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ABSTRACT

ROGERIAN DEMOCRATIC PEDAGOGY AND ITS IMPLICATIONS IN
COMPOSITION STUDIES FOR STUDENTS, SERVICE LEARNING,

AND THE PUBLIC WRITING MOVEMENT

Stacy Fussell Thorne, PhD.

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2010

Supervising Professor: Timothy R. Morris, Ph.D.

In this project, | articulate a democratic pedagogical model,hwisibased on
and modified from the pedagogical theories of the American psygisgl€arl Ransom
Rogers (1902-1987). Rogerian Democratic Pedagogy (RDP) is baseagersRclaim
that learning that is student directed, and involves the leametionally as well as
cognitively, is more effective than the traditional, teachezedl@d model of education.
RDP focuses on empowering composition students to have a sense of ownership of their
process of learning and their class, to be responsible angk detirners, and to
participate as citizens in a democracy by completing publigngrprojects that serve a
purpose outside the classroom. One type of public writing project, corynsamvice
writing that is based on the Stanford model, in which the writing shatents do for

non-profit organizations is their service work, encourages studemsnduct writing

iv



that fulfills a need in the community and that addresses ahetakical situation. | have
found that my students who complete public writing projects, such @seségarning

writing projects, interpret this kind of work as more meaningful tontliean their

traditional writing assignments, like the expository essay. Acegrdo Rogerian
theory, the effectiveness of learning is increased when studestsas in these
situations, more engaged and invested in their work.

While any teaching method that facilitates a democratimileg environment
can potentially be a useful strategy for an RDP approach to mgacbmposition, the
RDP methods that | discuss most extensively in this project inthedattempt to level
the power structure of the classroom, the use of student-cenliategue to facilitate
critical thinking, and public writing projects. | assert that RDP approach is
particularly useful when linked with service-learning pedagogy itaceh help service-
learning practitioners address and overcome several challenges.

RDP can help to explain why service learning, when it works, wekuch a
transforming pedagogy. It illustrates why service learniather than having civic and
moral value only, also increases the effectiveness of leamimgh helps to overcome
a common objection to service learning pedagogy by faculty whoywloat a service
learning approach will not help them teach the academic conteneiofcourses. Not
only does Rogerian theory address this objection because it exglainghé best
learning is that which students interpret as significant, betlis into question the
importance of any course material that the instructor aloneppssed to the student,

deems valuable. In addition, RDP can help service-learning poaetisi facilitate



reflection and critical-thinking, overcome challenges associatdd grading service-
learning projects, and, according to some students in my seraitedg composition
class, encourage students to write for “more than just a geadkto learn “just to

learn.”
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In composition studies, the theories of psychologist Carl Ransom RA§&2-
1987) are perhaps most frequently associated with the notion of Rogegument that
Richard Young, Alton Becker, and Kenneth Pike introduced in 1970 with éxtiraok
Rhetoric: Discovery and Changd&he theory of Rogerian argument rests on the
assumption that is an underlying theme throughout Rogers’ majiswthat empathy
is an essential component of effective communication. The goal @ril@ogrgument
is to completely describe another’s differing perspective andstrengths before
proceeding to articulate one’s own position. When using Rogerian arguras
opposed to traditional argument,
instead of stating your own case and refuting your opponent’s, youtiséate
opponent’s case with as much care as your own, and you analyze the sound
points of his argument. Instead of building up your own character and
gualifications and attacking those of your opponent, you seek to gain your
opponent’s trust, even at the cost of acknowledging your own inadequacies.
(Young, Becker, and Pike 282)
The aim of Rogerian argument is to show genuine understanding of apetken’s or
group’s perspective as a means to reduce conflict and to establish common ground
Although | certainly appreciate the theory of Rogerian arguraedtrecognize
its pedagogical benefits, | believe that composition studies bhas more to learn from

Rogers than what it has gleaned through Young, Becker, and Pike. Thaltal of
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Rogers’ theories in composition has not yet been recognized, andhtpentance has,
at times, been perhaps underestimated. Although the necessitynatidrf of empathy
in effective relationships is a central concept throughout Roger&'swibiis the idea of
democracy in relationships and in the process of learning that | vaoglee is much
more essential in order to develop a solid understanding of Rogersethaad their
usefulness in composition studies.

