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MENAWCAõs founding 

Executive Board for all 

their hard work to make 

the idea of this alliance a 

reality, and it is with delight 

that I welcome the next 

generation of MENAW-

CAõa executive board and 

our new President, Mark 
Hill. 

 

All the best! 

 

Jodi Lefort 

Past President 

It has been my great pleas-

ure to be a part of 

MENAWCAõs inception. 

Three years on, our young 

alliance of writing centers 

in the region is steadily 

growing and we are more 

connected than ever to one 

another. The shared news, 
information and advice, 

such as contained in this 

newsletter, raise the es-

teem of the work we do 

within in our respective 

institutions. We are strong 

in our collective experience 

and our mutual support. 

   A few weeks ago, I met 

many of you at the TESOL 

Arabia conference in Dubai 

and heard about the won-

derful work you are doing.  

As many of our centers 

mature, our conversations 
are more focused on serv-

ing than on starting and Iõm 

very excited to see the 

theme of our 2011 confer-

ence reflect our progress. 

   I sincerely thank 

The Writing Lab is part of the 

Peer Tutoring Program 

housed in the Student Learn-

ing Support Center (SLSC) at 

Qatar University. In order to 

put our centre on the map 

and exchange ideas with the 

other centres in the region, 

we joined the Middle East 

North Africa Writing Centres 

Association (MENAWCA).  

   MENAWCA was founded 

in 2007 with the purpose of 

promoting communication 

among writing centers and 

providing a medium for con-

cerns for writing centers in 

the region. To this aim, 

MENAWCA organized a 

panel discussion at TESOL 

Arabia titled òWriting Cen-

tres: Who, What, and Whyó, 

and invited me to be a panel-

list.  

   The goal of this discussion 

was to introduce down-to-

earth guidelines for bridge-

building between all the prac-

ticing writing lab centres in 

the Middle East and North 

Africa. The session targeted 

both the writing lab directors/

supervisors/ writing specialists 

and those who are thinking of 

starting a writing lab in the 

region. We outlined 

challenges, hurdles, adminis-

trative models used in differ-

ent writing labs as well as the 

protocols we have in place to 

respond to particular stu-

dentsõ needs and the services 

we offer.  

   The experience was ex-

tremely informative and the 

audience feedback was reaf-

firming. It turns out that al-

though our writing lab is in its 

infancy, we are keeping pace 

through our innovations with 

the well established writing 

centres in the region.  

Anita Nouraddin  

From the  Pas t  to  the  Pres iden t 
SAVE THE DATES 
 

May 24-28, 2010 

EWCA Conference 

Paris, France 

 

June 21-23, 2010 

4th International Plagiarism 

Conference 

Newcastle, UK 

 

July 25-30, 2010 

IWCA Summer Institute 

Oklahoma, USA 

 

November 4-6, 2010 

IWCA/NCPTW Conference 

Baltimore, USA 

 

February 17-18, 2011  

MENAWCA Conference 

Sharjah, UAE 

Qatar U at the TESOL Arabia 2010 Panel Discussion 
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It is a pleasure and a  

privilege to represent 

MENAWCA as President in 

2010-2011. Our fledgling 

Writing Center organiza-

tion continues to grow and 

attract new members from 

all over our region.  This 

runs parallel to an increas-

ing awareness among edu-
cators, in all levels of the 

education system, of the 

valuable contribution writ-

ing centers make, and this 

is leading to the steady 

growth of writing centers, 

particularly in universities. 

   MENAWCA can play an 

important role in educating 

people about the academic 

and creative advantages of a 

writing center. Our organi-

zation also enables us,  

involved in this area of 

education, to keep in touch 

with writing center devel-

opments worldwide and to 

share valuable information 

and resources. This was 

especially evident when the 

organization ran its first 

successful Writing Center 

regional conference in 2009 

at the UAE University in Al 

Ain, attracting participants 

from all over the Middle 

East. 

