe, as Socrates famously
says, that “all we know is that we know nothind)&n the answers we settle on today
must be questioned again tomorrow. As an examglegin the first day of each
semester asking students “Why learn to write?ieha vested interest in asking because
without consensus between myself and the studentiseojustification for the course, on
why we’ll be spending fifteen weeks together, tamester may be fraught with
resistance. | find students’ answers are similamfclass to class, but if | don't ask, | risk
falling into a dangerous complacency that | fedl ad my teaching into absolutism.

My reasoning behind this is simple—each group wdients is different, just as | am a
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different teacher in each course. If | don’t reog@discussion, I'm afraid | may settle
into an answer that may be contextualized for &ipus group of students. Asking each
new group of students why we should learn to waitews me to restart my thinking at
the beginning of each semester. In mutuality wiperpetual dialogue is employed, the
answers change, but the questions remain the same.

Once writing teachers have established and inlieetbthe nature of discourse as
a cooperative act, we can then turn our attenteratd the kinds of written assignments
that will mirror those ideals.

Writing Assignments

Before discussing the kinds of assignments th@nhpte mutuality, it's important
to first examine the kinds of assignments that]evairgely successful in their particular
goals, may work against the kind of mutual resjp@ct critical partnerships that
mutuality-based assignments will generate. Richardon (1994), for instance, has
criticized the kind of research assignments thadestts perceive as “typical,” claiming
that virtually all writing requires some forms @fsearch, whether that entails critical-self
reflection of personal experiences, interviews eobagtions, or the common methods of
academic research, i.e., the scouring of librdoe®ooks, journals, and internet sources.
While not arguing against research in itself, Laretakes the case that our initial
presentation of an assignment (verbally or in wg}isignals to students how writing
modes differ in rhetorically fundamental ways threty inadvertently appropriate student
meaning. Teachers’ presentations of a “researcargagistinguished from, say, a
personal narrative or argumentative position pépeth of which, Larson argues, require

varied methods of research) that require a didyimelparate set of skills can homogenize
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the kinds of writing that students produce. In shior an assignment to exist as a
function of mutuality it is critical that the aseigent’s presentation include the
possibility of student interaction beyond the naproduction of standardized modes of
discourse solicited by the teacher (Bizzaro, 1994).

Additionally, assignments that include combativetaphors direct students
toward a combative rhetorical approach. Ansonlat.Scenarios for Teaching Writing
(Anson, Graham, Jolliffe, Shapiro, & Smith, 1993¢ludes a sample argumentative
assignment that uses the following phrases astiliesc “you must marshal your
facts...outmaneuver your opponent...the more ammunytienhave...shoot down these
objections...your weapons includé.(.p. 7), which, when viewed through the lens of
mutuality, intimates an attitude of knowledge doation rather than cooperative
knowledge construction. An assignment examplethigtells us that the language used
to describe the assignment as well as the purdase @assignment can contribute to a
student’s agency in creating a piece of writing thay can take responsibility for rather
than mimicking an ideal imagined by the teacher.

Pedagogy conducive to mutuality practice will inmarate feedback from
students before, during, and after an assignmeatistruction. While some initial
assignments in a semester might necessarily beraotes! with the teacher alone, this
does not limit those teachers from soliciting fesdband input from students as the
assignment progresses or after it is assignedumterlying principle, as explained by
Wallace & Ewald, is that “[d]esigning a course aretture that enables mutuality in
student writing involves nothing less than overaagrthe implicit, pervasive exclusion

of the students from knowledge making in traditiohmerican educational practice”
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(Wallace & Ewald, p. 69). Assignments that promotguality, then, must account for
students’ inherent ability to contribute to knowgedas well as their ability to strengthen
and/or clarify the function of the assignment. Alsdiscuss later, one effective way for
teachers to value the inherent meaning-makingss&fltheir students is to create
assignmentswvith their students.

Mutuality-based writing assignments in a composiitlassroom invite students
and teachers to work collaboratively toward a comatly created, shared, and
recognized set of knowledge. In opposition to altea-delivered set of assumptions, the
social-constructivist nature of mutuality, as Idsaarlier, assumes from the first day of
class that students are capable of contributinbaedknowledge of the course, that they
are capable of positively affecting change in cewnsntent, and that they are capable of
teaching the teacher as well as their peers. Thabooative nature of mutuality isota
feel-good escape from traditional teacher respditsb, though this level of
collaboration is often rejected in the academy bseaas Rebeccca Moore Howard
writes, “the entire educational institution predesaits judgments on individual
performance—collaborative writing pedagogies seemin and fraught with peril”
(2001 p. 62). Collaborative writing, then, is mistaly viewed as a kind of intellectual
welfare in which a workload is disproportionatebriied or lessened through
cooperation. The roots behind such distrust, asafd\woints out, lie in a staunch
American individualist mythos that assumes con#iistl competition are more
productive and challenging for students than coatpes, egalitarian collaboration. In

offering her set of guidelines for constructinglabbrative assignments, assignments that
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| consider compatible with mutuality, Howard shdwsv such cooperative assignments
are conflicted, competitive, challenging, and colladtore.

Using perpetual dialogue as a guiding principleagsignment construction can
also lead to mutuality. Ira Shor (1992) arguesliiercontextualizing of student
assignments and allowing students to self-selgit$oWhile self-selected topics are not
a new idea, they do promote mutuality in that taeyrooted in students’ relevant
experiences and are shown that their choices haadeaic merit. Students who have
been acclimated to the passive acceptance of coargent delivered without their input
might understandablyisunderstand the purpose of self-selected writingcioand
express anxiety over the new choices they are askedke. Teachers cannot assume
that all students are secretly longing for intdliat freedom and that they will jump at
the opportunity to exercise that freedom. Howetlrez,alternative—in which passive
students perpetuate their own educational oppresisrough inaction—is too great a
disservice to ignore. Sensitivity to past expereeisxcnecessary, then, to show the value of
a students’ interpretive agency. This is an outcofretransformative education.

A stronger source of mutuality in assignment carcgion would involve a
dialogue between students and teachefsrethe paper is assigned. While the teacher
may bring an initial idea and structure for theg@asent, a skilled and inviting dialogue
with and between students as to the purpose, goaisassessment of such co-authored
assignments would show students that their inpthterarchitecture of the course is
valuable, that their participation in the acadethgrussion is valuable, and that their
abilities as thinkers in a democratically structucalture is valuable. This is not to say

that assignments given to students without stuidéott are oppressive or unfairly
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teacher-centered, but assignments that incorptirateuggestions of students can be a
powerful step toward mutuality.

Holliway’s (2009) examination of how writing asements allow students to
make sense includes the APAeéarner-centered principled.ambert & McCombs,
1998), two of which I draw our attention to as lgeagomplimentary to mutuality:

1. [S]tudents can constructively engage their paseegpces in new learning
situations if [the learning situations] are meafuhg
2. Learning occurs best in environments where theestiscare respected and where

positive interpersonal interactions are fostereilljway, p. 448).
These principles can in fact be applied to disngdibeyond the composition classroom,
which has generally held a monopoly on persondingriassignments. However, in the
composition classroom, writing assignments thatdasegned to encourage students to
draw from their past experiences as a means oficge@eaning and accomplishing
course goals are conducive to the practices of atityuheory. These two principles
must work in conjunction with each other: a writiagsignment that solicits students’
personal lived experiences must necessarily béedaout with mutually respectful
interactions between teachers and students—teasherassign such writing are
implicitly respecting their students’ capacity farowledge-creation, thought this respect
must also be made explicit (as | will discuss ira@tier 5). Instead of directing student
writing toward disconnected and possibly irrelevauatterial to which students are
unwilling or unable to relate, writing assignmetitat invite personal knowledge show
students that their lives outside the classroonpatential sources for academic work.

Additionally, when students are asked to use winay already know, they can be asked
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to think critically abouhowthey know what they know, which opens discussant
further writing on the socially interactive natwfeconstructed knowledge, which lies at
the heart of mutuality’s epistemology.

An important factor in determining whether an gssient engages students’ life
experiences is whether or not the assignment isskxt on and crafted toward an actual
audience beyond the class. What Ede and Lundsi®&&#) might refer to here as
audience addressed should not be taken as a ppaticcuwith audience, but that such
an audience is included in the construction ofassignment. While a limited audience
for an assignment, e.g., only teachers and/or stadkas an appreciable benefit as an
intellectual exercise, an assignment that is desida extend beyond the classroom
shows students that their writing does not die ohisehanded in for a grade. Erika
Lindemann’s (2001) examination of assignments eglinis argument when she tells us,
“If we want students to produce meaningful writimgg must design meaningful
assignments, tasks that encourage students tortisgwo act” (p. 219). | turn to my
own teaching for an example of this kind of assigntmn which | ask students to
examine a campus problem that has affected thethe vdsearching a reasonable
solution that the university could feasibly implame

This problem-solution assignment is redesigned sittidlents each semester so
that the problems they choose are feasibly witténsicope of the university’s ability to
solve them using the students’ detailed suggest®iuglents write letters addressed to
individual faculty or administrators, which can lunde the university’s president,
property manager, or head of campus security. @tters show students that their writing

has weight beyond a course requirement. The watkstindents conduct while
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interviewing experts, surveying students, and mesérag alternative solutions shows
them that they are capable of affecting change thigir writing, even if, at their least
effective, the letters only serve to generate amese of important issues. The problems
they choose to write about are rooted in their @xperiences. The audience for their
letters consists of other faculty, friends, cowesk@nd school administrators—although
briefly described here, this is an example of ag@lbased assignment.

As a development of the post-process movementeflased pedagogy and its
subsequent assignments seek to situate studegitseivironments, experiences, and the
interconnected workings of their writing as a wtfiand dependent whole (Cooper,
2006). Assignments that follow place-based pedagogill resist the geographical
conformity that comes from intellectual disconnexsi. Claude Hurlbert (2006), in
criticizing composition textbook manufacturers baing guilty of this, says “Textbooks
offer a no-geography. A no-place set out to takeptlace of place. A no-place that
pretends to the status of everywhere” (p. 353). Mtk&tbooks and assignments are
designed without acknowledging the inherent knogéednd experiences of students or
of their possible contributions through generic eMsed writing, mutuality is ignored.
Instead, assignments can be designed with an eyddeaching various modes of
writing while simultaneously showing students ttiagir input is valuable. Hurlbert
describes an assignment that counteracts the pitgmsensitive effects of textbook
assignment conformity by inviting students to “wrghort books about what they are
burning to tell the world” (2006 p. 356). Book topirange from personal tragedies,
explorations of hometowns and histories, and ailiself-reflections; in short, the books

offer students the chance to reevaluate their itleniand places in a specific,
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understandable, and relatable context. This boskjasnent, similar to the assignment
used by Weathers in my observations for this stlxhgate[s] space for students to write
locations in which to stand, to see, and from whamove” (Hurlbert, 2006 p. 356) and
will be discussed in greater detail in subsequkapters, including my own teaching
experiences in using the assignment in my classes.

Assignments found in textbooks must be, by debinitimore generic than
localized assignments in that they attempt to fyetiiee needs of a larger audience of
teachers and students. Take, for example, the parassignment guidelines found in
The St. Martin’s Guide to Writingyhose “Remembering an Event” description includes
the following checklist:

“The event should

o take place over a short period of time (preferqlty a few hours);
e center on conflict (a personal struggle or an extieconfrontation);
¢ disclose something significant about your life;
e allow you to portray yourself in a way that youlfeemfortable
sharing with your instructor and classmates;
e reveal complex or ambivalent feelings (rather teaperficial and
sentimental ones);
e lead readers to think about their own experienckaout the cultural
forces that shape their lives.” (Axelrod & Coop2010 p. 42)
When student writing is encouraged to create sirtil@matic elements like this
assignment, teachers should not be surpriseddoafiiting that either fits the model so

well as to be bland or writing so forced into thedal’s characteristics as to be
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rhetorically loose. Assignments like the one in 8eMartin’s Guideprovide pre-made
structure to a class that beginning teachers nmalydomforting—after all, if an
assignment has been included by a large and resppablisher, it must be useful. A
mutuality-based writing assignment will insteadkdo customizing and blending the
needs of the academy with the personalized neetlte andividual student; this of course
cannot be accomplished through generic and broassize-fits-all writing suggestions.

We now turn our attention from the way an assigmregurpose and
construction are created to the discussion thatteegom the product of those
assignments, either as a draft, workshop, emailnal graded version of writing.

Writing Response

Teacher evaluations and even grades themselveseoanas an integral part of

creating mutuality in student writing in that thegovide occasions for teachers

and students to negotiate what are acceptableilootdns to disciplinary
knowledge as it is continually being reconstrudtediassrooms. Balance is

critical. (Wallace & Ewald, 2000 p. 89)

The third focus of this study is on writing respenahich generally consists of
comments on drafts of papers, as well as writtetuation, roughly defined here as the
assigning of grades to written material which maynay not include justification for
those grades. Possibilities for mutuality are pneaeall levels of interaction, particularly
with student writing, which differs from classroatiscussions in that writing responses
are indelible comments, unflinching and unmovedb@kl, 1985). Comments are
powerful in that they can isolate or engage stuglastthey linger on a page after the

class has been dismissed. To illustrate this, ineagilonely student staring dejectedly at
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a stationary and vague “awk” written in the margohs page. Now try to imagine how
quickly that comment might be clarified during tfinee-flow of immediate feedback
present in verbal interactions either in classhan office-hour conference. The “awk”
mark, no matter how long the student stares, resrthim same “awk” mark, signaling an
issue yet unable to clarify what the issue mightJost as teachers have only the
students’ written words sitting stationary on tlage to decipher meaning and provide an
appropriate response, so too do students haveatiowhiting of the teacher as they, often
without training, attempt to make meaning from teas’ comments.

Too often, assignments are constructed withoutyarf@ how response will be
handled, either between teachers and studentadegrgtto-student response. In these
instances, responding to student writing is takergfanted, as if the assignment itself is
the variable for student-teacher interaction wthike evaluation of the assignment will be
carried out as it always has been. Bizzaro (19¢8)a way out of the traditional
structure by looking to the studentseaninginstead of the teachemskpectations
because:

“[a]fter all, if meaning in student texts is no @ seen from one perspective

only...we will no longer be able to say to studeatswe seem to have said,

whether implicitly or explicitly, for so long, ‘the teacher, am an exemplary
reader. Your job as student is to please|f | can’t be moved by your text, you

better take my advice drowto move me” (p. 7).