For compositionists who have applied Rogers’ pedagogical theories in the
classroom, and there aren’t many, the outcome is that this kindnufcdatic teaching
style can significantly improve students’ and teachers’ legrrexperiences and
positively affect the classroom environment in general, making rssidmore
responsible, active learners. Chris Madigan asserts that whepphedaRogerian
pedagogy during a training seminar for graduate teachingtasts, “participants read
more, wrote more, and presented better in-services” than hemiagghed (210), and
that in this type of classroom students, in general, seemecedon“imore” (218).
Furthermore, he explains that when the participants were lefkéomore responsibility
in the class due to what he calls a “leadership vacuum,” whicluld describe as a de-
centering of the teacher’s role as the sole authority inl#ss,c'leaders arose from the
ranks” (204). While Madigan’s comments illustrate some of the benaf applying
Rogers’ pedagogical theories in the classroom, | would absgrthey have a number
of other applications and benefits that have yet to be discussed liestach within
composition studies. In particular, | have found that the radicathodeatic component

of Rogers’ pedagogical theories has profound implicationseckekat the public writing



movement in composition studies, and especially with my work in setesrning,
which is one form of public writing.

Christian R. Weisser, iMoving Beyond Academic Discouysesserts that the
“move” toward “public writing” is the “most recent and most widegcompassing
ramification of our discipline” (1). He explains that since contpwsistudies first
began to be seen as an academic discipline, its focus has gradpalhded “from the
individual writer, to social notions of how knowledge is generated, to purecal—
and public—investigations of discourse” (1). Some might argue thake dine
composition classroom can be seen as a microcosm of the comnmmugéwgearal, then
most writing completed within that classroom can be considered &ubtiting;
however, | would argue that writing one can define as “public” iruartsense of the
word is that which is aimed primarily for an audience outsidectagsroom, in the
community or in the world as a whole. By completing this kind of pulriting,
students are able to assert their voices politically and tefésttively as engaged
citizens in a larger democracy. Public writing in this sezzehelp students to realize
the power that their writing has. | am interested in the politios only of the
composition classroom, concerning the relationship between teachstualathts, but
also concerning the texts that composition students create andutiction as public
writing, which plays a role in—and can effect change in—the contmamd with
student writers themselves.

To clearly illustrate the democratic power and potential forngeathat

individual student public writers have, it is useful to examine ithatson that occurred



after the tenth national election in Iran on June 12, 2009. Many Irani@ensi

participated in demonstrations to protest the results of thealeati which President

Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was named the winner, and these protests occupie des

threats issued by the Iranian government. Furthermore, foreign ceaxv@sage of the
situation was severely limited because journalists were baoedthe protests by the
government. What resulted was a situation that has been refersl do“twitter
revolution,” in which “tweets from a handful of students” in Iran “ev@rstrumental in
getting information” out of the country “to the mainstream medi&lusgrove).
Students reported incidents of police brutality, and these twests instrumental in
keeping the world informed about their situation despite attemptersors within the
Iranian government who aimed to silence them. One student wrote fridghygls are
being held against their will at the University” (Musgrove). Anottesponded “Rasoul
Akram hospital has medics outside. Go there for help” (Musgrovéer©tuploaded
photos to YouTube and Flickr that depicted the violent abuse againsstprstby
Iranian police (Musgrove). Since the Iranian students and other Iraiizens who
wrote publicly on social networking sites could not be silenced by Irdn@an
government, at the very least they managed to increase presshesr government to
treat citizens more humanely and fairly. Even though it did not ehtlmggresults of the
election, the Iranian government eventually agreed to a recount. eBné was a
powerful example of how through their public writing, students wéte & initiate

change in the world.