   I believe this will be evi-

dent again when we all 

meet for our second re-

gional conference at Uni-

versity of Sharjah in Febru-

ary 2011. 

   Understanding the vital 

and prominent role a writ-

ing center can play has 

been evident at the UAE 

University. The bar chart to 

the right shows, for in-

stance, that the number of 
students visiting the writing 

centers has skyrocketed in 

three years, so that in the 

Fall 2009 semester our 

centers received almost 

8,000 student visits. The 

administration, in dedicating 

considerable resources to 

promote student writing, is 

strongly supportive of our 

centers and is very pleased 

to witness this level of 

student involvement. 

   Three years ago our 

university had one small 

writing center on the 

Womenõs Campus. How-

ever, with increased admin-
istrative support, a terrific 

team of people and innova-

tive ideas, there were soon 

new developments. For 

example, the center was 

moved to a prime location 

on the campus to attract 

more students and it was 

refurbished and expanded.  

Then, another center was 

opened on the Menõs Cam-

pus as well as another off-

site center catering in par-

ticular to students in the 

Faculty of Humanities.  

   Two smaller centers 

were also established in the 

university dormitories to 

cater to students after 

work hours. Meanwhile, 

the Writing Center website 

was developed so that to-

day it is one of the top sites 

visited by students at the 

university. All of this 

growth has drawn in more 

and more students. How-

ever, this increase in stu-

dent numbers is due pri-

marily to the fact that writ-

ing centers meet student 

needs. 

   It is important to explain 

here, however, that the 

contribution of writing 

centers is not limited to 

writing. Writing centers 

support language learning in 

general and learning too.  I 

believe this is because the 

environment that centers 

can provide students is 

conducive to nurturing self-
confidence and increased 

student motivation while 

enabling students to find 

their ôvoiceõ. In writing 

centers, learners are given 

numerous academic and 

creative writing opportuni-

ties in one-one-one confer-

ences or in small group 

situations in a way that is 

not always possible in a 

classroom setting. Students 

also learn through this 

process to edit their 

thoughts, ideas and their 

written language in a learn-

ing environment that is not 

critical or competitive. 

   It is both personally and 

professionally satisfying to 

belong to our organization 

and I have seen first-hand 

the benefits of joining a 

writing centersõ community.  

I look forward to 

MENAWCAõs future 

growth and wish you, your 

students and your centers a 

prosperous and productive 

year ahead. 
Mark Hill  
Writing Centers Director  

UAE University 
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Is it possible that you 

missed the MENAWCA 

Conference 2009? If so, be 

sure you make it to our 

next one in 2011!  

Hereõs a brief recap. In 

February 2009, the United 

Arab Emirates University 

hosted the first biennial 

MENAWCA conference in 
Al Ain, UAE. Over 40 pre-

senters ð faculty 

and peer tutors - 

from universities 

and schools all 

over the region 

and the USA pre-

sented 27 sessions 

on òStarting, Run-

ning, & Expanding a 

Writing Center,ó 

and around 260 

participants at-

tended over the 

two days. Five of 

the sessions were 

presented in  

Arabic. 

   The conference 

was a wonderful opportu-

nity for all those involved in 

the various aspects of writ-

ing centers, from those 

with many years experi-

ence, to those just starting 

out, and those in the mid-

dle. This first MENAWCA 

conference offered us all a 

chance to network with 

and learn from others 

within the region, and fo-

cused on the practical is-

sues of running a writing 

center. Two years before, 

the Fall 2007 Symposium 

for Middle East Writing 

Centers was held in Doha, 

sponsored by the Qatar 

Writing Centers Network, 

from which MENAWCA 
emerged. 