The balance that Wallace & Ewald refer to earkeindeed critical, although critical
pedagogy in general and mutuality practice spelfidas yet to find it. T.R. Johnson

and Shirley Morahan (2002) reinforce the importasiceritten response, listing it as the
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most important factor in “students’ concepts ofntiselves as writers” (p. 351). The
marks/comments/questions teachers place on stpdpets, whether in red or black ink,
create an indelible record of interaction betwegthar (student) and audience (teacher).
A critical feature of response lies in this recigabnature of evaluation, i.e., when we
evaluate students, students evaluate us based @vauations.

Responses that comment too broadly or conversdiifana the risk of showing
students that their work is already acceptable lwhay ignore the need for
improvement or revision. Conversely, responsesftitats too specifically on what was
and wasn’t working for the teacher run the riskating students play the grade game in
which their anxiety for a perfect score causes theemew academic work as an
economic proposition—where they will avoid an invesnt of labor (experimenting with
new expressions, valuing revision, expanding vate) if they deem the return (“Will
this increase my final grade two points or threa@he too small. Perhaps knowing that
either extreme is ineffective is an effective prai@n, but research on response and
evaluation in critical writing courses suggestseotirsable alternatives, most notably
Bizzaro (1993), who offers the following as theridation by which to respond to
writing:

First, we must see that the chief purpose for ssdla writing, poetry or

otherwise, is to enable students to determine mgaas readers and writers

(including as readers of their own writing) in \@rs ways... This reassessment

may require us to respond to what seems to betodests’ underlying request:

that we spend less time telling them what they khda when they write and

more time showing them who they can be. (p. 13)
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The traditional approach to response, in whichi¢lagher's comments are prescriptive in
nature, limits the dialogic possibilities with sards and their writing while reinforcing
the hegemony of a teacher’s authority.

Responses that limit discussionneerelymark grammar and surface-level
mistakes direct student revisions and ways of thopkbout writing to mirror what the
teacher wants; the dialogue of written responsdasced in these cases. Nancy
Sommers’s (2002) “Responding to Student Writingdmnes how teachers’ comments
end discussion by appropriating students’ textsi@ers claims that many comments on
student drafts can offer conflicting messages thaffect, tell students what the teacher
wants instead of provide a means to develop whdestts want or need to say, or what
Richard Fulkerson has referred to as “modal confysnindlessness,” which is when
“classroom methodology which implies one varietyalue judgment [is used] when
another will actually be employed” (1979 p. 7). Snens’s solution is “to have what is
said in the comments and what is done in the @dassmutually reinforce and enrich
each other” (2002 p. 359). If the kind of perpettialogue discussed above is being
employed in the classroom then written responsaldfengage students in a meaningful
dialogue that perpetually questions the meaningna@sksage of the text instead of
leading students toward what the teacher wantsttident to write (Welch, 1998).

The unfortunate habit of marking grammar on earéftd while simultaneously
offering global corrections (i.e, “develop this mQr“represents also the failure of
teachers’ comments to direct genuine revision eftéxt as a whole” (Sommers, 2002 p.
355) as students are often unable to distinguisthidrarchy of necessity between a

misplaced comma comment and an “awkward, rewordiraent. The fault of these
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ingrained practices, of teachers’ comments thatigeoa minimum of discussion with
students’ texts, may rest entirely with the teachreexamining the reason behind
unhelpfully shorthanded responses, we must ackrigel¢éhe logistical limitations of
teachers who are forced to read hundreds of pdgeston a matter of days. The reason
for curt and limiting comments may lie with the gtity of pages that teachers must read.
As composition class caps rise, so do the numbpaérs coming to teachers that need
to be read, marked, commented, responded, anddedr When some teachers have
upwards of 25 students per section and 4 sectiensgmester it shouldn’t be hard to
imagine teachers cutting corners on response, iedlgatthey hope to spend at least
twenty minutes (Morrison, 2005 p. 7) per paper.o&gble solution to this dilemma
could be to tap into a resource that every classHstiudents—through the use of peer
response workshops.

Peer workshops are certainly not a new practicethmir use can be overlooked
and underutilized as a way to engage students toatity. Response workshops, when
practiced effectively, can reduce the time needetdachers to respond to student drafts.
Teachers are unable to appropriate a students’ingeaom a written text if other
students are engaging with the material in respond®e possibility of students
appropriating meaning from other students’ texisydgine, is limited due to the levels of
power and authority that students may have, thaogicerns over gender, class, and race
may lead some students’ comments to dominate thke @fathers. However, the meta-
cognitive abilities of students are exercised ay ihterpret, evaluate, respond, comment,
praise, and criticize student-writing during workpl, and this benefit cannot be

overstated.
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Students who are more concerned with the gradessigraon the last page of
their papers should not prevent us from discovemneg ways to engage with students
through written response and comments. Perhagauttan the traditional model lies
with our comments, not witkheir reaction. An alternative to the traditional model,
according to Bizzaro (1993), asks teachers to usader-response model which

will require that students determine who they weir texts to address and that

teachers relinquish some power in examining thesest Rather than reinforcing

their readings . . ., teachers must willingly subtmithe text, participating in the
development of the reader summoned by the texeaakied, knowingly or

unknowingly, by the author. (p. 67)

Of course grades matter, of course they're impotastudents, but traditional response
reinforces the notion that the teacher’s opiniothefwriting is what ultimately counts;
an opinion based on the class’s perception of fibgctive authority: the teacher.

One way to subvert this authority, if such a thasgself-subversion is possible, is
to gear written response as a critical dialoguavben students (Welch, 1998) . Andrea
Muldoon’s answer is to solicit students’ resportseser written evaluations, allowing
students to reject her comments so long as thegldesto provide a reason in writing
(2009 p. 69). What makes this practice conducivawtuality is that the student is given
the option to deny the authority of the teachethktypical model of written response,
the teacher marks the paper and the student makexttons based on those marks with
little recourse to reject a suggestion unless tih@ent approaches the teacher in person,
which, for many students, may be prohibitively ssfel. A teacher may tell students that

they should ask for an explanation if any paperk®iar comments are unclear, but this is
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not the same as offering an option to reject a esigon. Unless given the explicit
opportunity to reject a comment, first-year studentay believe that they lack the
authority to decide what is best for their writijithout the option to challenge, resist,
or discuss written responses with teachers on aattytrespectful level, comments and
guestions designed to engage students in dialogeenie monologue—questions in the
margins, thoughts and reactions from the teachasrbe static and carry an authoritative
weight that most students feel compelled to “cdrtder example, if a teacher reading
an essay on political engagement thoughtfully redpdo a student by writing in the
margin “Good point, but what about the media’s raléhis?” the student may feel forced
into broadening the scope of the essay when damgight compromise the student’s
intended argument. An important component towartuadity in written response, then,
invites and engages student resistance, partafiyrther dialogue and partially to give
students ownership of their writing by giving themore control over the revision
process.

Though not explicitly calling for mutuality pracécMezeske’s (2005) approach
to written response involves increased peer rewevkshops,. Peer review encourages
interaction and places students in a somewhat teanpmle of teacher, showing them
that their input in the writing process is valubddiscussing the creeping problem of
increased class sizes, Mezeske’s solution hasrgtidbearing the burden of a teacher’s
reading load while also cooperatively engagingiaiagjue. Assignments that are read
and responded to without grades provide opporesifr students to take chances,
experiment, and play with language that they migittotherwise do with the pressure of

graded assignments.
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One possible range of comments, first describeddag (1979), later examined
by Horvath (1994), includes the following: correetpote, describe, suggest, question,
remind, assign—the last of which Lees and Horvémtare the most useful and the
comment that | will discuss in depth later. | drgeur attention, however, to tleenote
possibility, which Horvath quickly dismisses by saythat it “[invites] the view that
teacher responses are the irrelevant ‘crackpotiosat of one reader,” (1994 p. 208)
though | see it as an important function in essdibtig mutuality among readers and
writers. Theemotecomment, when used as a formative response arasreosummative
evaluation, allows teachers to respond directiphorhetorical effect the text has had on
them, offering a position that shows students tiait teacher is a human being rather
than an evaluative machine that merely processedsvamd assigns grades. An example
of a seemingly innocuowsmotecomment might be, “I love this part, very funny.” A
simple comment like that not only encourages sttgjdrut shows them that their writing
has affective quality with their readers. Wheredhetecomment humanizes the
relationship between teacher and studentafissgncomment attempts to engage
students more fully in a dialogue of purposes andré possibilities. Comments that
assign as it is defined by Lees (1979) and Horvath (}9f4e] what has been said
already to discover how to say something new” (ldtry1994 p. 208), which, when
functioning best, should not be used as criticisat,as a way to build upon and
strengthen the writing that already exists.

Perhaps one way to approach appropriate writtggore® is to examine
inappropriate response, or responses that regialctgue, limit engagement, present

contradictory suggestions, impose meaning, usupprnsaintentions, and restrict
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mutuality. Kristie S. Fleckenstein’s “Bodysigns:Bddyrhetoric for Change” gives us an
excellent example of how teachers can appropieteaning of a student’s text
unknowingly and even with the best of intentiongckenstein (2006) explains how a
student refused to revise a paper based on Flegie'sscomments that asked the student
to address a larger audience of potential carearemo In response, the student wrote an
email to Fleckenstein, telling her, “First, | dowant to write what you want to hear. My
audience is not you. I'm not about to turn thi®iattotally feminist paper” (2006 p. 340).
Examining this example, Fleckenstein shows usttieaview of teachers as liberators of
their students’ consciousness assumes for teattfeeposition of previously liberated, of
unchanging and without need for transformation. dr@mmutually-beneficial set of
written responses would not push, guide, or leadestts into revising for a position
more agreeable to the teacher’s, but would instea# clarification of the student’s
position.

Discussing critical pedagogy and mutuality is fhdlpo our understanding of
teaching and composition theory, but its discusg@dar easier than its implementation,
practice and verification that it is functioning\as hope. What follows in the next
chapter is a description of the methodology fos #tudy that attempts to qualify the
critical practices of composition teachers thropgfticipant-observations. What
elements of mutuality are present in these clasaésit elements of the other theories
presented in this chapter are present as well?dBasebservations and first-hand
accounts of students’ and teachers’ experiencesstiindy hopes to put a concrete face on

what can typically be an ambiguous theory of teagland of teaching writing.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
That was always a sign of a dumb rule—“Becausadlsa” (George Carlin)
Mutuality in My Teaching

My position as researcher comes from a pedagoigsdrative—a desire to
better understand my students as well as a needyf@tudents to better understand me.
One area of teaching in particular, student restsahas been discussed in terms of
motivation (Mendler, 2000) (Crone & MacKay, 200Z)ppman, Bulanda, & Wagenaar,
2009), and mutuality (Gorzelsky, 2009), thoughdbenections require further
examination as they relate to dialogue and assigtsnin order to determine what kinds
of dialogue and writing assignments are used teeaelmutuality in a composition class,
we first need a working definition of what mutuglis. Mutuality in this dissertation is
defined as the phenomenon that occurs when a oeaiprelationship is built between
teachers and students based on respect and undingtéhat allows for shared subject
positions.

Before | discuss and justify the methodology fas gtudy, | feel | should explain
my experiences with mutuality to give practical exdes of what I've described in the
previous chapters, to show that these experienc@ddeme to spot mutuality as it occurs
in other classes, and to explain what effect tloxeirrences have had in my own
classes.

As the first written assignment for a sophomoreeleesearch writing class |

assigned students to choose and humorously analgamedic text that they chose
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outside of class As the assignment progressed, we spent a dayssisg how | would
read and comment on their work by co-constructiggaaling rubric. In small groups and
as a class, we named and described the primargeamhdary elements of the paber
During the construction of the rubric, | gave twmgestions: (1) that they should analyze
their subject’s humor and (2) that their writingwla attempt to be funny; students
discussed and created the rest of the list angptateny suggestions. The class was
given roughly a month to write the initial drafttble paper. During that time we went
around the room telling jokes and examining whatlenhem funny, we read Sedaris and
Vonnegut essays; we discussed funny commercialg tise room’s computer projector.
A week before the paper was due they brought im tnefts, read each other’s work, and
gave extra copies to me which I returned with comisieThey were initially worried that
their writing, in keeping with the purpose of thesignment, would not be funny; it was.
As | read their final papers, however, | was conedrthat the summaries of their chosen
works lacked analysis, which, based on our rubvas a primary concern for the
assignment.

After | handed back the papers, a student feltithad graded the class too
harshly on their lack of analysis. After discussihg rubric that we had created as a
class, it became clear to me that while we werekingron the assignment in the weeks
prior, | had placed too much emphasis on the rigalomoves they could use to make
their reader laugh but not enough explanation am tecanalyze. On the day | gave back

their drafts, | mentioned that their papers neadece analysis instead of summary, but

2 A television program, book, movie, comedian, chteg joke, etc.

% Primary elements included global concerns likeaaization, clear thesis, and an analysis of thestex
humor, while secondary concerns included mechapiogper MLA/APA documentation, and a minimum
number of research sources. This practice was eddmm Bizzaro’s Primary Trait Scoring Responding
to Student Poems.
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this comment was buried at the end of the list. fiioeic included analysis as a primary
trait, but my teaching assumed this skill as amives a compromise and with much
discussion, | allowed students to revise and resiuwir papers if they cho&e

| believe this was an instance of mutuality in tatconstructed the rubric for the
assignment together. Their voices were includdubin | evaluated the product. |
respected their opinions and gave them the oppityttsnshape the purpose of their
writing. One cooperative action, however, cannoldaihne relationship necessary for
mutuality. As I'll discuss later in Chapter 5, mality is a persistent and recursive act
that, like other social interactions and relatiopshrequires continual attention and care.
If | felt the co-constructed rubric was empowerstgdents, it would have been wrong of
me to assume that that would be enough to cresttarad subject position. When they
became distressed with the way | assigned gradistgnied to their concerns and
realized after offering my position that we had pett reached a level of communicative
understanding In this casé was resisting their objections as they rejectedgraging.
My decision to invite revise-and-resubmits showsgldlass that | was willing to listen to
their concerns and that my decisions were notified| foot-stomping mandates—that it
was not outside the realm of possibility for medevaluate my position and share
authority. | could have instead allowed studenésdimance to grade themselves based on
the rubric they had created, but | feel that mayehzeertoo student-centered by giving
themtoo much of my authority; as a relationship, mutuabtyot intended to be

completely student-centered, aiming instead toeshabject positions equally.