While tweets are only one form of public writing, and while my position
students are more likely to be participating in another form sacled writing or
service learning, at least while completing work related tackags, this example does
effectively illustrate the potential effect that public wigican have and why it is an
important subject to focus on in the composition classroom. Althoughugeful for
composition students to learn to write traditional academicysdsacause they will
need this skill to be successful students at the college leweljltl argue that learning
to use public writing effectively, in whatever form that takeshsas through web
writing, letters, emails, brochures, fliers, blogs, social netwgrlsites, and so on, is
even more important for students at the beginning of the twentycérgury because
this is a rhetorical art that will help them to assertrtlveices in the world, to be
politically active, and to perhaps make a difference in their lov@s and the lives of
others.

A Rogerian Democratic Pedagogical Approach to Teaching Composition

Gary A. Olson uses the term “radical pedagogy” to describat ws often
associated with “Freire-inspired” “scholar-teachers,” andférseto a “persistent effort
to rearrange power hierarchies in the classroom” (viii). ®&ukire, the Brazilian
teacher whose liberatory pedagogical theories were intenddeelpo educate and
empower Brazilian peasants, is the theorist most often assbamth and used to
support radical composition pedagogies. A discussion of the strikmgdasiies
between Freireian theory and Rogerian theory will occur,|atgrin short, Rogerian

pedagogy, and specifically my own model of Rogerian Democratiagbgy (RDP), is



radical in that it is, like Freireian pedagogy, liberataryd political in its effort to
drastically rearrange the structure typical of the traditiatedsroom, making it more
democratic as a means to empower students. Rogers’ theories plodtieal
implications in that they are radically democratic; they awncerned with a
reorganization of the power structure of many types ofiogistips, but Rogers did not
become completely aware of how political his theories were ladilin his career. In
his bookCarl Rogers On Personal Powene writes about his own discovery of the
political ramifications of his theories, in particular of his “person-ceadteapproach:
It is the psychological dynamics of this approach that hasested me [in the
past]—how it affects the individual. | have been interested in obsgethis
approach from a scientific and empirical point of view; what caomBtmake it
possible for a person to change and develop, and what are the spifsgis @
outcomes of these conditions. But | have never given careful congdera
the interpersonal politics set in motion by such an approach. Nowrl tmegee
the revolutionary nature of those political forces. | have found rmhgseipelled
to reassess and reevaluated all my work. | wish to ask whatharpolitical
effects (in the new sense of political) of all that I, ang many colleagues
throughout the world, have done and are doing. (5)
When Rogers asserts that he has begun to realize the politiagd nahis theories in
“the new sense” of the word “political,” he defines this as ‘pinecess of gaining,
using, sharing or relinquishing power, control, decision-making” (5). Howexen
though Rogers did not realize the political implications of hisrike until later in his
career, they were radically democratic even in his earityngs. Rogers explains that
his reassessment of his work in terms of its “politics” occluieger in his career
primarily because the term itself was being used differetatlygpresent the process of

the division of power in relationships instead of simply “the methodsatics involved

in managing a state or government” (4). He claims,
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It is not just that | am a slow learner, that | have only mégeaealized my
political impact. It is partly that a new concept has beethé process of
construction in our language. It is not just a new label. It bringsther a
cluster of meanings into a powerful new concept. [. . .] the ugbeoivord
“politics” in such contexts as “the politics of the family,”"h& politics of
therapy,” “sexual politics,” “the politics of experience” is new. (4)

Richard Farson, in his article “Carl Rogers: Quiet Revolutionawg@te in
1974, perhaps as he and others, including Rogers himself, were just bgdgmnin
recognize the political implications of Rogers’ theories, thahdw begun to think of
Rogers as a revolutionary thinker:

Carl Rogers is not known for his politics. People are more likehssociate his
name with widely acclaimed innovations in counseling technique, peityonal

theory, philosophy of science, psychotherapy research, encounter groups,

student-centered teaching [. . .] But in recent years, | have wothank of him

more as a political figure, a man whose cumulative effect ortyoleas made

him one of the most important social revolutionaries of our time. (197)
It has been more than thirty 35 years since Farson identifiedRdigeories as radical
in their politics, but this aspect of Rogers’ theories has remaamngdly unrecognized
in composition studies. | would assert that this is the aspeagdrian theory that can
be most useful for compositionists. In particular, it has been usefaole because | am
interested in radical composition theory and practice that isqadliti the sense that it
is concerned with rearranging the power structure of the relatpihetween teacher
and students and also with helping students to realize their owrr jpewhley assert
their voices through public writing. | am interested in compositioeonty that is
political in the sense that it helps students realize their patémtbecome active agents

of social change through their writing and within a larger democradggide the

classroom.