M e m o r i e s  o f  M E N A W C A  2 0 0 9 

financial support, group 

tutorials, different  

approaches for working 

with non-native speakers, 

creative writing centers, 

record-keeping, negotia-

tion, satellite centers,  

promoting writing centers, 

along with resources 

needed for starting, and 
moreé 

   A post-

conference sur-

vey sent to 

MENAWCA  

members re-

vealed a lot of  

positive feedback 

and possibilities 

for future confer-

ences. Some sug-

gestions were to 

develop different 

strands for peer 

tutors and special 

sessions just for 

newcomers who 

are thinking about 

starting a writing 

center or are just opening. 

Another possibility might 

be a professional develop-

ment certificated pre-

conference workshop and 

one for peer tutors as well.   

We hope to see you in 

2011! 
 
Jennie Murray,  

UAE University 

  Many of the presentations 

are also online on the 

MENAWCA website in the 

Conference Sessions  

Resource Archive at http://

www.menawca.org/4.html.

The sessions covered a 

range of topics, including 

peer tutor training, confer-

encing techniques, acquiring 
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The Writing Lab Newsletter 

(WLN) is a monthly publication 

(September to June)  for those 

who work in the tutorial setting 

of writing labs or centers (or in 

writing centers within learning 

centers). Articles focus on 

writing center theory, 

administration, and pedagogy. 

The website, http://

writinglabnewsletter.org, 

contains an open archive of past 

volumes. 

Call for Papers: WLN invites 

articles, reviews of books 

relevant to writing centers, and 

revisions of papers presented at 

regional conferences. We also 

regularly include a Tutors' 

Column with essays by and for 

tutors. Recommended 

maximum length is 3000 words 

or less (including the Works 

Cited) for articles and 1500 

words or less for the Tutors' 

Column. Please use MLA 

format. All submissions are 

peer reviewed. Send your 

manuscripts as attachments via 

e-mail to 

submission@writinglabnewslett

er.org. For editorial questions, 

contact Muriel Harris 

(harrism@purdue.edu), editor, 

or Michael Mattison 

(MichaelMattison@boisestate) 

or Janet Auten 

(jauten@american.edu), 

associate editors. 

Subscriptions to WLN are 

U.S.$25 per year for 

subscriptions mailed in the U.S. 

and U.S.$30 for subscriptions 

mailed to Canada. International 

and digital subscriptions are 

also available by contacting 

support@therichco.com.  Please 

order WLN  through our Web 

site: http://

writinglabnewsletter.org/

index.html.  
One of the presentations that many enjoyed was òOvercoming Challenges in a Middle-Eastern Writing 

Center,ó presented by Maria Eleftheriou and 5 Peer Tutors from the University of Sharjah.  

Photo: Jennie Murray 
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In order to assess the effec-

tiveness of our writing 

center at the American 

University of Sharjah, I 

recently conducted a study 

using recorded tutorial 

sessions and stimulated 

recall interviews as part of 

the methodology. Twelve 

tutors were prompted to 
recall the thoughts and 

feelings they had during the 

tutorials. The stimulated 

recall sessions with the 

tutors elicited insightful 

comments that brought 

about reflection, and they 

drew attention to some of 

the decisions tutors have to 

make during tutorial ses-

sions. The observations and 

reflections of the tutors led 

me to consider the possibil-

ity of using stimulated recall 

as a tool in tutor training. 

   The stimulated recall 

method is widely used in 

educational research. Shul-

man (1986) claims that in 

order to adequately under-

stand their actions in class-

rooms, it is necessary to 

study the thought proc-

esses of teachers, their 

methods of evaluation, 

problem-solving and deci-

sion-making in different 

phases of the teaching 

process. The stimulated 

recall is designed to shed 

light on what the subject is 

thinking and experiencing 

during task performance, or 

in the case of the writing 

center, what the tutor is 

thinking during the tutorial.  