* Every resubmission was a significantly strongecpiof writing once we spent additional time exangn
what textual analysis entailed.
®>We were still in the '8 week of the semester in a class that met at 8100 a
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Another clear instance of mutuality emerged in haotlass when | asked first-
year basic writing students to answer a short questire regarding a rough draft of an
assignment that they were about to turn in. Ongesturather bluntly but non-
confrontationally said, “I don't feel like doingith | don’t see the point.” | was taken
aback at the freedom he felt he had in expresssigekistance. Instead of responding
with an answer attempting to reinforce my authoistymething along the lines of “Do it
because | said so,” | explained that the purpogkefjuestions was to help me better
understand what they thought of their own writiegisat | could tailor my comments to
what they felt were their strengths and weakneisstsad of appropriating their texts to
my standards. The student thought for a momentleadand said, “Okay. That makes
sense,” and answered the questions thoughtfulli. ifikeraction, particularly his
acquiescence, is not typical of my experiences witiuality, but it does show the
possibilities of creating understanding when rasis¢ surfaces. Had the studstilt
rejected the justification for the questionnairbelieve mutuality wouldtill be present
in that the goal of mutuality is not agreement, timderstanding. Compliance is
secondary to communication.

Data Collection

The content for this study involves critical pedgg@ractices as they respect the
contributions of all participants, inviting new fiaipants into the discussion, and
guestioning the sources of where, how, and whyategdarticipants’ contributions are
more valuable than others’. Since mutuality invpesticipants to work cooperatively in
the construction of knowledge as opposed to a taprddelivery system of information,

the methodology for this study is inclusive of ffersons, theories, and phenomena
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observed. Additionally, because this study ultiyaseeks to discover the ways, if any,
in which mutuality reduces, manages, or overcorhedesit resistance, data was collected
at the contact point of interactions between sttgland teachers—the classroom—where
dialogue and assignment descriptions take placé ofies.
Purposive survey and follow-up interview

In order to see teachers and students in actiseddow they interacted in
discussions and with writing, data collection feistdissertation consisted of two case
studies of classrooms with teachers who, by mebagarposive survey, were
determined to employ practices consistent with wieaknow about how mutuality
might be used in the classroom (see Appendix . Eash study consisted of participant
observations of composition classes for one semé&eticipant observations were
chosen as opposed to non-participant in order tméght experience the teaching
method first-hand as the class was conducted. &getichers engaged their classes in
various activities, | would participate and respasdhough | were a formal member of
the class, whether in free-writing activities, shgabup discussions, or peer review
workshops. This study’s focus on shared authonty @-constructed knowledge
prevented me from gathering data from a privileged disconnected space set off from
the class, i.e., sitting in the corner and jottrages after asking participants to ignore my
presence. Yet my presence would still be knownrapdnterpretations limited if | had
closed myself to the possibility of learning thrbute experience of participating.
Because mutuality asks for a blending of teachdrsamdent roles, i.e., teachers thinking

of themselves as students and treating their sta@asnteachers, | felt it was appropriate
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to further complicate those shifting positions lolgliag my role as researcher to that
relationship.

The teachers | chose to observe may not have lvegne ghat they were
practicing or attempting to practice mutuality. ejimay have been critical pedagogues
with student-centered teaching practices who wehereunfamiliar with the term or had
naturally engineered their courses to create mgualesubject positions between
themselves and their students. In order to deternvimch professors used practices
similar to what Wallace & Ewald (2000) define ae thasic theoretical foundations for
mutuality—the use of alternative speech genresintt@poration of student needs in the
construction of course architecture, and the valeihstudents’ interpretive agencies—as
a means of creating knowledge, a brief purposiveesuwas distributed electronically to
all teachers of first- and second-year writingdm#i@e courses at a mid-sized liberal arts
college in Pennsylvania called the Milford Acadénihis survey (see Appendix A) was
designed to be as brief as possible while simuttaslg soliciting enough information
about prospective teacher participants’ teachigtpres such that a pool of
“information-rich” applicants would be availablerfobservation.

Respondents (2) to the survey whose answers showwetdse of exhibiting
mutuality were selected to take part in a briefisgtmuctured introductory interview in
which their survey answers were questioned fuirtherder to narrow the pool of
potential teacher participants. Questions durimgjititroductory unstructured interview
focused on the teacher participant’s use of inscthglogue, assignment construction,
and student written response/evaluation methodzchiex participants’ answers that |

judged to be sufficiently congruent with mutualisactice as defined above were invited

® The names of all participants in this study, indhg the name of the school, are pseudonyms.
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to take part in the study, which primarily consist# allowing me to act as a participant-
observer in one or more of their first- or secoma@ywriting courses.

Courses for this study included a section of Cal®griting (101), a first-year
core curriculum course, and a section of sophortewel-Research Writing (202), also a
required course. These classes were chosen bdoaumsany students starting their
careers in higher education, first- and second-gearses may be their first experience
with student-centered university teaching practie@sl as such, the impressions they
develop over the course of their first semestenvahgable for study. Other possible
writing courses that were not studied, includingriture courses, upper-level advanced
composition courses, and all graduate courseseaffar Milford Academy, should
consider these courses for future research. ldvassume upper-level students and
graduate students have more experience with higgharation and may react differently
to mutuality practice than the first- and secondry@udents examined here.
Additionally, teachers might expect more autonomaitgcal engagement and
potentially less resistance from advanced studakisg courses they have selected in
their majors and this may be reflected in the tewgpractices of those courses.

Participant Observation of Class Sessions

Mutuality explores and welcomes equal subject pmsstworking in
collaboration to create knowledge “and to estabigsiiprocal discourse relations as they
negotiate meaning in the classroom” (Wallace & ElwabD00 p. 3). To parallel this
concept within the methodology of this study, | @acted as a participant in the classes |
observed. My participation, however, was limitedvaatever the teacher participants

found acceptable, including but not limited to gayticipation in classroom discussions,
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(b) reading and responding to student writing dyrmclass workshops, and (c) carrying
out some of the writing tasks assigned. | atteradecthany classes as each teacher
participant was comfortable with in an effort taadgish my presence as a regular
function of the class. The goal was for the prafessd students to see me as a natural
and consistent fixture. Becoming a familiar preseimcthe students’ minds was also a
factor in choosing to visit each class as this amily hoped to increase the willingness
of students to attend the focus group interviewek as their candor with responding to
the focus group’s discussion as they aided me imesgarch.

The reasoning behind participant observationsisigtudy is rooted in a social-
constructivist belief that knowledge is contextyalteated and shared. Social-
constructivism, therefore, provides the theoreticahework of this study’s
methodology. Schwandt’'s (2007) definition of so@ahstructivism, which includes “the
belief that the mind is active in the constructadrknowledge” (Schwandt) directly
mirrors the acceptance of students’ interpretivenayg by Wallace & Ewald (2000 p.
127). Additionally, because mutuality accepts krexnlgle created by students and
teachers working collaboratively, it is fitting tithese observations were participatory in
nature to reflect the work that is done in mutyatitised classes. With approval from
teacher participants, | operated in these obsearlasdes as a natural function of the
course and participated in group discussions asidtad teachers during their peer
review workshops. In short, the methodology fos ttudy was designed to reflect the
theory under investigation.

Since mutuality is based on a relationship betweaaohers and students, a

relationship that presumably takes time to devedoye, or two class visits would not have
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shown the emergent patterns of this phenomenonyaold such a brief time allowed
me to interact with the class’s students beyonoh&aductory level. After receiving
permission to attend and observe these classesthyhe teachers and their students, |
attended every session for the semester to immeyself in the class’s environment.
The frequency of class visits naturally providddrger data set of observations,
interactions, assignments, activities, and disomssthat, when analyzed, provided
patterns of the phenomenon of mutuality. By beipg# of the course’s activities, | was
better able to come closer to the actual experiehbeing a student in the class, of
interacting with the students and teachers thahtmigt have been possible had | chosen
to observe the classes from a “fly-on-the-wall” ijgos, a disconnected approach which |
found would have been a disservice to a study whad) at its heart, the dialogic
exchange of ideas.

After each class visit, | wrote notes regardingdbg’s events, the activities
assigned, and included interesting interactionsghawed a developing or degrading
relationship between teacher/students and/or stsidéundents. Any observed instances of
resistance were also recorded, though, due tacthymesof the study, these were limited to
overt resistance—open criticism of course architegthabitual absences/lateness, failure
to complete assignments, etc. Subtler forms o$tasce—sighing, daydreaming, off-
task behaviors—while pertinent, were too complesgystematically categorize and/or
analyze while simultaneously participating. As suattes regarding student resistance
often described the “feel” of the class’s attitulliy. ability to accurately gauge the

atmosphere of the class is based on my experi@scasigher education student (9
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years) and as a college teacher (6 years). Noteswréten immediatelafter the class
instead ofduring for two reasons:
(1) my observations would have been hindered if myn&tias were split
between recording the events and participatingemt, and
(2) my presence as a researcher, while made explitietstudents, may have
distracted students if | was constantly recordhrggrtactions; notes taken
during class may have unduly influenced studenaiein.
While the lag between observing the event and diegiit may have created data gaps,
(i.e., I may have neglected to recall an interactiat took place at the beginning of class
and not write it down for later analysis when thess ended seventy-five minutes later)
these potential gaps would hopefully be filled, aitesl, and verified via the remaining
collection methods, namely, post-class debriefinijls teachers, student focus groups,
and teacher interviews.
Post-Class Debriefings
To supplement my notes and observations, | deloriefth the teacher at the end
of each class session for a few minutes, discusbatl was supposed to happen in class,
what did happen, and what successes and failunesfaend. At these informal and brief
meetings, | discussed with the professors how tekyabout the class, what intentions
they had for the day’s activities, and what thegimido in the future to modify their
practices. These brief unrecorded interview sesdn@fped supplement my own
observations as | recorded the responses of tepahtzipants immediately following
the class session. These miniature interview sessice not a new idea, and in fact,

Freire describes a similar method that | have appli
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After each observation visit, the investigator ddalraw up a brief report to be

discussed by the entire team, in order to evali@reliminary findings of both

the professional investigators and the local emsist To facilitate the

participation of the assistants, the evaluatioruthbe held in the area itself.

(2008 p. 112)
These immediate debriefings ran the risk of ingtirasty comments from teachers as
immediate responses lacked the perspective thaghitful, critical self-reflection can
provide. While this lack of perspective may haweited the scope of responses, it
accurately reflected the feelings and raw respohseacher participants. To counter this
lack of perspective, a semi-structured focus gneap conducted with teacher
participants that | will discuss later.

Focus Groups and Interviews

These personal observations were supplementedytiyvgth separate focus
group interviews conducted with students and teacdheorder to reinforce and/or adjust
my perceptions of the class. | should note that$agroups involving studengsd
teachers at the same time weat conducted as the daily workings of the class shoul
have provided enough examples of how both groupsdated with each other. Separate
focus groups and interviews (i.e., one for teachabsanother for students) provided a
forum to discuss matters that were not broughturng the semester. A description of
the questions used in these semi-structured distisssan be found in Appendix B
(student focus groups) and Appendix C (teachervigess).

Focus group meetings with 3-4 students were hékelveconvenient for the

students after mid-terms to give students ample torexperience the majority of the
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class and its workings. These meetings were aedarded and transcribed in order to
maintain the accuracy of participant responsesirtdgspent a semester interacting and
listening to these students speak, it was easy#oto pick out individual speakers while
transcribing their words. Transcripts of these nmgstexcluded information not pertinent
to the study, including but not limited to talk extal to the classroom environment.
These focus groups were kept confidential frompitedessor, both in terms of
who agreed to participate and what answers weengiduring these focus groups, |
asked students to tell me about their experiencései classroom, with questions pointed
toward the relationship they felt they had withitlpgofessor. | questioned their
understanding aftudent agengytheir ability to affect change pertaining to glas
functions, and asked them if they felt they hadhbadgle to exercise their agency during
the semester, including whether they felt theicesihad been heard. | asked them
whether they found the course assignments helipfuwy, they felt while writing them and
what they felt they’'ve achieved by writing thenasked the students about the
professor’'s grading and assessment policies anthetthey felt they were accurately
and faithfully applied. | also asked whether thag ldeveloped academic relationships
with each other, how they felt during peer workshyand whether peer feedback had
been helpful for them. | asked them how they imetgrd and/or possibly benefitted from
the responses of their peers and the teacher.idudily, | asked if any of these factors
were not present throughout the semester and Wwegptwould have liked to change
about the class, what objections they had, how Werg able to express objections, and

what outcome occurred when those objections wegreesged.
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Lastly, end of semester interviews were conduatéa the teachers whose
classes | observed. Questions were reflective treaasking professors what their
intentions were during the semester, how thetietsemester went, what the strengths
of their practices were, and what areas need r@onmiprovement regarding their
relationships with and perceptions of their studehaisked how and where they felt
mutuality was present or lacking in their teachaisgwvell as how they knew such
instances had occurred. | also asked teachergptaiehow they knew certain moments
were successful teachable moments, how they wéed@bssess the efficacy of their
assignments, and how they might be able to repliteise moments with future class
sections.