Radical composition theory builds upon the work of earlier social
constructionists in composition studies in that it is not only a sap@loach, but it also
has a greater concern regarding the political implications obulise. Weisser asserts
that “public writing,” and “service learning” are “two new andpiontant facets of
radical composition,” and that they make up “one of the most compdiliag of
thought in composition studies today” (26). Public writing and servicaitepare also
important, | believe, in the way they establish a positive connectiorebe theory and
application. This kind of pedagogy is centered on the notions common amaal s
theories in composition, that knowledge is socially created, teabualise is a product
of its social context, that students should be actively engagedlogde, questioning
assumptions, and realizing their potential to initiate and partecipathange. Public
writing and service learning encourage students to apply the prinofdesial theories
of composition in practice by writing for real audiences outiideclassroom, which
ideally helps students realize that through their writing they be engaged citizens
who can possibly bring about change by influencing perspectives augthiservice,
and that through a democratic participation in dialogue, they maybaschanged
themselves.

The democratic aspect of Rogers’ theories has been invaliabseigporting
my own work in public writing with composition students. Over the coofsseveral
years of using Rogers’ theories to support my service-learninggpggaa form of
public writing in which my students complete writing projects suchbrghures,

newsletters, press releases, and web pages for non-profiiesyenthe community, |



have developed an RDP approach to teaching composition, which is not ofoly use
because it draws on psychological theories of learning to explairsarvice learning
is such an effective teaching method, but also because of wiead tb contribute in
terms of its practical applications and its social politidPRs a modified version of
Rogers’ teaching methods, which attempts to democratize thecgodtructure of the
composition classroom and to question traditional approaches to teacliimg \as
well as the traditional classroom, in which the teacher’s diseoisrdhe dominant
discourse. The goal of RDP is to empower students, in part by placing themge ohar
a great deal of their own learning, to encourage them to seeelemas productive
citizens in a larger democracy, and to realize that thgiing can have an effect in the
world and on themselves.

While RDP is similar in many ways to other social theonsed within
composition studies that also aim to help students become produdieascivho can
think critically about the politics of cultural practices and msbns, RDP is unique in
the way that it is inextricably tied to practice. Since R@yepedagogical theory asserts
that the most effective learning is that which engages students as wisalespérelping
them to be emotionally connected to their work instead of only eatekhlly, it has
helped me to create an RDP approach to teaching composition in whigbathis to
facilitate writing that students see as meaningful and powerfil public function.
Students in an RDP class realize that their writing is nohd&e only for their teacher
and classmates to read; their writing is aimed at a publieaceli which helps students

to see the real contribution they can make with it in their commeanitt is effective



learning according to Rogerian psychological theory becausedupes writing that
students feel is significant in purpose. According to Rogerstltisskind of learning
that can produce change in an individual’'s personality, and | would smphhat it
can produce public change as well.

Service learning is only one teaching method that can be used by
compositionists whose practice is informed by RDP. While the fioctigs project will
be specifically with how service learning functions as ahiegcmethod within a larger
Rogerian Democratic Pedagogy, other teaching methods that caopststinterested
in applying RDP might use would include blog writing, webfolio writiagd other
types of public writing. In this dissertation, | will fully astilate and define RDP,
explain its roots in Rogerian theory, discuss how it helps to addnes$o overcome
some of the criticisms of social theories of composition and prableith service-
learning pedagogy, illustrate the effects of and student resptma@sRDP classroom
with a service-learning component, and suggest additional application®aoidng
methods associated with RDP including possible areas for future research.