   A detailed research pro-

tocol was developed fol-

lowing the guidelines in 

Gass and McKey (2000), 

and a pilot study was con-

ducted to ensure that all 

the instructions and proce-

dures were clear to both 

tutors and tutees. The tu-

torials were recorded on 

video, and the tutor and I 

watched the video within 

twenty-four hours of the 

recorded session, in accor-

dance with established 

protocols (Gass and 

Mackey, 2000). Tutors 

watched the recorded ses-

sions and used a remote 

control to stop the re-

cording when they wanted 
to comment on a particular 

aspect of the session. I also 

paused the recording to ask 

the tutors questions related 

to their thoughts and feel-

ings during certain interac-

tions. I carefully avoided 

asking leading questions and 

used backchanneling words 

and phrases such as òOhó, 

òI seeó, and òOkayó to 

encourage the tutors to 

elaborate upon their obser-

vations. 

   I have used training meth-

ods such as reflective jour-

nals, one-on-one inter-

views, observation and 

discussion for tutor train-

ing, but these methods did 

not prompt as much in-

tense self-reflection and 

discussion as the recorded 

sessions followed by the 

stimulated recall interviews. 

Tutors were surprisingly 

adept at identifying their 

own strengths and weak-

nesses. Perhaps their ex-

perience with media en-

hanced their interest in the 

project and enabled them 

to view the sessions with 

the requisite degree of 

detachment and involve-

ment. 

   One of the issues that 

emerged during the stimu-

lated recall activities was 

the struggle tutors face in 

deciding how much control 

they should give tutees 

over their papers. One 

tutor questioned how she 

allowed the tutee to make 

decisions for himself and 

subsequently questioned 

her decision: òOver here, I 

felt like Iõm dictating way 

too much.é. But.., I real-

ized I was doing that and I 

tell him, okay, what do you 

think is right? One thing 

that I always try to keep in 

mind is that itõs his paper 

or her paper. Itõs not my 

paper, so.., I let him do it 

the way he wanted to. But I 

still donõt think it was the 

right way.ó 

   Another tutor described 

her hesitation at ògiving 
awayó too much informa-

tion to the tutee and won-

dered at what point she 

was stepping over bounda-

ries: òYouõre not sure if 

you should be telling them 

what points theyõve missed, 

...you never know how far 

youõre supposed to help 

them with content based 

information, so I was asking 

questions, trying to get her 

to realize maybe some 

points that she missed. But 

I still felt that she still like 

Stimulated Recall as a Tutor Training Tool 
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needed a bit of direct sug-

gestion. Sometimes, you 

never how much of it you 

are supposed to come up 

with. Itõs always a weird 

line.ó 

   Another tutor wondered 

whether she should have 

pushed a student to make a 

revision that she felt was 

necessary to improve the 

paper: òSo here, I truly did 

not like the example at all 

because..... I didn't get the 

idea behind it, and I felt like 

I should. I didn't want to 

tell heré cut it out, scrap 

it. I wanted her to come to 

that conclusion by herself, 

but she wasn't ready to 

come to that conclusion 

because she really believed 

that it made sense, and it 

would help the reader to 

understand her idea better. 

So I'm trying to sort of 
work around it and trying 

to be tactful, but then it 

wasn't working out. And I 

think in the end, like a few 

seconds from now, she 

says, "Ok fine, Iõll just 

scratch it out"éI think she 

did understand it, but then 

if I hadnõt been there, and if 

I had just told her about it, 

you know, òI don't like this 

so much, it doesn't make 

sense so much,ó and I had 

just left it, and I hadn't pur-

sued it, like I hadn't really 

pushed it so much, she 

would not have changed it. 

She would have left it 

there. So I think in a way I 

got her to do something 

she might not have wanted 

to do by herself.ó 

   The preceding comments 

from three stimulated recall 

interviews suggest that the 

tutorsõ critical analyses of 

their own tutoring were 

more acute when they had 

the opportunity to see the 

recorded tutorials and to 

(Continued on page 5) 
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reflective journals, one-on-one interviews, 

observation and discussion for tutor 
training, but these methods did not prompt 

as much intense self-reflection and 
discussion as the recorded sessions followed 
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and conducting stimulated 

recall sessions provide a 

useful opportunity for re-

flective thought, and the 

comments that are gener-

ated can act as a spring-

board for discussion. I in-

tend to use stimulated re-

call in as a training tool 

next semester.  