This study will hopefully contribute to the waysathers can deal with, learn
from, and overcome student resistance. Mutualitblenmwsed as a pedagogical tool, may
offer techniques for understanding student restetavhile simultaneously strengthening
the relationship teachers have with their studeAtdditionally, mutuality may show us
why students resist certain assignments and giys whcreating assignments to stave
resistance before, or understand resistance aftagurs. Though resistance is not
something to be avoided entirely and should nadan as a failure on a teacher’s part,
this study will provide the groundwork for teach&y<apitalize on that resistance by
showing how practical concerns related to teachamgbe implemented in their own

composition classes.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Dr. Weathers’s ENGL 101 — College Writing

In the fall of 2009, | was a doctoral student icl@ss taught by Dr. Weathéran
experienced, tenured white male professor at thiiMiAcademy. | found Weathers to
be a personable, positive, and student-centereti¢egenuinely concerned with the
welfare of his students; in short, he was praafjerutuality before | had been exposed to
what that word meant. Based on my experiencessiglass as well as the high praise he
received from other professors, graduate assistantsstudents regarding the singular
assignment he uses in his 101 classes which tigitiuss below, | included Weathers in
the list of initial participants when searching pmssible mutuality-driven teachers.
Though | had seen Weathers active in a graduatseolwondered if he was able to
maintain the same level of enthusiasm and careuwnitlergraduates. As he would later
report on this enthusiasm for his work, telling me:

“I love teaching, | love my job...not only do | constt an ethos of caring, just

being there with them helps me construct an etheanng. It's the greatest job, |

love it. [Hlow many people do you know in your lifeve going to work? | love

going to work. Okay, you know, other than the sth#t isn’t mutual to use your

term, that is, committee work and all that...thaesdly ever mutual.”
In the summer of 2010, | solicited Weathers forgasticipation in the study and my
participation in his ENGL 101 College Writing sext(s) during the upcoming fall
semester. He tentatively agreed on the conditiahltivould attend every class and

further stipulated that after introducing myselfy study, and its purpose, | would not be

" Names in this study are participant-chosen psegrdsn

69



able to observe #ny studentefused my participation; consent had to be unansn
Weathers told me that his reason for these comditieas due to the sensitive nature of
students’ topics, telling me in a personal emat tiftjoo often our students have people
coming and going out of their lives. Since theydtém write about stuff that’s important
to them in my classes, | would want you to be hlstand reliable presence” (Weathers,
2010b).

Weathers asked that | first attend class on therngeday of the semester, so that
he would have an opportunity to introduce himgék, course, expectations for their
writing, etc. before introducing me, with their pgssion, as a common element in class.
| was therefore unable to observe the impressiamenhy both Weathers and his
students on the first day. Weathers was schedaleshth three sections of 101 that
semester, and | initially approached his thirdisactNear the end of the class, Weathers
allowed me to explain my study, its purpose angbscas well as what my role in class
would be if permitted to attend. Near the end abs| based on Weathers'’s stipulations,
slips of paper were handed to students who wetriutted to votg/esor no on whether |
should remain for the semester. Weathers and tHeftoom for roughly ten minutes to
allow students the chance to discuss what theyokad told and cast their ballots
without our presence. As students left the roomy thanded Weathers their vote slips,
which were counted and tallied. Of the roughly ttyesight students, there was ame
vote.

| was disappointed with the results, but asked Wagatif it were acceptable to
observe one of his other two sections using theesating procedure as above.

Weathers agreed that | should attend Afsss of the day and present my study. As |
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introduced myself and the study, | stressed tsthdents the importance that tr
anonymity would be protected and that the focusmpbbservations was not on t
content of their writing but on their interactiongh each other and with Wthers. With
this class’antroduction, | closed by telling them that | wouldt read anything the
didn’t want me to read, | would not write about #myg they didn’t want me to writ
about, and that anything | did write about thatdead them would t given to them fo
their approval before it was finalized and subndi

As per the voting procedure above, Weathers aeff tHe room and studer
voted. Students handed their votes to Weathersootinted and tallied them. This tin
the vote was unamous in favor of my staying the semes From that point on,
attended every class and met, however briefly, Wgathers at the close of each clas
discuss the daylose to the end of the semes
| solicited student participants for an at- . (YCOYOYCY OO
recrded focus group meeting which consister | /[ [} rin-sel ()
four students aged 18 to 20, including: Abby _ , :' i =
international white female; Trey, an Afric- 0 . - )
American male; Airy, a white female; and Luc | 21— prnoe
a white female. Weathers, his graduate assi

Liza, and all studes registered for the cla LI

signed an IRB informed consent protoco

which | ensured the protection of their identi |
The class met in a computer lab w Figure 1. Wealhers's Classroom
Layoul, student charrs shown as

twenty-eight computers, including a workstati bl ules
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at the front of the room with projector controlslamdocument reader (see Figure 1).
Weathers and his graduate assistant Liza rarely theecomputer workstation’s projector
or document reader functions with the notable ettcemf a brief presentation by Liza
on the use of desktop publishing techniques asstadormatted their books near the
end of the semester. On writing days, most studesdd the school-provided computers
or brought their laptops.
Book Project

Weathers asked his 101 students to write a fiffegye book written in portions
using peer review workshop sessions. Though th& Isoihhe focus of the course, it is
broken into portions to prevent a student’s gragiadbased entirely on one piece of
writing. The first half of the book and the complétmanuscript are each given equal
weight (20%) as portions of the final grade. Adthtlly, students write a foreword for
another student’s book toward the end of the seamafter they have had a chance to
read and respond to other manuscripts. A respams$®io, consisting of students’
workshop response papers, is also included initiaé drade evaluation. Lastly, an effort
grade is assessed by Weathers based on a stuaknitgpation, questioning, eagerness
to contribute, etc. These five portions (half boiit, book, foreword, portfolio, and
effort) are given equal weight in final grade assasnt. The book project forms the main
crux of the class and its syllabus description sead

You will be writing a short book this semest8n, what are you burning to tell

the world?The book should begin with one specific eventated in one specific

time and place. The subject matter can then beoeegblfrom there...Imagine that

you have been written into a history that you wesemeant to read. Suppose this
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history is a story that has an agenda that isledstiyour needs. Imagine the
effect this history has had on your identity, yexperiences and your future.
Now imagine that you are to write your own histongeta history of your whole
life, but of one time or event. What different stavill you tell about yourself and
life? For your semester-long project you are tdemtis story. Not only the
history that has been written for or about you,thetnarrative you are to write
for yourself. It will contain what you know and,rpaps, what you wish you
never knew. It is the story you will pass on to fimeire, and it will contain the
stories you hope are told years from now. And, nobstl, it will be the truth.
(Weathers) (emphasis add&d)

Having years of experience with this assignmentathvers told me the impetus for the

assignment’s creation came from a professionabid@on with a colleague in which

Weathers reports:
[W]e thought about ourselves and we said, “Whéttisat we like to do as
writers? If we don’t want to waste their time, weatomething that we could
offer that they would find an appropriate venue?aiWould we give them that
would encourage them to articulate and explorartbanings they need to
articulate and explore?” And we said “Hey, we whteoks, maybe they want to
write books,” because there’s a sense of acconméshin seeing a book.

The initial instruction for the book project, acdong to his students, is open-ended and

generated by the topic selected. As Airy putsHie ‘gave us some instruction, but

basically all he said was you’re going to write abehat you’re burning to tell the world

8 An analysis of this section will be included irethext chapter.
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and just let us go with it. So we worked to asswhat we were supposed to do and we
did and explained it as we went.”

When choosing topics for these books, studentsajlgiwrite about traumatic,
damaging, or abusive events in their lives. Noteadts produced in this class focus on
troubling experiences, though the content is gdiyesha deeply personal nature. In
response to the sensitive nature of their boolcg@tudents reported the following
during the post-semester focus group:

ABBY: “The next time we came to class (tH¥ day) we were sitting in a circle

and everyone was telling a story and | was kinthef and we had all these

horrible experiences and | really had no clue -

LUCIA: “Mine was a roller coaster of experiencesiga | just wrote about my

relationship with [my friend’s mom] pretty much atige rest was just

characters.”

AIRY: “I couldn’t think of anything that | wantedttell anyone so | just thought

about something | could write a book on.”

ABBY: “[Weathers asked] what are you burning td tkeé world? Well, | don’t

have to tell anyone anything.”

AIRY: “Anything | could have picked probably wouldve been cliché.”

ME: “Why?”

AIRY: “A lot of people were writing about deathstimeir family and | could have

[written] my dad died when | was four, | could hgweitten] about it, but enough

people were writing about that kind of thing ansldsn’t really burning to tell

anyone about it because everyone else probably lseanies just like it.”
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Though not explicitly rooted in traumatic writingpany students chose traumatic events
to write about. | would approximate roughly onerdhof the class didot write about
trauma and some of the books expounded on holssrgdpyment histories, and
friendships. However, two-thirds of the claid write about traumatic events, e.g.,
family illness, sexual assault, parents’ divora&¥eathers’ only directive to students in
selecting a topic is that they write about they“argning to tell the world.”

A class of this nature necessarily requires stigdenéxercise a level of
vulnerability with a teacher they may not know munfamiliar room full of first-year
students they may have just met. Weathers’s alidityuickly establish that level of
comfort was evident in the topics selected fromstuslents, many of which included
traumatic events. | was unable to observe precisbbt Weathers did/said during the
first week of the class to establish this secubtyt, if his behavior for the rest of the
semester is any indication, his positivity and casgion would have contributed to this
level of student comfort. As one student reportedlways told my roommate ‘I have
English today and I'm actually getting pumped aktwnd I'd go to class and be in a
good mood. Even if | was in a bad mood [he’d alwasls] ‘Why are you in a bad
mood?’ and he just kind of forced a happy moodweryody. He was just too upbeat.
Like on a natural high.” In response to the natfrewutuality and how Weathers had
been able or unable to achieve that level of rdspaaents also reported:

AIRY: “If you're gonna be miserable to the classriithe class isn’'t going to be

very positive to you and | think that he makes appy to be there so it all just

works out. The work is fun.”

TREY: “He actually cares about you.”
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AIRY: “Yeah, he cares about your work, he caresualeven our health it seems.”
When | asked how students knew he cared about tiney responded with a simple
indicator—he knew their names:

TREY: “I have five classes. | think two of the pesbors actually know my

name.”

AIRY: “Yeah, most of them don’t know. [Weathers]tioes when someone’s

missing and he gets concerned. Like when Brandokelinis arm [over the

weekend], he made him come to the front of thescdemsl explain and when

[Abby] had a game he had [her] come up and tedlluwhere [she] was going to

be and everything. Like a family.”
From the beginning of the semester, Weathers naudear that the books produced in
the class should have an intended reader in mindn@e than one occasion, the class
would discuss who they would be sending their bdok#any students who wrote about
family experiences chose parents as the primadersaf their books. This sensitivity
toward the rhetorical situation was not limitecbtee or two relatives, however. Mid-way
through the semester, Weathers wrote the followmghe board:

1. block communication / open communication

2. force our views on others / speak the truthwaark for understanding

3. cause anger or suffering / inspire happinegse h@solution & healing

A. Which?

B. Why?

C. How does/will knowing this change your writinfymur book?
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He then asked students to think about the impaat ftooks would have once released
into the world. This personal reflection showedistuts that their books may at some
point fall into other people’s hands, that whatythad written for a specific intended
reader may find its way into a new audience’s hamdksthat once there, their books had
the power to impact the thinking/feeling of thosaders in ways the students should be
aware of.

Free-Writing

The bulk of Weathers’s seventy-five minute classsms fell into two
categories: free-writing and workshops. On fregingidays, students were allowed the
full class to work on their books. Whether on them’s computers, on their own laptops,
or by hand, students were given the freedom ane tinwrite as needed. The first of
these free-writing days was the second day oféhsester after students had thought of,
chosen, and openly discussed the topics of theksAs Weathers told me prior, “This
is a writing class, so we get them writing.” Dewgticlass time to the act of writing
shows students its importance and contrasts tlaglggn of other classes and disciplines
in which thedoing of the discipline is conducted elsewhere.

During writing days, Weathers, his graduate assidteza, and | would bounce
between students, answering questions ranging asit mechanical concerns as well
as larger issues, e.g. “What do you think of tlasagraph,” “How should | start this
chapter,” “Am | doing this right,” “Does this loakpood?” In many instances, Weathers
would draw everyone’s attention to an individuajigestion and answer it for the class’s
benefit. During these free-writing days, | was skrby how motivated students were

when given the opportunity to work unimpeded byuee or planned activity. In
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opposition to my own previous instruction, whickluded solutions to expected writing
problems, these free-writing days gave Weathetadests the opportunity to construct
their own problems. These full-session days fleét B writing center in miniature, with
Weathers, Liza, and | acting as tutors offeringbsiessions with students over
immediate concerns as they emerged in their writilyg participation as teacher’s aide
during these classes was not too far removed fhamypical behavior of other students,
who would often ask other students to read a pagaragraph as they wrote. My
participant-observation in this regard leaned ntoveard teacher than student, but was
asked for by Weathers during my second visit whéeathers told students that | was
available to help them if they needed/asked.

Infrequently, students would use the computer&foail, facebook, etc., and
when Weathers would see this his immediate respeaseot reprimand. Instead, he
would ask the student if they needed help withrtiveiting, how many pages they had
written, how they felt about what they had writt¥veathers’s method of dealing with
resistance in this manner was highly conducive wtuatdity practice. Airy’s story below
shows an example of this:

Even if [he] wanted to say something serious, haeldrdt be mean about it. You

could tell he did get kinda frustrated sometimesl]dhe did want to say

something but he wouldn’t. One day he came overanshid, “Airy, let me ask
you a question, did you do any work today?” But\@s nice about it and |
explained to him, | said “I'd rather just do my Wan my room. | talk to people
here and it's not useless talking, | get help aoff and then | go back and write,”

and he said, “Oh, okay,” and then he left—he di#e#p it up.
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| explained to Airy that | had a similar experienvgiile | was a student in his class,
telling her that | felt | was more productive ifigade than in a room with intermittent
conversation. Airy continued, “It seemed like heiblied me at first but then he knows |
always turn my stuff in on time and | got a gooddg on my book, so obviously | wasn’t
lying so he wasn’'t gonna keep it up.” The “keepingp” that Airy refers to includes

what students may consider some professorgico parentishabit of nagging students
until they see compliance. During all my observagio/Neathers resisted this urge to nag
when students were not compliant, though he didshgtaway from approaching
students and asking about their progress, whatrthglt need, or what difficulties they
were facing.