In order to understand how RDP is unique in comparison to other socakte
and what it can contribute, one must first understand where itustesil in terms of
current theories and practices in composition studies. Severaarchokhe field have
recognized that the social approach to teaching composition isndls¢é common
pedagogical approach today. Robert Fulkerson claims, in “Compositibe durn of
the Twenty-First Century,” that he sees three dominant pettay@pproaches. These

include, first, social approaches, which he refers to as ¢raidtural studies (CCS),
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such as critical approaches, cultural studies approaches, andenanigt approaches.
Second, he identifies contemporary expressivism as a major appradcth
emphasizes “consciousness raising” and “coming to voice” (666). Thirchahmees
procedural rhetoric as a major contemporary approach to teaching coompaghich

is “fully in the dominant tradition of composition in the 1970s and 1980s” (671).
Despite the fact that Fulkerson does identify three differentecurapproaches to
teaching composition, he acknowledges that composition instruction has taken primarily
a “social turn,” and that social approaches, the first group thaammes, have been the
“major movement in composition studies, which one can judge “fronptindished
scholarship of the last thirteen years” (659). Christian R. $®eisnakes a similar
assertion, recognizing that “social perspectives are the cufoeninant paradigm in
rhetoric and composition” (25).

Fulkerson, who is known for his scholarly work mapping the field of
composition, does an excellent job defining social theories of composatoin
attempting to illustrate what a composition classroom looks likenva social approach
is used. He attributes Jim Berlin as “the most famous CCS aeybadno said the goal
of social constructionist pedagogy “is to encourage our studentgsist and to
negotiate [. . .] hegemonic discourses—in order to bring about more pgbrénmane
and socially equitable economic and political arrangements” (“Cotqu@sb0 qtd. in
Fulkerson 660). The central activity within a CCS course, claim&eFRdn, is
“interpretation,” which

may be of readings, either about cultural theory or the expesierice cultural
group or individual (Richard Rodriguez, Victor Villanueva, Paulo Fréileria

11



Anzaldua, and other authors are popular). Alternatively, students neggreit

cultural artifacts--ads, TV shows, minority language use, popularssaig.

Most often, both sorts of "texts" are used. (660)

Frequently, multiple texts within a CCS class might refeesingle theme, such as the
family or the Vietham War, and what is assumed by the methontgeppretation are
that the texts “reveal certain structural truths about power nmerfcan society,”
specifically, “in terms of race, class, gender, sexual aiemt, etc.” (661). Student
writing within a CCS class involves the interpretation of thexestas cultural artifacts,
and in some of these courses, writing is seen as an “extendedsive, complex
process” (661).

RDP fits within the definition of a social approach to teachingmvgrbecause it
attempts to level the power structure within the class, tceder the role of the
instructor as the authoritarian, and to empower students to tagensaslity for
making choices regarding their own writing projects and the direcf their work and
the class in general. There is also a large empha#iisRIDP, as with other social
approaches, on the role of dialogue within the class as a meagmentote critical
thinking, and Carl Rogers’ psychological work on encounter groups @stas@form
this aspect of the approach. Through a process of dialogue and atwesiguof the
class, the goal is to empower students to question the pol#inatture of the
traditional classroom, of traditional academic discourse and othanaonhdiscourses,
and of cultural practices and institutions in general. The aim elp students realize

their ability to become productive citizens in a democracy wh@cespy through their

12



writing, are able to contribute and to participate in their comnmaséand, with the use
of technology, perhaps even in the world.

Social approaches to teaching writing as well as other contamypappproaches
developed as a response to, and an attempt to overcome, the problanthewit
outmoded Current Traditional Rhetoric approach (CTR) to teachinghauri€TR is
described by Richard Young in “Paradigms and Patterns” as haverg features that
“are obvious enough: the emphasis on the composed product ratheretamitosing
process; the analysis of discourse into description, narration,igapoand argument;
the strong concern with usage [. . .] and with style; the preoccupmatiothe informal
essay and research paper; and so on” (31). Maxine Hairston, iaruendrk article
“The Winds of Change,” adds to Young’s description that teachers whoeaiththis
traditional paradigm of teaching writing believe that “themsmimportant task when
they are preparing to write is finding a form into which to orgarnheir content” (78).
Additionally teachers who use the outmoded CTR approach teach in a way that suggests
“the composing process is linear,” and that “teaching editinhbassame as teaching
writing” (78). CTR teachers are either unaware of currergared in the field that
argues for the ineffectiveness of this approach or they choosenpdysignore it.
Hairston asserts that these teachers

devote far more time than they can professionally afford to working with their

students, but because they haven't read Elbow or Bruffee they have no way of

knowing that their students might benefit far more from small group meetings
with each other than from the exhausting one-to-one conferences that the
teachers hold. They both complain and brag about how much time they spend
meticulously marking each paper, but because they haven't read Diederich or