 

Maria Eleftheriou  
American University of  
Sharjah 

discuss them. Conducting 

stimulated recall activities 

following a recorded tuto-

rial could illuminate impor-

tant aspects of the tutoring 

process. The tutors were 

very comfortable with the 

process: they understood 
the conditions of the study 

and knew that it was based 

on trust and mutual re-

spect. Recording tutorials 

(Continued from page 4) Gass, S. M., & Mackey, A. 
(2000). Stimulated recall 

methodology in second 
language research. Mah-
wah: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. 
 
Shulman, L. S. (1986). Para-

digms and research pro-
grams in the study of 
teaching: A contemporary 

perspective. In M. Wit-

trock (ed.), Handbook of 
research on teaching (pp. 3
-36).Third Edition. New 

York: Macmillan. 
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A philosophy of collabora-

tive and nondirective inter-

action is widely accepted as 

the ethical approach for 

writing center work 

(Corbett, 2008). However, 

this ôdefaultõ method, born 

in a native speaker context 

in the 1970õs during the 

surge of Writing across the 
Curriculum initiatives in the 

United States, may not be 

appropriate to our local 

contexts where we work 

almost wholly with non-

native English speaker 

(NNS) students. The im-

portance of developing an 

ethical approach for work-

ing with NNS tutees in 

writing centers has been 

extensively discussed in the 

literature (Paoli, 2006; 

Thonus, 2001, 2004).   

 

Traditional writing  

center ethos  

More than two decades 

ago, North (1984) por-

trayed the theoretical foun-

dation in which all writing 

centers rest: 

é one-on-one, face-to-

face interaction be-

tween a writer and a 

trained, experienced 

tutor; éthe object of 

this interaction is to 

intervene in and ulti-

mately alter the com-

posing process of the 

writer. (28) 

   Quite possibly in order 

to deflect teacherõs con-

cerns that writing center 

intervention detracts òfrom 

honest gradesó (Harris, 

1988:3), a philosophy of 

collaborative and nondirec-

tive interaction became the 
ôdefaultõ ethical approach 

for supporting student 

writers in consultations in 

the writing center (Corbis, 

2008). In training writing 

center tutors, good ses-

sions are defined as those 

that allow student writers 

to explore their topics and 

writing process while the 

tutor prods for more infor-

mation (Harris, 1986), a 

philosophy that is fre-

quently drilled into tutors 

in tutor training (Thonus, 

2004).   

   Though collaboration and 

nondirective interaction 

currently dominate writing 
center pedagogy, òéthe 

question of their ethical 

rightness is still clearly open 

for debateó (Bringhurst, 

2006:282). Clark and Healy 

(1996) suggest that using 

this strategy to prevent 

ourselves from being ac-

cused of endorsing plagia-

rism is actually jeopardizing 

our ability to serve stu-

dents.  Weigle and Nelson 

(2004) go on to assert that 

in training tutors, modeling 

successful sessions as ones 

where tutors act as 

òsupportive, interested 

readers ð rather than au-

thoritative instruc-

torsó (204) is not only 

problematic, but also de-

ceitful. Ethnographic studies 

have demonstrated that 

tutors actually tend to take 

on a variety of roles ranging 

from more or less authori-

tative, and that tutees are 

as likely to perceive success 

with a tutor in an authorita-

tive role as they are in a 

non-authoritative role 

(Henning, 2001; Thonus, 

2003).   