Some students complained that the environment vifasutt to write in, that the
smaller conversations and visual distractions dhasroom weren’t conducive to their
particular writing process. Thus, some were ngirasluctive as others during these free-
writing days; however, the majority of students sytabus deadline requirements for
major assignments. The seventy-five minutes devimtéal-class writing was a successful
use of time for at least 75% of students by my olzd®ns, as was their use of Weathers,
Liza, and myself, as students reported:

TREY: “If we were getting confused about what weeveriting, if you wrote

something that you didn’t feel comfortable withcanfident, you could call him
over and [he’d] read it and [say] ‘Well this is aagl start, but could you add

this or how would it change your meaning if you thdt?"
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AIRY: “And sometimes he wouldn’'t even wait. If yalidn’t want to be bothered,
he’'d come over and [say] ‘Hey, how are you doingd & you said ‘Good,’
he’d [say] ‘Okay, good,” and he wouldn’t push it.”
Peer Workshops

In addition to free-writing days, each student wa®n a workshop. After signing
a schedule indicating their day, students wereiredquo bring copies of one full page of
their book—any page they were working on that twepted the class to read and
discuss. Weathers, Liza, and | were also includdatdese workshops and were given
copies of students’ pages. Workshops were usuaiigucted the class session after the
pages had been distributed so that everyone hhdrece to read, comment, and
photocopy the pages in advance. In a seventy-fimeite class, up to three workshops
could be held, giving each student roughly 25 maawif class time for comments and
round-table discussion. During these workshops,tidéesa sat with the students in the
circle®, listening, nodding, smiling, and occasionallyiaglclarifying questions for the
commenter.

Before the first workshop, Weathers discussed heevy®ne was to respond to
these pages by introducing the key phrase/questitmw would it change your meaning
if you...?” or with its acronym, HWICYMIY. Weatherastructed students to include at
least four of these comment-questions in advarm@athat some could count double if
phrased properly, e.g., “How would it change yo@aming if you moved X to Y and
added more about Z in that same paragraph?” Dtined¢peginning of the semester,
however, a number of comments addressed duringdhieshop discussions neglected

the key phrase—these students were quickly codettiially by Weathers, and later, as

° Closer to an ellipse due to the room’s shape bedomputer pods.
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the semester continued, by other students. Sorderggiwho did not use the key phrase
were not corrected and some students’ comments pusteed further by Weathers, e.g.,
“When you say you liked it, what did you like abat®’ Weathers elaborated on his role
in soliciting responses and comments from studeatgng:
“I suppose | could push harder for more criticaeper levels of thought and
critigue. Maybe | should stop people more when 'tieetplking [and] say, why
don’t you think about what you just said now anddgeper, take what you're
thinking to a deeper level than abstraction. lofien’'t do that because | want the
students to take authority for responding but mail€s authority | could more
fully prepare them for by helping them see thatteher critique you have of a
text, there are always other layers beyond it f take the time, but of course,
taking the time to break through would requireragler class period...Nice
metaphor. He used really nice metaphors. Swellsat? Yeah, that's a line you
have to tread, cause you can also push someoneathter deeper levels of
abstraction and push them into shutting down to®ach student you have to
treat with a degree of care and observation.”
Weathers justification for the structure of thesenments told the class that it was
difficult to be offended by a critical comment whelrased as a question, especially
when it was acceptable for the author to disagwaeh happened on a number of
occasions. This paradigm for written response byad/eathers’s comments on student
texts is mirrored in this response model for peerkshops.
On the day of a student’s workshop, the classnstiita round, or at least as close

to an ellipse as was possible (See Figure 1). Wéemtkased out the students sitting in
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the computer alcove stations and encouraged everygoget into what became a long
oval so that everyone could see each other. Weathauld then invite the writer to the
front of the room, usually to sit on the front t&lor move their chair. Some students were
hesitant to place themselves at the center oftaitem this way, and while Weathers
encouraged them to sit in front, he allowed stuslémstay where they were if they
objected.

With workshop pages ready, each person in classdvtell one of the four
minimum comments they had written on their pagergo the class. Weathers, his
graduate assistant Liza, and myself would alsdgyaate and offer one written comment.
Authors were asked not to speak or respond duhiisgime and instead would often take
notes on the other students’ comments and subsedisenssions, jotting notes on their
page. Weathers told us that the reason for thipdeany silence was to ensure that each
student would be given a chance to say somethidditidnally, Weathers told me that if
a writer was offended by a comment and anxiousterdl, staying quiet until the end
was an effective safeguard as most students woul@if what they were upset about by
the time everyone had spoken. This rule was nailatedy enforced as some authors
briefly responded to comments occasionally. Aftergone had offered a comment, the
author was given the floor to respond to the clgstkshops ended when the author was
finished responding to comments, commonly by thagkhe class.

This paradigm of written response was mirrored igaikiers’s comments on
individual student writing for graded assignmemiages submitted for workshops were
not graded), including the use of the “HWICYMIY” @se. As workshops were

conducted, | noticed a few times where studentdavopenly disagree with Weathers'’s
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comments, and observed his reaction to be morgawegehan defensive. Because of his
authority, however, | asked students whether themd his comments to be directives
disguised as questions:

ME: “Did you ever get the feeling that when he gavelWICYMIY?’ comment
that he was asking the question or did you gefabkng that this is what he’s
telling you to do—in the form of a question?”

TREY: “A mixture of both, because when he says, T@WMIY?’ it gives you
insight in what he may see as what you could wHtgs not telling you you
should fix this, this is what you have to fix, e shows the different sides.
You can sit and contemplate if | reworded it tstiow would it change if |
kept it the same and nine times out of ten uswaligt he says helps.”

AIRY: “[1]f you didn’t change it, | think by the the you published your book he
would know that that's how you wanted to keep itdnese when | turned in my
first half of the book, I didn’t change some of gtaff and | still got an A on
my book.”

The method for ensuring each student had made eneatto the author varied
from day to day. In some cases, Weathers wouldcaditudents in a random order,
students would volunteer their comments, studeotddvcall on other students after they
had addressed the author, a student who had mamlaraent would toss a toy to the next
speaker. On one occasion, Liza brought in a badpofolates and gave one to a student
after a comment was made. This change of spea#ler and the apparatus used to
choose speakers appeared to me to be Weathemapatie keep the system fresh, both

for his sake and the students’. Weathers reinfoticisddea when he said, “[H]Jow | run
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discussion changes as a response to the ergonofies classroom. Every class is
different. You have to keep post-process cleartyhefront of your thinking at all times.
Every context is different; therefore, you've gotcreate a new discourse for that
context.” Having used this assignment for yearsléedly conducted hundreds of these
kinds of workshops, these minor changes to who-aspaken, while not reinventing the
workshop, provided a change of pace.

After all comments were heard, the writer was gitiere to address the class,
respond to concerns and questions, provide détatsvere not mentioned, defend their
writing, elaborate on what was to come, ask thesclehere the piece should go, and
finally to thank them for their comments. At thegb®ing of the semester, before
students had grown accustomed to how these workskopld be handled, authors
seemed unsure of how to respond to the class &®la when they were eventually
allowed to speak. Weathers would suggest, at thelgast, a thank you to the class
which the author would oblige. As the semester @eged and students knew what to
expect from these workshops, the author’s resptine comments grew into longer
discussions; students would joke more frequentig, @erhaps more telling, would
divulge where the piece was going instead of hgldiack by claiming that they didn’t
want to “ruin the ending” or wanted to keep it apsise.

Additionally, Weathers required students to writeri@f endnote at the bottom of
each workshopped page, consisting of a personatesgage from one author to
another. Based on the endnotes | had read andtheents of students during
workshops, endnotes were positive and usually eaged the author to keep writing,

e.g., “This is interesting, | want to read morelhé dialogue sounds realistic.”
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Students were receptive to these peer workshopggththere was a brief period
of acclimation as students became familiar withgracess. Trey reported how he
experienced this model of peer response:

TREY: “When you first got there you didn’t know &wody, and | don't like when

people tell me stuff with my writing, but throughdhe year, it got easier and |

enjoyed it a lot because through reading other lp&optuff you get to know a

little bit about them, about their style of writirrgand when they give you

feedback [you] understand that they’re doing thikelp you...I know in high
school | hated it, when teachers would tell me gbing | kinda took it to heart,
but now | understand.”

Airy, having a similar experience, offered her exytion as to what was
effective about these workshops, saying, “None pfither classes actually require us
knowing each other so | think that helped too, at@ally worked in a group...We all
knew each other a little better near the end anéinee what each other’s books were
about, and if it's something we’re burning to téke world it's obviously important about
our lives.” Weathers was intent on having stud&ntsv each other’'s names, and twice
during the semester asked students to stand upadinalit other students’ names. As I'll
discuss later, these community building exercis#gdd increase student comfort with
written response which in turn reduced resistaoe&td the workshop process.

Student Resistance
While discussing the nature of student resistaveathers clarified how he sees

resistance in his teaching:
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WEATHERS: “I probably don’t encounter a great defastudent resistance, but
there are a whole lot of reasons for that, on¢ isfthe pedagogy, another reason
is the fact that, | suspect, I'm a white male whime®n here almost thirty years,
you know, I'm a piece of the furniture at this ppiStudents who might be geared
towards negative resistance, not just positivestasce, might be less able to
access an avenue for resistance because I'm snigis¢éa here and because | am
an older white male. | do think my pedagogy becatusspires, or at least it
attempts to inspire dialogue or rests upon the epinaf dialogic interaction and
negotiation. There’s less need to access avenuesgative resistance.”

When asked to clarify his distinction betweaegativeandpositivestudent resistance,

Weathers said, “Negative resistance is destrucfivenot going to do this work, I'm

going to try and disrupt this class. Positive f@sise is, no, I'm going to write thray

way, or your suggestion is not the one I'm going tihofe to get my work done.”

From Abby’s perspective, her resistance manifeated response to the nature of
the assignment. Abby, a second-language writer haabstudied English since
elementary school, described the book projectast §nother assignment,” and saw no
difference in its purpose from other coursework lshé done in the past: “I liked the
book | was writing but it was just an assignmentak thinking about it during the day
but | was thinking about it as much as the probéd t had to solve for math class.”
Later, Abby told how she felt her writing had notgroved through the course, reporting:

“In the beginning of the semester, [Weathers] was sur writing was going to

be improving...l don’t know. My grammar improved, mgmmas, | think, just

my commas, because that’s the only comment | glinlt think that’s the only
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grammar problem | have, but that’s the only thingttgot marked. | still don’t

think I'm a great writer. | don’t see how he cohtried to my writing that much.”
Although resistant to the pedagogy of the bookgassent and critical of Weathers'’s
teaching, Abby’s resistance never manifested negjgtduring class. Her comments
during workshops were thoughtful and accuratepeeformance during free-writing
days was productive. Her reaction during the fayasip here indicates a positive
resistance, though she disagreed with Weatherdlsaue and perhaps expected more
instruction on mechanical concerns, other studéistggreed with her assessment of the
course. Trey offered his evaluation after Abby,isgy“He made me a more confident
writer because | was writing what | felt like.”

Weathers made a connection between his dialogiagueyy and the low levels of
resistance in his classes, saying,

“[S]Jtudents are talking constantly to me, to eatifeqg they’re responding to their

own writing, they’re telling me what grade theyrtkithey should get and why

they should get it and analyzing the writing thatywThere’s a lot of dialogue, a

lot of language going back and forth, and if youénthe avenues of dialogue

open there’s probably less reason to access thergufmegative resistance,

what'’s the purpose? If people are talking, commatimg, negotiating, working

on meaning, why go there? Some people will outes$pnal pain or personal

histories; their needs will drive them there, bugre many of those people can fall

into a dialogue when it's happening in the classr@a least and not always, there

are some students who simply resist negatively attanwhat you do.”
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My observations of Weathers class showed a positideupbeat teacher, as Airy said,
“He was always in a really good mood and he alvsgsned to actually care and he was
always really encouraging.” Weathers attitude talrthe class was one of genuine
affection and concern for their well-being as shideand as people. As students entered
the room, he would say hello to each by name, naintg previous conversations or
asking how a game went, what happened over theaméelr how their writing was
doing. If a student entered with a grumpy or lownéanor, Weathers would ask if
everything was okay. From my perspective as a@pant researcher | was excited to go
to his class, much like many of his students, agnesv the kind of welcoming
atmosphere in store for us. This positive atmosph®ey doubt, contributed to what |
found to be a classroom with no observed signegéative student resistance as
described above.

While my observations showed a cohered classhtdhestablished a mutually-
respectful community of learners, Weathers disaligsenterview that this is natlways
the case, though the impression | received wasttlyaibservations wenesuallythe
case. Weathers admits, “I've had many more yeanhave this happen, but I've had a
couple classes here at Milford where | didn’t wianbe there because | had the luck of
the draw of the registrar, some really bad eggs wé@ just determined to be nasty and
they soured the classroom experience for everybddgathers attributed my observed
section’s low-resistance / high-mutuality enviromnt® his 34 years of teaching
experience:

WEATHERS: “[I]t takes a lifetime to learn to do it'm not the greatest teacher

in the world, but I'm a really good teacher and jtist because some people are
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born to certain professions. Other people can tt@mselves to do the job well.
| don’t reach every student, my ethos isn’t rightdévery student, | lose
students all the time, we all do, but...my ethoshim ¢lassroom...[is] a caring
ethos. | care about the students until they teaemaot to, and then I try to let go
of the caring because it'll kill you if you doni{fpu carry too much of that inside
you.”

ME: “You said until they teach me not to.”

WEATHERS: “They disappear, stop coming. | care aloat person too, but if
the student [says], I'm dropping the class becags¢ other things | gotta do, |
don’t have time for this, you want too much, younva book, | can write four
essays over in another class. | have to let gbaif t've got enough to care
about right in front of me without caring about whdeyond my control;
you've got to be zen-like about it.”