Irmscher they don't know that an hour spent meticulously marking every error in
a paper is probably doing more harm than good. They are exhausting themselves

13



trying to teach writing from an outmoded model, and they come to despise the

job more and more because many of their students improve so little despite their

time and effort. (79-80)
During a period of remarkable change in the theory and practicéeanthing
composition classes, and as a result of new research in lthenfeny compositionists
began moving away from the CTR paradigm and stopped trying th teattng by
primarily marking every error within students’ papers with nekl, ia method which
rarely seems to encourage improvement. Hairston argued that thef kiacadigm shift
that Thomas Kuhn had described in “The Structure of Scientific Réwodlit had
occurred in composition studies, and she attributed this major shifhkirtg to be the
result of several factors that called into question the creglilaititl effectiveness of the
traditional approach to teaching writing. Research from a numbdiffefent sources,
including linguistics, anthropology, and clinical and cognitive psycholdusd
discredited the methods of CTR and had caused scholars in composdiohetoric
studies to re-think theories of writing, specifically to seeétimg as more process-
oriented instead of product-centered and to see the most effeesseoom as being
more student-centered than teacher-directed. Meanwhile, open amsipsiicies had
brought a huge influx of students into the University system, whictording to
Hairston, further strained an already vulnerable system fahitgg writing, forcing
teachers who had little interest or training in the specit@a af composition to staff
classes (82).

Around this time scholars in composition studies began developing akohgvor

with new approaches to teaching writing. Some of the most impatahese included

14



cognitivist and expressivist approaches, which despite their miffieyences, shared

some assumptions, that traditional teaching methods were “inadeqaiate’the

traditional role of the teacher was “problematic” (Weisser 11). The newevaabh@s
argued for greater attention to the writing that was being pestlbg students

and less attention to the consumption of great works of literaturese Triew
theories all shifted the focus of composition studies from the compgoseuct

to the composing process, from the teacher's monologue to the student’s

dialogue, and from the text as the nucleus of the writing classimtme student

as the locus of knowledge. As a result, these new approaohgtbuated in

different ways to changing the writing classroom. (Weisser 11)
The primary focus of cognitivist approaches, which were influenceactdgyitive
theories of psychology, was to study the recursive stagdseqgirbcess of successful
writers, and to help to facilitate the process of writing fadents. Expressivists tended
to focus on writing as a creative process of self-discovery. Bobtlthese new
approaches to teaching writing, which were popular during the 1970s tendeds on
“individual writers” and the development of the “personal voicee{®8er 20). The
shift toward more social approaches to the teaching of writingraxt during the
1980s, and these perspectives, such as social constructionism wezd traghe
assumption that writing is primarily a social—that is, ‘publiceta Social
constructionists asserted that what we know about our world andIvesrsis
manufactured primarily through the social conventions we share whdér diuman
beings” (Weisser 21).
Some Criticism of Social Approaches to Teaching Composition

While social perspectives are the dominant paradigm in compositioiest

today, they have been criticized as well. Fulkerson’s tone when swilks CCS
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approaches to teaching composition seems critical, especlatly e explains that it is
“important to emphasize that in CCS the course aim is not ‘improwédcg’ but
‘liberation’ from dominant discourse” (660). Howard Tinberg suggéges Fulkerson,
a disconnect in our field between theory and practice when he abserts may very
well be composition’s dirty little secret that many of us wéach writing would rather
talk about cultural studies or critical theory and not trouble ourselith the writing
that our students do,” and Scott McLemee points out that when Tinbergiswhe
Director of a Writing Center at a two year college, says,™it is clear that he really
means ‘them’ (16).