   Perhaps it is naïve and 

possibly even careless to 

assume that one approach 

fits all (Weigle & Nelson, 

2004). Among other con-

cerns, it may be culturally 

improper for NNSs to 
approach the tutor in a 

collaborative peer-like way 

(Harris & Silva, 1993; Wei-

gle & Nelson, 2004). Block 

(2002) argues that an 

American standard of com-

munication applied else-

where òéultimately dehu-

manizes a social/

psychological phenomenon 

that deserves a broader 

frame,ó (132) and suggests 

a need to 

òsociolinguistifyó (311) SLA 

beliefs, or in our case writ-

ing center interaction, to 

develop a more appropriate 

method. Therefore, some 

experts (Paoli, 2006; 
Thonus, 2001) contend that 

the ethical thing to do is to 

investigate the practice of 

working with NNS in the 

writing center and hope 

that qualitative research on 

tutoring will lead to a writ-

ing center ethos that is 

compatible with evidence 

of what the practice is 

rather than what it should 

be.   

 

NNSs in the writing 

center  

   As writing centers began 

to realize that conferencing 

techniques used with native 

speaker (NS) writers were 

not always successful with 

NNS writers (Powers & 

Nelson, 1995), research 

began to focus on interac-

tion with NNS students in 

the writing center (Powers, 

1993; Thonus, 1999, 2003, 

2004; Williams, 2004; Wil-

liams & Severno, 2004; 

Wiegle & Nelson, 2004; 

Jones, Garralda, Li & Lock, 

2006). Thonus (2004) re-

ported on a decade of re-

search into the nature of 

interaction between writing 

center tutors and tutees, 

finding differences between 

the interactions of NS 

tutees with NNS tutees in 

four areas:  tutorõs commu-

nicative dominance, con-
flicting perceptions of tutor 

roles, tutor involvement, 

and òvariability and uncer-

tainty in tutor-tutee behav-

ioró (229). In her report, 

Thonus addresses head on 

the conflict of a nondirec-

tive and collaborative phi-

losophy with what actually 

Literature Review: Rethinking the Collaborative and Nondirective Approach  
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occurs in a writing center 

session with a NNS, point-

ing out that expecting 

tutees to take charge of the 

session often incorrectly 

assumes that they have a 

great deal of prior knowl-

edge about writing. She 

claims that the conversa-

tional aspect of indirectness 
that is used as a face saving 

strategy is potentially con-

fusing for NNSs and direct-

ness may actually be what is 

needed to increase com-

prehensibility. Thonus 

found òélonger turn 

length, less mitigationéof 

face threatening acts, less 

use of negotiation in favor 

of greater use of directives, 

and a general ôtake-chargeõ 

approachéó (230) as sig-

nals of interactional domi-

nance and directiveness in 

her comparison of tutor 

and NS and NNS tutee 

discourse. Williams (2004, 

2005) corroborates with 

the dominant status of 

tutors working with NNSs 

in her recent studies.  Ulti-

mately, Thonus concludes 

that this interaction may be 

a ôcollaboration distinctõ (240) 

to NNS tutees because 

there is so much that NNSs 

need to be told about  

writing. 

  Dissent from the tradi-

tional ethos in working 

with NNS tutees is not 

unanimous. Cogie, Strain, 

and Lorinskas (1999) cau-

tion that writing tutors that 

take on a directive role 

with NNS tutees inadvert-

edly cause passive behavior 

that they warn fails to help 

the student take charge of 
his/her own writing. How-

ever, most studies have 

found that when working 

with NNSs the òegalitarian 

ideal is mostly just an 

idealó (Jones, et al, 2006: 2).  

Bringhurst (2006), in his 

essay Identifying our ethical 

(Continued on page 7) 



tutoring was more efficient 

and ensured the tuteesõ 

language needs were met, 

whereas for students with 

higher levels of oral profi-

ciency, a more tutee cen-

tered and inductive ap-

proach was still feasible. 

Thonus (2004) character-

izes writing center tutorials 
with NNS as òa balancing 

act among potentially con-

flicting forcesó (227), refer-

ring to mainstream writing 

center ideals of collabora-

tion and nondirectiveness 

that is at odds with the 

NNS tuteesõ òunshakeable 

belief in the authority of 

the writing tutoró (236).  