When | asked whether he was conscious of any betsaer dialogic moves he was
making that would reduce resistance or increasass’s willingness to express their
concerns for a class, he offered a similar response

“[Y]our demeanor, your classroom presence, youoethwill tell them if you're

going to listen to them or not. If someone overpththeir openness that could

shut them down in various ways; they could be arddyy it, they could feel
intruded upon by it, they could feel like they'reihg set up. | don’t do anything
specific, | just respond when something comes ugy.kmow when they're

getting lip service. They probably know [it] fastean [we do].”
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Brad's ENGL 202 — Research Writing
Brad, my second participant, exhibited high lewdlsutuality based on his
answers to the purposive survey described abovevasatontacted for inclusion. Out of
four respondents to the survey, Brad’s answers terenost in tune with this study’s
definition of mutuality, to wit: students have agualamount of talk time with the
teacher; opportunities acétenprovided for students to dialogue with each otkargdent
suggestions areftenused when creating assignments and constructbrgesy students
areoftenallowed to choose their own writing topics, andistut feedback isften
solicited as part of the written response procg&dsitionally, Brad’s own research
focused on mutuality-minded teaching, particulasya function of written response. A
few times throughout the semester, including dutirggfirst two weeks where | was not
yet present, Brad discussed his views on mutualtitylet the class know exactly what he
was trying to accomplish with such a pedagogy.aterlreported:
“I think it also helps too, just to tell them whae’re doing and why we’re doing
it. Why? What's our motive? Once they realize thatiae is this idea of
mutuality and we’re trying to create these transaet relationships with them
and create meaning together, once they hear #iabfand know there’s a kind of
method behind what we’re doing and that we’re nset pulling it out of the sky,
then I think they’re on board. | thought the grouwqu sat in [on] was really
interested in the idea, this idea of mutuality dedentralizing my authority as a
teacher and opening it up . . . | think you havkdep reinforcing it over the
course of the semester. I'm always reinforcinghd ahowing them that | really

care about what they think and | guess repetiticthat respect is useful.”
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An untenured white male in his late twentBradhad been assigned fo
sections of a sophomotevel research writing cla in the spring of 201. Brad was
eager to participate in the project and his onyusation for my participation in his cla:
was that | would begin attending after the secoedknof the course to allow him
“establish a rapport” with his stents.As with Weathers’s class, these rap-building
meetings may have held a wealth of informatiorhase teachers made and took in
impressions; | respected their decisions, howdwdregin my observations \en they
were comfortableThe class met in a room with chairs attached t&siigsing the room
allowing most students to see each other. As widathers’s case study above,
students in Brad'’s class agreed to my presencasigndd an informed const form.

Freewrites

Brad began most of his classes with a ~ R A A B )
minute freewriting topic. Students we ™ A o .-: _:-:
encouraged to write continuously for fi
minutes after which every student went aro =
the room discussing what they had writt fu

Topics were chosen byrad and usually related

to the class’s current writing assignment, ¢ BB LY

during the weeks in which students reched | | - :

their future career patheewrites aske Figure 2. Brad's classroom layoul,
students’ desks lining the edge

studentsvhat they would do if they had unlimited mo,, or what celebrity would pla

them inthe movie of their lives. The discussions gener&tau these freewrites ofte

linked students’ answers to their current assign—unlimited money pointed son
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students toward new career choices, while celebasging choices asked students to

envision a life worthy of a big-budget biopic. Thybul participated in the daily

freewrites'® | did not write the three-part assignments thaievecluded in the syllabus,

yet found these freewrites helpful as daily reinfament and reflection of my career.
Brad later explained his reason for using the fréew telling me:
“I think freewriting is paramount for the way | ®@abecause from the first day of
class till the last day of class | want all my stnt$ to be heard. Having them do a
quick freewrite and share it, | think, is a greaywor them to get to know each
other, share ideas, learn from one another, atieyf are stumped on something
and it involves an assignment it gives them an dppdy to hear what somebody
else is thinking and maybe get an idea. | alwagsthat early on as a tool to get
students participating in class and just talkingduse some students are a little
more shy than others and I think [it] builds classnmunity. But, you have to
have them share the writing. | don’t think you'r@rgp to get the same benefit if
you have them do the freewrite and then you datktabout it or if you just call
on a few people to share theirs or if you ask th@rolunteer.”

The students who participated in the focus grouphfis case study, Ericka, Cody, and

Max, had mixed feelings about the freewrites:
MAX: “[The freewrites] really did help get your papgoing, get the ball rolling
on a paper, like the one we had to do—break dowmnfive sentences—the sights
of your town, the smells of your town, the sountigaur town, that would really
get you thinking about . . . why does it always Bitee chicken during the

summer?”

19 For the record, I'd like Ron Livingston to play rimethe movie adaptation of this dissertation
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ERICKA: “I liked the freewrites, but | hated even@reading them out loud...|

had a [previous] class where we had freewritegtmedteacher] would grade us

on those and | liked it, it's a good way to stagirly able to write, but | just didn’t

like going around the room and sharing it. | flidela freewrite is kind of a

journal entry.”

CODY: “l liked having to share them, because ité&s you to open yourself up to

the group. | feel like if you don't at least trysbare your true feelings, if you

alter it then you’re kind of shorting yourself dat the experience. | thought it

was fun, gets you to be less concerned about lpedlggd because obviously

you're not always going to have the best idea$ gou say something that people

could consider stupid, you’re not the only one witote something stupid.”
Having taught a 202 in the same room the semestet pexplained what | had
experienced in terms of soliciting student responseroom of that size with a similar
chair layout; because the desks lined the eddgeeofdom, the central open space created
a kind of stage—any student response, then, beaamd hoc public speaking event, one
that | found hindered students’ willingness to s at least in the beginning of the
semester when students were unfamiliar with eadeéroStudents | spoke with preferred
the rounded layout of the chairs; Max reported thatchair layout “allowed us to really
talk to each other and bounce around ideas andydkezach other and become more
comfortable.”

Apart from the freewriting exercises in class, tinee main writing assignments

that semester were themed around students’ futofegsional careers. Brad explained
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the three assignments, his reason for choosing,taethhow he would change the
assignment’s structure in the future:
[T]he three papers | have—Where are you from? Whaexe/ou now? Where are
you going? | used it the first semester | tauglat iis because | never taught the
course before and | was wondering, “How am | gdamget students to come up
with ideas and be able to do research and getviates with people?” | was
trying to think of essays that would help that g@md what | found was they’ll
do it anyway, but they’ll be way more interesteth#y can just pick what they
want to write about and | don’t need to give themmaich structure. | think . . .
sophomore[s] and junior[s] still need to focus @nvtto write a research paper,
but the topics | just want to let them discovertfiemselves and use the
freewriting | do at the beginning of class as a wagiscover their own ideas
rather than discover the ideas that | want thedidocover.
What's interesting about Brad’s choice of wordsehierthat he felt he wasn’t giving his
students enough freedom in their choice of toplecti®n. Yet, one of the first responses
Cody gave during the focus group was, “I reallgti{the class and Brad’s] allowance
for freedom [and] the ability to basically choosg tapics within the set boundaries.”
The “set boundaries” Cody refers to here may betlezall theme of the three
assignments as they relate to students’ careatsidents’ majors, though Cody later
goes on to explain how he felt comfortable expagdnose boundaries in his choice of
topic for the third assignment/presentation in \wHe reports:
[T]he last paper we did, we were supposed to dap@ipon our career choice and

then do a presentation on it, my paper wasn’t abaugic eduction, it was about
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how interactions with people, whether good or negaind of lead you to your

path in life [and] make your decisions for you isemnse and | was exploring that

as compared to everyone else [who] wanted to ddhesg topic for career paths .

.. It's more interesting to research something want to know about than find

the reasons to prove [what you already know].

Dialogue

A useful technique Brad uses as part of his mitygalinded teaching involves
the active soliciting of student feedback at regirgervals during the semester. Brad
says, “I call them my check-ins . . . where we gtsp and we talk about what's going
on, how they’re experiencing the class so far, vihey like about it, what they don't like
about it, what they’re uncomfortable with, whatytheve that's going on, just so they
know that I care about their feedback.” Check-ias be tricky, however, as students
may not be willing to share disagreements withagher, either verbally or in a public
setting. Teachers conducting these response feedbasions may mistake silence from
their students as compliance. Responding to thes] Beported:

| did a check-in . . . and | got a lot of feedbdolt it was all positive, but | didn’t

notice that they were resistant to offering me tiggaor positive feedback, it's

just that there’s a good vibe in these classaadlffeshmen to be more open to

[giving feedback] once they realize it's an operufo and they're relaxed and

they know what kind of teacher you are and thewktiwat they can speak their

mind[s] and it's okay . . . [Students] sometimestgehe point where they're a bit

jaded and [they'll say], “Yeah, you're saying thisit you know what? I've been
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through this before and it's gonna come back atelrbe on the ass.” Once they

get that first true reaction from you then theywnehether it's okay or not.

From my perspective, Brad showed himself to bekthe of teacher who valued the
agency of his students. Cody reflected this semtimile discussing the class as a
whole, saying “[H]e didn’t try and push ideas oruybe let you make your own. . . He’s
testing out his ideas on us. He didn’t say ‘Thikasv it is, this is how it needs to be done,
this is the only answer to the problem.” He gavéhesability to choose our own path as
long as we had a good enough reason to do so.t,ltaeeother students agreed with
Cody on this point regarding whether Brad had ptedlistudents with a say in the way
things were run in the classroom, “More than otllasses, | mean, obviously at the end
of the day he’s still the teacher, so what he g@gs, but it's nice to have your opinion at
least considered.”

Students’ opinions were considered, according &x,Mvho describes his
interactions with Brad that mirrored student regasnin Weathers’s class regarding
name recognition:

| like Brad. | went to his office hours a couplmés, it was just a real down-to-

earth conversation. We didn’t always talk aboutdlass, we’d talk about music

and movies and stuff and he really wanted to canwih all his students to get
to know them all and that really helped the clak#,ahe fact that he knew your
name, as opposed to a lot of teachers who [sayg|l;\this is just another
student, I'll have him for fifteen weeks and I'kwver see him again.” [Brad]

really does care about each and every single stall@iwalks into his door . . .

[H]e went out of his way to know everybody’s nanmel avhen you walked in the
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first day he shook your hand and said “I'm Brad's feally breaking down the
traditional professor-student barrier of “I'm Drrdgl,” [as] opposed to a first
name basis you automatically feel a little bit mpeesonable and connected with
the teacher.
One of the techniques Brad used to connect witlsthidents was to play music
throughout class. Using the computer station afrtive of the room, Brad often played
music through an internet radio station, with gemeaging from classical to
contemporary pop. Students responded also repeffieds Brad made to relate to his
students:
MAX: “I think overall the class was really laid daand it was a really joking
class that helps you learn and feel more comfagtabthe class . . . He also had
music playing a lot, always had his Pandora statmrwhich was a little
distracting for me.”
ERICKA: “Yeah, I think it was distracting . . . the beginning it was distracting,
but | liked it.”
MAX: “It helped create more of a relaxing atmospherspecially when . . . he
had on classical music that studies have showe ®rnore relaxing type mood |
thought it was pretty cool cause a lot of teaclaeegust cut and dry.”
During my participant observations in the clade kricka, | found music with lyrics to
be distracting at first, particularly during freet@s. And also like Ericka, | grew
accustomed to hearing the music in the background.

Written Response
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Based on Brad’s research on responding to studetmgy | was anxious to see
how his application of mutuality was taken by Hisdents. Part of Brad’s written
response took a dialogic approach using Nancy Wesstleshadowing technique where
students, before submitting drafts, write commamnis questions in the margins of their
text to responders. Additionally, Brad had studevrige a brief letter to their intended or
imagined readers. Brad explains:

[Students] have a question or a directive or astant for the reader and we use

these for peer response and | use them for myseélfreen [students] have three

guestions for the reader, and the responses they@supposed to speak to the
guestions and the statement, so if [a] stateméhingrying to create an air of
sadness’ and their response is ‘Well, | wasn'tifggthat, this is what | was
feeling,” [then] the way that we know what theytrging to create is through their
letter to the reader.
Brad’s emphasis on what students are “trying taterewas mentioned a number of
times in class and during my interview:

I’'m teaching them how to offer commentary throughder-response criticism

and showing them how to do that by giving that kmidommentary myself. So

there’s the idea they have in their head and tlkeyhiting it on this paper and
they're going to turn it in. My question to thers plways] ‘What type of reader
are you trying to create?’ And if my response keit] paper is not the reader

[they] wanted to create, then what do [they] needd to create that reader . . .

not ‘How are you trying to please me as the tegtfeerd] | think there’s a big

difference.
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The commentary Brad says he uses to model a reesieonse approach for his students
involves student-reflected language. As Brad gut$W]hen | ask questions, | use
language that they’ve used in their paper . . .d%king something particular to that line.
‘You said in your essay that your brother was sickHow did that affect the rest of your
family? Was it difficult being put in the role o&etaker for him?” This dialogic
approach to student feedback was new for mosttidlhof Brad’s students, and some
were confused with the method:
ERICKA: “What was up with us writing in the margih$Ve would just go
through the paper and pick out parts we didn’t bkelidn’t know how to figure
out how to say and we would just write it in, tHewould comment on a way to
help us through that part.”
CODY: “l know when he did that for me, | didn’t adwys follow the suggestions
exactly but it led me into another thought prodedselp solve the problem. So
it's usually helpful commentary, | guess . . . Batly, | think it could be all
considered good criticism. He can say what somelpegould consider harsh
things, like you need to revise your thesis . bvidusly [I thought] it's crappy or
it's unclear, but he said it nicely to the pointex you know he was just trying to
help you, he wasn't just saying you're ignorafit.
Brad was also aware of the difficulty some studéais in accepting and effectively
giving reader-response feedback, telling me thatesits would often respond, when
reading other students’ work, to grammatical andhaaical concerns, both of which
Brad had asked students to steer away from. Beadraported seeing less comments that

reflected the language used by the author. Braorteg greater success with this method

1 Cody later added, “I like that he didn’t use rezhpThat was nice.”
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in his subsequent classes, and attributed thisitscecess to how the class viewed
themselves as being part of a community. Brad caitegd some of the responses
students would give each other:

Some [comments] were sparse, they weren't as iedplyou know that go-to

phrase, ‘Oh, this is really great, | wouldn’t charaything.’” | was doing something

wrong in that instance . . . it was just modeliogthem and getting them

involved in why it's important to offer feedbackd that and give reader-

response. | didn't make it clear enough. . . Ikhilhad good intentions but |

didn’t take the time to really unpack this ideatieem and explain to them why

it's important . . . that my goal is not to appriape their work, it's to encourage

the paper they want to create. And why is that irtgmd? Well, it's important

because this is your idea, this is your paper,igty®ur creation; it's not mine to

tinker with. I'm just supposed to encourage youese and improve it.

Student Resistance

Much like Weathers’s class, | observed no instarigaublic negative resistance.
My visits and experiences showed a group of stedemgaged with the course material.
Interactions with the teacher, on a personal levete about as positive as any educator
could hope for. After each class, a handful of stugl would approach Brad with
guestions about the next assignment, or have twiefersations about a book or movie
they enjoyed that they wanted to share with Bradligcuss what they did over the
weekend.