In his article, entitled “Deconstructing Composition: ‘The Nehedry Wars’
Break Out in an Unlikely Discipline,” McLemee quotes Tinberg licsttate the debate
regarding how to define the subject of composition studies, whetkesttbuld be done
broadly, covering the study of discourse in general, or more ngreavering the
study of writing and writing pedagogy. He explains that, on thehamel, those who
argue for defining the scope of composition studies more narriongigt that work in
composition studies ought to have some application to what goes on imsbsocom,
that discussions within the profession should focus on the tools of winstrgiction”
(16). On the other hand, those who define the scope of composition stuzhesybr
“reply that such pragmatism reduces composition to the statuses¥iae, rather than a
full-fledged discipline within the humanities (16). | would assiest RDP addresses a
real need in composition studies, with its focus on service lgpamd public writing,

because it makes it possible to achieve some common ground betweeddmth the
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debate about how we should define our work in composition studies. While [IR®P
other social theories in composition, rests on the assumption that des¢®ar product
of its social context, and while, like other radical composition tkepit is focused on
the political implications of the classroom and student discoursésataddresses the
concern of pragmatists in composition studies because it is thomsstudent writing
and writing instruction in a real way by encouraging the tatiiin of public writing.
RDP can be instrumental in helping compositionists return to thdigadado the
business of teaching writing, while still working to accomplish ¢foals of social
approaches to teaching composition.

An Introduction to the Theoretical Roots of RDP

For Rogers, it was important to maintain democracy in all typeslationships
in order to best facilitate significant learning and growth. pidra two in this
dissertation will be devoted to describing the most important elsmaf Rogers’
theories in detail, especially the ones pertaining to education; howeves, [@itit, it is
sufficient to say that in general Rogers advocated that power sheuld/ided more
democratically in relationships, such as between a therapist atiénd between
spouses, and especially between teacher and student.

In his landmark boolClient-Centered Therapfl951), Rogers asserted that the
client rather than the therapist should be free to determine nottlomlgirection of
therapy, but moreover, that the therapist should have “acceptance ofidht as a
person who is competent to direct himself” in general (24). 8ilyjlin the student-

centered classroom, Rogers believed that students should haveethenfreo direct
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themselves. He argued that education should not be a “futile atterigatrt material
which has no personal meaning,” material which someone other thatuttent has
determined is importantF(eedom to Learmd). Rogers believed that such learning
“involves the mind only” rather than the whole person, including the emao(iirée*

4). Instead, Rogers claimed, learning should hawee duality of personal
involvement—the whole person in both feeling and cognitive aspects being in the
learning event” (4). Futhermore, he claimed, learning should dedf-ihitiated,”
“pervasive” in that it “makes a difference in the behavior, the attitugeshaps even

the personality of the learner,’eValuated by the learney” and should have “an
element ofmeaningto the learner” (5).

As Rogers’ theories were applied more broadly, not only in therapyn Iugny
other contexts as well, he began referring to them as “peesdared.” Essentially, this
describes a situation in which the power in helping relationshipsntered with the
person being helped rather than with the helper, and a situation ih Wig@gerson
being helped is considered “responsible” rather than “depend@®P (5). This
effectively transforms these relationships into more democvaes, whether they are
between therapist and client, teacher and student, parent and child, and so on.

My teaching of composition has been largely influenced by Rodkesries
because they have shown @ to teach instead afhatto teach. Rogers has written
extensively about what he believes is effective pedagogy, amaugh he is perhaps

best known for his work in the field of psychotherapy, he was also a teacheressprof

! See Appendix One for a list of Rogers’ major waaksl the abbreviations for them, which are used in
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of Psychology at Ohio State, then at The University of Chicagd, later at The
University of Wisconsin. His passion for the subject of teachingvident from his
prolific writing on the subject. Out of the twelve books that | considebe Rogers’
major publications, he writes about pedagogy in Breedom to Learn(1969) and
Freedom to Learn for the 80d983) are Rogers’ most extensive works about his
teaching philosophy, and in them he illustrates in great datadl to apply his
principles of psychology in the classroom to facilitate morecaffe, meaningful
student learning. He includes within them discussion of specifiescan which his
teaching methods were applied at various levels of education, includinguativbesity
level. These cases suggest that creating a learning envirorforestudents that
encourages them to be active, responsible learners, as Rogerigagyedaes, can be a
transforming experience for students and teachers.