Powers (1993) long ago 

identified the conflict of a 

nondirective philosophy 

with actual tutor and NNS 

tutee interaction and rec-

ommended that we accept 

the different and expanded 

needs of NNS in our writ-

ing center: 

responsibility: A criterion-

based approach, warns of 

broad application of ideal-

ism:   

é.when we paint our 

theories with such a 

broad brush, we may 

overlook the fact that 
for many students, 

these laudable goals are 

years away from being 

attainable. Students in a 

developmental phase 

may require more em-

phasis on the standards 

of discourse, whereas 

those further along the 

continuum may be bet-

ter placed to begin 

questioning the com-

munity and its struc-

ture. (289) 

   In their survey of 75 writ-

ing centers, Powers and 

Nelson (1995) conclude 

that effective conferencing 

with NNSs òérequires the 

exercise of judgment and 

the ability to adapt tutoring 

strategieséó (129). Weigle 

and Nelsonõs (2004) investi-

gation of the negotiation of 

roles for tutors working 

with NNS students backs 

them up. They found that 

for students with limited 

oral proficiency, directive 

(Continued from page 6) éthat their questions 

do not stem from lazi-

ness, but rather from a 

lack of knowledge; that 

nonnative speakers may 

have learned different 

rhetorical strategies in 

their native languages; 

that they may not be 

able to benefit from the 
methods of teaching 

editing used with native 

speakers. (44) 

   This brings us to the 

predicament of the reality 

to NNS university students.  

That is, regardless of what 

we know about language 

acquisitionñthat it takes 

timeñthe pressure of as-

signment deadlines and the 

studentsõ preference for 

directiveness take over, 

ultimately causing conflict 

between a centerõs philoso-

phy of method and service 

(Paoli, 2006). As Williams 

(2004) concluded in her 

study of WC interaction 
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and revision by NNS writ-

ers: 

Despite its pervasive-

ness in the WC litera-

ture, this is not a yes/no 

question. There is much 

that no amount of 

questioning, indirect or 

otherwise, could ever 

elicit from these writers 
because there is so 

much that they simply 

do not know or under-

stand about their L2 

and academic writing. In 

some of the dataé, 

nondirective tutoring 

led to almost absurdly 

circuitous interactions, 

in which the writer 

engaged in a sort of a 

guessing game. (195) 

   Hence, because collabo-

rative, nondirective tutoring 

does not effectively meet 

the needs of NNS tutees 

(Williams & Severino, 

2004), researchers like 

Thonus (2004) are calling 

for tutors and writing cen-

ter supervisors òéto relin-

quish the orthodoxy of the 

collaborative frame and 

permit more realistic and 

appropriate ôcontact zonesõ 

for tutorials with 

NNSsó (240). 
 
Jodi Lefort 

ȰȢȢȢregardless of what we know about language 
acquisitionɂthat it takes timeɂthe pressure of 

ÁÓÓÉÇÎÍÅÎÔ ÄÅÁÄÌÉÎÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ 
preference for directiveness take over, ultimately 
ÃÁÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÆÌÉÃÔ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ Á ÃÅÎÔÅÒȭÓ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÙ ÏÆ 

method and service (Paoli, 2006).ȱ 
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òNothing beats being in the 

right place at the right 

time,ó I mused as I sat in a 

Clemson University audito-

rium during a Writing 

across the Curriculum 

conference in May 2006. I 

had just viewed a premiere 

screening of an excellent 

DVD produced by Oregon 
State University about sec-

ond language writers at 

American colleges, and to 

my surprise and delight, 

free DVDs were being 

distributed to the audience. 

To happen on a resource 

so relevant to the needs of 

my own peer tutor trainees 

in the UAE was certainly 

fortuitousñespecially a 

DVD--which would cer-

tainly add welcomed variety 

to class activities.  