An interesting instance of possible resistanceioed mid-way through the

semester in which a student had inadvertently ‘s’ while sharing her freewrite for
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the day. She student stopped, wide-eyed as the lokalsed to Brad to see how this would
play out. Brad smiled and told the class, “Heys tkia safe space.” The class exhaled
and laughed, seeing how that kind of language woukle an issue for Brad, though if it
was, students reported later that Brad wouldn'eh@aentioned it to the class as a whole:
CODY: “One thing I liked was he didn’t really perzd you. [H]e did, but he
didn’t make a big deal out of it . . . and he ngeenfronted] you in from of the
whole class, he kept it aside and separate .]e. $howed you respect instead of
thinking you were lesser . . . | don't like wheladbers call students out in the
middle of class.”
MAX: “I think if the student is late, the professf@ays], ‘Ah, nice of you to join
us finally.” Whereas like every day Philip would la¢e and [Brad] would joke
about it, ‘If it weren't for those shoes, I'd benadizing you right now.”
CODY: “That's a decent example right there. I'mtpyesure Philip had
something that caused him to be late every daywthatprobably pre-discussed.
[Brad] wouldn’t yell at you in front of the clagB8roblems should be dealt with
privately.”
Though Cody mentioned Brad'’s practice of pullingt@dent aside to discuss a class
issue, | saw no instances of this while waitingafiass to debrief with Brad and so no
indication that his conversations involved any reand or handling of resistance, either
positive or negative. However, it is possible, sinty observations did not extend to
personal email correspondence or office hour cenfeegs, that Brad had discussed

student behavior at other times.
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When | asked Brad about any issues of studerdteesie, he reported that some
students were hesitant to accept the added regpldgsthat mutuality-based teaching
placed on them as learners:

“I've noticed [that] freshmen [are] not used to imaycontrol over the process, so

it takes a little bit more time for them to buyarthis wonderful thing you're

selling them which is, “You get to decide on thingsu have a voice. It's okay,
you can tell me if you don't like this.” They'reliitle bit like, ‘Wait a minute,
aren’t you just supposed to tell me what we neatbtand we’ll do it and we’ll
please you and get a grade and that’ll be it?” Adrelest part is that some

[students] still want that and sometimes they htheeexcuse that they're not

creative enough to come up with an idea or, ‘I dernt to develop this on my

own. Why can't you just tell me what to write abaud I'll give you a great

paper on it.”
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

“Surely we are incomplete as teachers if we arensitted only to what we are

teaching but not to our students, or only to oudshts but not to what we are

teaching, or halfhearted in our commitment to BqfReter Elbow)

Evaluation

The teachers in this study both exhibited high lewé mutuality as defined by
Wallace & Ewald (2000), including the use of dialegnoves that increased student-talk
time, course architecture that respected the kesgmkbriences of students, and written
response protocols that valued students’ inteneetgency. Additionally, if we include
the criteria that mutuality is a living relationptbetween teacher and student, one that
needs constant care and reciprocal attention, weea that these classes were rich with
mutuality-minded experiences that contributed t@ levels of student resistance. When
resistance occurred or when students disagreedhatbourse architecture constructed
by the teacher, students were made to understamdabonsehind such pedagogical
choices. That Ericka or Sophia were unsatisfieth witme aspects of their respective
classes does not preclude the possibility of mityudiwant to stress again that mutuality
does not aim for compliance, but understandingrbgting space for dialogue. For
example, Ericka did not want to share her freewribeit she understood why Brad asked
students to share. Though she disagreed, she gedtwmriting and sharing. Openly
negative/hostile student resistance was not presenése classes as a result of

mutuality. While this is not mutuality’s primary g it is nonetheless a welcome effect.
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Both teachers showed a sincere concern for thelbvegtllg of their students as
intellectual partners and as people accomplishamynaon goals. Teachers’ brief
conversations with students before/after a clagssaam insignificant as a means of
connecting with students, or, at worst, may be @sea rote method for systematically
building rapport; but, when these conversationsharelled with sincerity and genuine
curiosity, talking with students about non-cladatex] matters had a tremendous impact
on how students saw teachers. Students in thesgesl@iewed Weathers and Brad as
respectful and compassionate, similar in need thalifferent in authority.

An example of this level of respect comes from Wegd's stipulation that all
students in his class agreed to my presence. bsexd, | believe, a remarkable level of
consideration, and one that initially scared manly student, who, for any reason, did
not understand my project, did not agree with itppse, or simply disliked me, | would
have missed out on an important experience. Whibalinitially planned on attending
every class out of a desire to increase my sebséivable data, Weathers’s response
showed me his concern for his studentpespleand not simply participants involved in
a study. Weathers was within his right as stewétdsoclassroom to unilaterally agree to
my participation/presence without the student’'ssem. If that were the case, students
could have refused participation amot signed the IRB Informed Consent Protocol,
though this would only prevent me from observing discussing those particular
students and would not have barred me from enténeglass. In short, by allowing
students to choose whether | participated or n&athers was exhibiting mutuality

beforethe study began, to wit: Weathers’s briefly expéal what he did on that first day
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| was unable to observe, telling me that he “patutole class in a circle from the very
beginning. [Students] learn who each other is anllamew friends.”

Student resistance, teacher resistance, and mowoferdsflict or confrontation
were nearly non-existent. | did not systematicaldgerve any private interaction between
the teachers and individual students, such as glanmoffice hour conference, but my
observations saw no outward negative resistand¢eeopart of students or disciplinary
action on the part of the teachers. My observatstresved two smoothly-run, maturely-
handled, and intellectually-stimulating classesidgnt feedback from Weathers’s
workshops as well as the time spent in Brad’'s aMssre students co-constructed a class
grading rubric for an upcoming speech presentajeore students the ability to express
their opinions and more importantly, see how thmsiaions shaped writers’ decisions
and their teacher’s grading respectively.

| attribute the low resistance in these classekdastrong sense of community and
high level of student agency present. Students w@rdortable to speak with each other
and with the teacher. Students were invested itohies they chose to write about.
When their writing was evaluated, it was done wéspect for their intended purposes. In
short, student resistance was low because therétthas
What Kinds of Dialogue (Discussion and Written Respnse) Help Teachers Achieve

Mutuality?

The kinds of teacher-talk used by these teachéectéhe way they feel about
their work as educators, i.e., both teachers ezpcka high level of job satisfaction:

BRAD: “I sometimes come in here and | sit down apdst laugh because | can’t

believe [I’'m] getting paid for this because it'ifil
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WEATHERS: “[Teaching] is the greatest job, | lo¥eSeriously, how many

people do you know in your life [who] love goingwmrk? | love going to work.”
The question of whether they love their jobs beedhsy are excellent teachers or if they
are excellent teachers because they love their@hains; what was clear to me was that
their enthusiasm for what they do is infectioughiio myself as a participant researcher
and to their students as beginning and intermedhaters. Students in these classes were
aware of their teachers’ job satisfaction and radpd positively. Students would often
leave these classes with significantipreenergy than they entered with.

Weathers’s and Brad’s dialogue in class was p@&signergetic, and amiable.
Conversations relating to students’ personal liwese common, as were uses of humor.
These teachers were more than paid employees prg\adservice to paying
customers—they were friends with their studentgjeits whose names they knew. Part
of the relationship required for mutuality-mindeac¢hing, then, necessarily requires
teachers to know the names of their students. Bxiadborced this, telling me that he
“learn[s] all of [his] students’ names by the sed@tass and engage[s] each of them
before and after class.” The act of learning namag seem a simple and obvious
component that can often be overlooked by teacheatsaccording to my participants, it
is neveroverlooked by students.

Another overlooked aspect of the student-teachatioaship involves the
studentstudentrelationship. Students in these classes keagh other'snames and not
by haphazard luck. Both teachers offered ample ppity for students to interact with
each other and learn about each other. This waswachpartly from the choice of

assignments which, in both classes, involved wgitopics that dealt with personal
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information from the author—creative non-fictiorrradives in Weathers'’s class, and
place-based/career oriented research in Brad's.dBaad’s students were randomly
grouped in short discussion/activity work almosteotiaily basis, giving students the
chance to interact, while Weathers’s workshops glagelass a chance to get to know
each student, one at a time. As a function of nlilfyughe importance of community
cannot be overstated; and these classroom comesindnnot be achieved without first
knowing its contingent members, both as professipears and personal friends.

Dialogue in these classes also provided studertksami opportunity to speak as
professionals. Speaking to this level of profesalaliscussion, Brad reported, “I make it
a point throughout the entire semester to talkattheand every student, each and every
class session. Also, | share my writing with theaswell as my life.” By sharing his
writing with his students, Brad exemplifies thellskstudents practice during peer
workshops, essentially treating students as pédéms avork. The workshops conducted
by both teachers, particularly Weathers, gave siisde chance to respond using
language that reinforced the importance of the@sthntended meanings. Verbally
during those open workshops or in writing as padtedent or teacher response, the
language of respectful reader-response criticidowald student writers the chance to
make their own choices in their writing. Though \Weas and Brad are more
experienced writers than their students, the laggused when responding to student
writing assumed a level of student potential treaten demeaned, patronized, or relegated
students to a lesser position

In discussions of assignment deadlines, room layather the class should be

held outdoors or not on a pleasant day, gradingips| etc., both teachers responded to
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students and allowed the class, to a certain exteoteate the course’s framework.
Many levels of course architecture were decidedadeatically in group discussion,
including upcoming class activities. Ultimately, ¥feers and Brad had the final say in
these situations, and while mutuality doesaim for a completely student-centered
classroom in which the teacher abdicatksuthority, students responded positively to
the choices they were allowed to make.

What Kinds of Writing Assignments Help Teachers Aclreve Mutuality?

Assignments that focus on self-reflection, bothagrersonal and professional
level show students their ability to generate dredrning work through their lived
experiences. These assignments implicitly and eiiglprovide students with an outlet
to express their interpretive agency, regardlesaa#, class, gender, sexual orientation,
or political affiliation, etc. Expressivist writingssumes we are all, at some level, experts
on who we are. Expressivist, personal, or creatoefiction assignments do not
guarantee mutuality, nor does their exclusion goibhine possibility of mutuality;
however, when course content can be linked to stuslgerience through assignments,
mutuality ismore likelyto occur. In Brad’s case, where students condwarneations
into their professional futures, some students heae a stronger background in a
particular profession, but it is assumed that treyall capable of filling these knowledge
gaps if they are fully invested in a topic they @d&hosen. Including the personal as a
foundational aspect of assignments could, if nodhed properly, lead to self-absorbed
writing that ignores the external exigencies ofdlass and subject. Students may, if left
to write in a vacuum of complete autonomy, igndre subject matter of the writing with

which the personal is intended to buttress. While was still a possibility in Weathers’s
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and Brad’s classes, | believe the dialogue movdsw@athods of written response in these
classes mitigated the danger. Writing was shaesgLigntly and responded to with
respect to the author’s intentions. In Weatherase¢ students were frequently urged,
both in discussion and in a self-evaluation questaire, to consider the potential readers
of their books, which would include at least onespa outside the class—usually a
family member or friend—as well as the possibithgt their work might travel to

another continent.

In Weathers’s classes, students’ willingness taildie where their stories were
going during workshops—their comfort at revealihg ending of their books—showed
me that these authors were thinking of themselses@mmunity working with
unfinished pieces instead of as performers whasek*twould be spent once they
discussed their story. This willingness to lookifard and discuss possibilities suggested
that students were comfortable with each othet,ttiey were comfortable with the
nature of the responding process they had becomié&dawith in workshops. This also
points toward an awareness of a larger audiencdéar books. Weathers on multiple
occasions asked students to tell the class whoéntheir books would be delivered when
completed—that students were less concerned wittntgyaway the ending” and more
concerned with creating a better book that woulddael outside the class showed how
they saw the assignment as something that, as \&fsagaid, “wouldn’t die in the
classroom.”

In Brad’s classes, assignments consisted of tleléeeslections involving
research toward their intended career paths, ingudhat led students to their choice of

major, what they were currently doing to accomptlstse goals, and what their lives
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would be like once they had succeeded. The persxpalrtise of students was shared
with the class as students engaged in researchtt@f develop, shift, or reinforce the
choices they had made as developing adults. Thgnassnt was helpful in creating
mutuality because students were shown that whgtdheed about was valuable in
conducting the work necessary for the class’s stibftudent agency was respected as
students chose their topics. Brad expressed cowcgnmg our interview that he should
have allowednorefreedom for students to choose the kinds of wgitimey would like to
create though his students reported this same ¢é¥ededom as being one of the reasons
they enjoyed his class. How students and teacleecgipe the reach of their respective
freedoms, then, is complicated by what studentgiingaa liberating pedagogy (e.g., “a
laid-back teacher”) to be. Brad later respondethi®perception, telling me, “At the
time | was still trying to figure out mutuality, siowas difficult for me to gauge how
much guidance to give. In retrospect, | believedivas a nice balance between the
requirements of each assignment and my studeetdém within those requirements.”

The impressions | received from students duriniyiéies, interactions, and
conversations with Brad showed reciprocal affecaod warmth. While everyone
worked toward class objectives, discussing elemainis assigned reading, clarifying
documentation mechanics, or explicating the messaganusic video, the impression |
received was this this was a community of learmdrs enjoyed each other’'s company as
colleagues, friends, and professionals. This legetif the relationship between teacher
and student was a vital factor in the work donetoyglents, as they reported:

MAX: “[H]e acts our age . . . [l]n a lot of casetsidents are scared of their

teachers because [teachers] come off like, ‘I myd”hD and I'm this and I'm
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that and you can’'t ask me a question or else ydstugpid],” and Brad is like,
‘No, just ask me a question.’ First day he saidlf@e Brad, and that really set
the stage for the whole class.”

ERICKA: “I think [his teaching] works for an Enghsclass where you're writing,
you’re sharing your paper with him for us to kndwatthe’'s a cool guy . . .
because you're writing, and | find writing is rgaflersonal and | don’t want to
give it to some professor that I'm intimidated byl don’t really know anything
about . . . especially if [another professor] ddesave an understanding of the
students. Either [the teacher is] not going to usid@d the writing or [won't] care
about it as much. | felt like [Brad] was caring.”

CODY: “l think him acting, getting to the level as—interaction-wise—and
allowing us to actually like him instead of beimgimidated by him allows us to
make us want to work harder, because | hate wrgayers, I've only ever been
able to write papers for two teachers becausedheywed me to express how |
wanted and didn't criticize or make me feel likeds [stupid] so | think being
more likable, more relatable makes people work éraia you.”

ME: “[G]oes against Machiavelli. It's better to beared than loved. You're
saying — "

CODY: “[F]ear is a good leader, but fear does nmette loyalty. Respect is —”
MAX: “Respect is power. Fear is not power. He had respect, he had
everybody’s respect.”

Mutuality-based assignments must do more than eagetlpersonal writing or

allow students to select topics. If not, then tedibly complex task of designing
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fulfilling, stimulating, and producing assignmemteuld take minutes, require minimal
revision, and put textbook manufacturers out ofress. The connective thread between
Weathers’s and Brad'’s choice of assignments ingltige possibility of external
existence, i.e., the assignment is designed plantithe intellectual exercise of writing
practice, partly for the dialogic exchange of tleesonal—but also includes the
possibility that the writing has additional meanomgside the classroom. In Weathers’s
case, the book assignments were, according torgsjdielivered to a friend or relative
when the class had ended. To a lesser extent, Baadignments allowed students to
explore their professional futures.

Both Weathers and Brad, however, initially sele@ed designed their
assignments without student input. On the surfacauality would oppose a choice like
this if the teacher rigidly stuck to the assignmegfardless of student input. However,
Weathers reported various ways in which he had fieodhis book assignment over the
years based on student response, e.g., both adetteéent and book proposal were
included at one point but were later removed adestts told Weathers that they were
more interested in writing the books instead otiwgiaboutthe books. Similarly, Brad’s
decision to increase student choice in what theyte¢ato research instead of limiting
them to their major/career paths was based on sthieledback. Ideally, assignments in a
mutuality-minded classroom would involve teachedt atudent input at the assignment’s
inception; however, time constraints and departalgantractual demands for pre-
semester syllabi might preclude this possibilitiekinds of assignments we are left
with—ones that are initially generated by the temand then modified after the fact by

student response—chase the past. The alternateadijrg a democratically-generated
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assignment from scratch for each class each semmeaiebe asking too much,
considering teachers have roughly fifteen weelactmmplish a nearly unlimited set of
goals. Given those limitations, we can make ouigassents more effective by soliciting
feedback from students before, during, and aftesf) shat modifications to those
assignments can be made for both the current dncefaections.

When the assignments are ready for evaluationy#ys teachers respond to
student writing can have an enormous impact omthiality level of the class. Critical
pedagogy, in creating a more democratically stmectwelass, has often been charged with
being “soft” on grades. The common argument is ¢hiéital pedagogy, by alleviating
the authority-burden of teachers in creating aesttxdentered classroom, may loosen
writing standards because personal/expressivengrigi too subjective to be judged. In
response to this, Weathers said, “I've never h&aatithe writing is too subjective to
grade. | focus on the craft of writing with studgntot the grade-value of their
experiences.” Brad similarly reported that “[he Jhast run into any issues with students
guestioning [his] grading methods.” According tesk teachers, their grading methods
are conducive with mutuality in that they provideavenue for students to dialogue with
their teachers during the evaluation process. lat&s’s case, the self-evaluation forms
used before graded material is turned in allowdesits to explain what they felt about
their own writing before Weathers makes an evabmatiStudents self-evaluate their
writing. | then evaluate it. | compare the twoskmn a grade and meet with the students
to discuss grades and revisions.”

In Brad’s case, the avenue for student feedbaclesamthe form of

sideshadowing (Welch, 1998) as well as a detaitadigg rubric. He explains,
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My grading process involves two essential featutgs: clear, detailed
assignment sheet with a rubric designed eitheuskaly by me or with my
students and 2) the use of Sideshadowing (thisitgak asks my students to
insert their voice into the margin of the papefenhg me a detailed commentary
of their writing). When grading, | refer to the ridy while considering their
individual comments.

Additionally, Brad uses an extended revision polsya way of arbitrating

disagreements with potentially unsatisfied studeagsexplained in his syllabus:
REVISION POLICY:

No doubt, revision is an essential part of theingiprocess; therefore, if
you are not satisfied with a particular grade, goel permitted and encouraged to
rewrite any of your essays. The rewrite optionasawvailable for homework
assignments or papers that were turned in lat@uf revision deserves a higher
grade than you originally received, the new gradereplace the original one. In
order for a rewrite to be accepted, it must beadnm within one week of the
original paper being returned to you. To receivadtrfor a rewrite, you must turn
in the following:

- the original paper with my responses
- the revised paper
- aseparate page explaining, in detail, why you mhadearticular changes
If any of the above criteria are not met, the réswvill not be accepted.
The underlying principle used by Brad’s Sideshadgvand revision policy is similar to

Weathers’s use of a self-evaluation questionnaitlat both allow students to take

114



ownership of their meaning with their writing. Aiding practice of mutuality, then, in
regards to written evaluation , would be activalgstioning students to make clear what
they intend with their writing such that the evabrahas less opportunity to impose
meaning and thereby close communication.

Once Achieved, Does Mutuality Overcome Student Resance?

When considering whether or not mutuality redud¢edent resistance,
particularly unproductive negative resistance, &eehto understand the nature of
mutuality as an ongoing relationship manifestedugh the classroom community.
Determining whether that relationship exists cartlyabe described as a simple toggle,
i.e., either a class has mutuality or it does Hotwvever, elements of that relationship can
be isolated and analyzed, making it easier to deter thestrengthof that relationship.
The pedagogical elements examined in these twostadees—dialogue and
assignments—showed an ongoing commitment, how@rescwous, on the part of the
teachers to create a class where mutuality cowdldp. The high levels of mutuality
seen in these classes, | believe, strongly coe&léh the respectively low levels of
student resistance—as determined by teacher/stuegpinse coupled with my
observations of student behaviors.

Mutuality shows students a way of interacting tinaty be wholly new to them,
one in which their choices and decisions simultasgoplace on them greater
responsibility and accountability. Mutuality doest push against students; resistance is
reduced because there is less to resist when stugienmade a part of the decision-
making process. Decisions are made either by iddalichoice or democratically as a

class and while a truly democratic choice is ofterapable of pleasing everyone, the

115



understanding that mutuality aims for at least shosgistant studentghy certain
architectural choices were made even when thoslestsi disagree. Reducing resistance
through mutuality originates with teachers, whaoluld argue, are often the cause of
student resistance because of tbainresistance.

Less discussed in pedagogical thetegcher resistancecludes those aspects of
teaching that occur when teachers are requirelifiotiseir role. For instance, teachers
who have traditionally constructed their classro@s$reire’s banking models will no
doubt expect compliance with attendance, gradind,assignment policies that have
likely been created by the banking teacher. Whesdlteachers are questioned, when
students make perfectly reasonable comments cdngeire purpose of specific policies
or assignment requirements, banking teachers nssst the new role they’'ve been asked
to fill—from taskmaster to defendant, or from btssiegotiator. Resistant teachers who
are unwilling or think themselves unable to justigir teaching methods may try to
maintain their role by justifying their authoritylutuality suggests a more democratic
model for interactions wherein both teachers’ andents’ roles are in a constant state of
flux dependent upon the needs of the other. IdediBse identity/role shifts will be
mediated through dialogue and/or writing that respé&he knowledge-making potential
of all parties. Teachers wishing to practice mutyahust understand that student
response is contingent upon teacher behavior.

But students have a responsibility in this relagldp as well; students cannot
simply sit back and hope that teachers might pewigtlets for expression and agency,
nor should they squander that agency when it isrghy taking advantage of their newly

acquired authority or give it up by arguing in wénadr iteration that they are unable to
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participate. Weathers said, “I care about studentis they teach me not to,” and this
admission makes it clear that student behavioesetéacher behaviors. Indeed, we can
assume the reverse is also true; students willwatrteteachergeach them not to. If we
expect students to embrace the mutuality-mindediogiship and exercise their
intellectual autonomy, we need to develop and empart with frameworks that help us
better teach them to care.

Some students will resist the kind of negotiateacepghat accompanies mutuality,
uneasy with their new responsibility as an acteager in the classroom. These students
yearn for traditional roles where tasks are exjgdjrassigned, and evaluated with the
same precision and certainty of an algebra equdtonbetter or worse, composition
rarely allows students to solve for an objectiviatyited and knowable. We instead
solvex differently for each student, for each topic, fack sentence. Students that expect
a forceful, dominant, all-knowing, and guarded pssr to tell them what to do may
have difficulty with mutuality’s emphasis on co-abruction. Brad exemplified these
students when he reported:

“[Some students say] ‘aren’t you just supposectlione what we need to do and

we’ll do it and we’ll please you and get a gradd #rat’ll be it?’ . . . The hardest

part is that some people still want that and samegithey have the excuse that
they’re not creative enough to come up with an wieidind it] difficult, [saying],

‘I don’t want to have to develop this on my own,ydan’t you just tell me what

to write about and I'll give you a great paper bfi i
Brad’s response when encountering these studestsonvaake more explicit his teaching

theory by explaining why he expects more intellattesponsibility from his students.
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However, even after the reasoning behind such pepea) moves has been made clear
to these students, they may still resist. In themsamutuality does not fail to decrease
resistance though students may still resist. Mongortant is the acknowledgement of
positions rather than the subjugation or suppressigesistant behaviors. That mutuality
can limit resistance should not be taken as ieniéd goal. Resistance takes many forms
and can produce more fulfilling teaching and leagnvhen acknowledged and
investigated. Mutuality does not attempt to suppresistance, but instead seeks to use it
as a resource for strengthening dialogue and c@ucbetecture as part of a systematic
approach to reflective practice.
Future Research in Mutuality

To fully understand mutuality, further researcinégded in other contexts. The
curricular requirements and learning outcomes loéotlepartments, for instance, may
place demands on teachers that are at odds withrith@ples of mutuality. In technical
fields which are seemingly more concerned withdissemination of established
knowledge rather than with knowledge constructrantuality as described above may
not be as effective a pedagogy as the currenttiwadi model. Mutuality proved
effective in this study’s writing contexts, but miag inadvisable in other disciplines
insofar as course content is concerned. | wouldakmgsed on the findings above
however that increasing student talk-time, develga course architecture that values
students’ interpretive agency, and cultivating aunally respectful relationship would
benefit all disciplines considering institutionahitations, which may include exceptional

class sizes or rigidly planned curriculums.
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While this study looked at a tenured and non-teshémeulty, both of whom were
white males teaching at a school whose demograplgos dominantly white, the
freedoms given by the English department are duahcurricular constraints are
relatively limited, i.e., the department allows ledaculty, both tenured and not, to select
their own course materials, craft their own syllaeate their own assignments, etc.,
with the caveat that those designed courses acthevearning outcomes laid out in the
course description guide. Teachers at the Milfocddemy are backed by strong union
representation that, according to Weathers, seagademic freedoms that may not be
present at other schools. Additional research mpasition-based mutuality should
focus on teachers who do not possess the idenéitiers of power within their teaching
contexts or of teachers who are required by deantah standards to teach particular
materials that may interfere with a mutuality-midgedagogy.

Upper-level composition courses and writing-intgassourses outside the
English department should also be investigate@¢oh®w interactions differ between the
varied levels of student experience and motivatidpper-level students may be more
motivated in their particular courses and find lessson to resist; alternatively, these
students may be accustomed to a particular sebching methods and may reject the
added responsibility that mutuality-based teacldeghands.

One important area of mutuality research that lea$o/be developed involves
academic settings with limited resources, namedghing contexts with limited funding,
constrained or predesigned curriculums, and, wiraigine would be the greatest
impediment to mutuality, overcrowded classroom#iglplace in large lecture halls.

How mutuality could be achieved in rooms with upsigaof eighty or more students
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seems to me a challenging if not impossible endednternational contexts, particularly
those with cultures rooted in the discipline-hetraglitions of lecture, memorization, and
obedience to authority would be ripe for furthese@rch, observation, and practical
reconsideration. Individual acknowledgement of shichgency, a key component of
mutuality, would need drastic reinterpretation ¢éogoacticed in larger classrooms—
classrooms large enough that simgynemberinghe names of hundreds of students per
semester, let alone developing intellectual retesiops with each would be a logistic
nightmare. In short, the mutuality described i $tudy is appropriate for its own
context and likely could not be accomplished in-a@stern settings without serious

revision.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A — Purposive Survey for Teacher Participat Selection

1. When you compare student and teacher talk tnyeur classes:
a. Student talk time is generally greater tteacher talk time.
b. Talk times are equal in most class sessions.
c. Teacher talk time is greater student tatieti
2. Do you provide opportunities for students talajue with other students?
a. Often
b. Sometimes
c. Rarely
d. Never
3. Do you incorporate student suggestions in émsttuction of your writing assignments?
a. Often
b. Sometimes
c. Rarely
d. Never
4. Do you allow students to select their own tegar writing assignments?
a. Often
b. Sometimes
c. Rarely
d. Never
5. Do you solicit student feedback as part of y@sponses to student writing?
a. Often
b. Sometimes
c. Rarely
d. Never
6. Do you solicit student feedback during the tautsion of assignment rubrics?
a. Often
b. Sometimes
c. Rarely
d. Never

Appendix B — Student Participant Semi-Structured Faus Group Questions

1. How has the class been going for you?

2. How do you feel when you are in class? In dismu? When given an
assignment?

3. What do you do when given back an assignment?

4. Do you feel your voice is being heard in class?
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5. Do you feel you've been able to make a contrdouto the class?
6. Describe your interactions with the teacherhwither students.
7. Is there anything that stands out that you wdkédto mention?

Appendix C — Teacher Participant Semi-Structured Irterview Questions
1. How would you rate the overall success of ydas<this semester?
2. Describe a positive moment you had with an ildigl student this semester.
3. What areas in your teaching do you feel you riea@shprove on?
3. How effective were your assignments this semestew do you know?
4. With regard to class discussion, do you feedatis were able to make

contributions?

5. How would you characterize your attitude towasdessment?

6. Will you be doing anything differently next sester?

129



	Indiana University of Pennsylvania
	Knowledge Repository @ IUP
	1-18-2013

	Mutuality as a Means of Overcoming Student Resistance
	John Leonard Reilly
	Recommended Citation


	Microsoft Word - 163428_supp_undefined_7AE75348-454C-11E2-9CC5-B047EF8616FA.docx