   I have used that DVD in 

my peer-tutor training 

course every semester 

since, and it remains as 

relevant and interesting as 

it was four years ago. The 

video is broken into three 

parts and runs about 30 

minutes in total. Part one 

introduces the effect of 

culture on writing and in-

troduces the field of con-

trastive rhetoric. Part two 

addresses the issue of as-

sessmentñparticularly, a 

consideration of fair expec-

tations for second language 

writing at the American 

college level. Part three 

touches on teaching and 

testing practices that can 

help such students succeed. 

All three parts include sto-
ries and perspectives from 

professors and interna-

tional students at Oregon 

State University.  

   In my own peer-tutor 

training class, I show the 

DVD after we have read 

Kaplanõs Cultural Thought 

Patterns in Inter-Cultural 

Education, as an introduc-

tion to the notion of con-

trastive rhetoric, and 

Bouchra Moutjtahidõs Influ-

ence of Cultural and Linguistic 

Backgrounds on the Writing 

of Arabic and Japanese Stu-

dents of English, an article 

many of our Arabic-

speaking tutors-in-training 

find very useful for under-

standing writing issues they 

have faced. The three re-

sources share many com-

monalities, and, significantly, 

all three address aspects of 

Arabic discourse. The 

DVDõs student testimonies 

of adjusting to the expecta-

tions of academic English 

put a human face on the 

challenges second-language 

writers face. For instance, a 

Jordanian student com-

plains that the Arabic rhe-

torical device of exaggera-

tion is not appreciated by 

her American professors, 
and a Japanese student 

provides a fun and vivid 

example of how the Japa-

nese four-part essay organi-

zation differs vastly from 

the organization of an Eng-

lish essay.  

   The Writing Across the 

Borders website, http://

cwl.oregonstate.edu/writing

-across-borders, is also a 

helpful resource, providing 

teaching ideas for both 

faculty development and 

peer tutor training as well 

as sample clips and a tran-

script. The site also pro-

vides ordering information 

from the Oregon State 

University bookstore. No, 

the video is no longer free, 

but at a very reasonable 

$12.50, it is well worth the 

price. While the easiest and 

least expensive way to 

obtain the video would be 

via the help of colleague 

A DVD for Tutor Training: Writing Across Borders 
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planning a summer stay in 

North America, I have been 

assured by the bookstore 

manager that the DVD can 

be sent to addresses out-

side the United States. In 

the case of an overseas 

order, the bookstore could 

e-mail overseas customers 

with the correct postage 
amount. The bookstore e-

mail is 

www.osubookstore.com. 

 

Lynne Ronesi 

American University of 

Sharjah 

 

Kaplan, Robert. òCultural 

Thought Patterns in Inter

-Cultural Educationó. 
Readings in English as a 
Second Language. Ed. 

Kenneth Croft. Cam-
bridge, MA: Winthrop 
Publishers, Inc, 1980. 399

-417.  

Moujtahid, Bouchra. òInfluence 

of Cultural and Linguistic 
Backgrounds on the 
Writing of Arabic and 

Japanese Students of 

English.ó The writing lab 
newsletter 21.3 (1996): 1-

6. retrieved from http://
writinglabnewsletter.org/
archives/v21/21-3.pdf 

Scrapbook: TESOL Arabia 2010 Writing Centers Panel Discussion  

Far left: Bevin Roue  

 

Middle (facing camera 

from left to right): Mar-

tin Holock, Bevin Roue, 

Anita Nouraddin J Ghajar 

 

 

All photos:  

Ahmed F. Selim 

Far left: Anita Nouraddin 

J Ghajar 

 

Middle: Suhair Al Alami 

 

Right: Jeanne Hodges 

http://cwl.oregonstate.edu/writing-across-borders
http://cwl.oregonstate.edu/writing-across-borders
http://cwl.oregonstate.edu/writing-across-borders
http://www.osubookstore.com/