In order to illustrate what goes on in a Rogerian pedagogy cauiseseful to
refer to a specific case that Rogers discusselsréedom to Learnin this case, a
university professor, Dr. Levitan, who was concerned about decreasdichent@and a
high dropout rate in his Neurophysiology class decided to trefRagpedagogy to see
if it would help with enrollment and retention of students. The enssit in his class,
since he had earned a “reputation” among students and faculty fgr denmanding,
had decreased over several years from 120 students per term to 40cstndents per
term L83 74). Furthermore, the dropout rate was 30-40%. Dr. Levitan implemented

Rogers’ method of structuring the course, or rather not structdrieg his role would

this dissertation.
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be radically nondirective. The students were responsible for declibngptirse content
and for creating the syllabus. Although the professor lectured soodenst were
welcome to lecture as well. Students had a great deal of inpdeaiding how

laboratory would be conducted and evaluated, whether they would have iextras
course and how the exams would be created and evaluated. Additioin@agnts were
responsible for assigning their own grade in the course. The one regpin@norder to

have their grade submitted to the university was “to submit d&portontaining all

written material which reflected the work they had done duringsdmester” and a
“ljournal containing their insights, perception of progress and theicteshs on the
conduct of the course, as well as a justification of the gradewieyed submitted”
(88).

At the end of the class, the student feedback was quite positivargeaextent,
but there were also some negative comments about this typeicdliya democratic
pedagogy. Some of the positive feedback included one student’s tiaimthe
democratic classroom environment “makes one think much more than othees’
(91). Another commented that there was a great deal of “enthusiatime subject
matter” (90). On the other hand, however, one student claimetid#rabcracy has no
place in the classroom. [. . .] A benevolent dictator (can moreegffig) teach a course
[. . .]” (90). Despite the varied responses from students in thaiu&tion of the
teaching methods used in their class, perhaps the most importaatondhat the class

should be considered a success was that “not one student intentionallyddtoppe
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course” (92), which should be considered a highly positive outcome when eaimipar
the dropout rate of the class when it was organized as a traditional, lectanestidl.

There are a number of benefits to facilitating democracy inctagsroom.
Rogers believed that when students have a great deal of freedom in the leaesg,pro
they become involved as a whole person, cognitively and emotionallye$uk is that
the effectiveness of their learning is increased, and it beconme meaningful to
them. He recommends that learning be largely student-diredigtbenss should be
actively involved in choosing the material to be learned, in guidingrtheess of their
own learning, and in evaluating how effectively they have learfibd. benefits of
Rogers’ democratic teaching methods may be best expressddsinating from his
student’s perspective what it was like to attend one of Rogasses. When one reads
an account of how Rogers’ own classes were conducted, it becomes apmavent
radical his approach was, and how unconventional it still is alhedft century after
he first publishedFreedom to Learn

Dr. Samuel Tenenbaum, who was once a student in a class taugbgéss at
Brandeis University, writes about the experience in “CafR&jers and Non-Directive
Teaching.” He explains that Rogers’ nondirective methods weliesatihcomfortable
for students, even “a source of [. . .] irritatio®@BP 302). There was a great deal of
student resistance during the first sessions. One student demanded thatdobarsa
more conventional manner, claiming: “We are Rogers-centered, ne@nsttehtered.
We have come to learn from Roger€ORP 302). Rogers responded to students’

requests for him to lecture by encouraging them to seek out r@baurces as well:
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“You asked me to lecture. It is true | am a resource, but vdmseswould there be in
my lecturing? | have brought a great quantity of material, mepof any number of
lectures, articles, books, tape recordings, movies” (304). Rogenssiway suggested
that he should be seen as one “resource” among many rathénehaurthority figure of
the class.

Eventually, the unstructured nature of Rogers’ course seemed toshdents
into becoming more active, more responsible learners. They re#hiaed they were
going to learn in the class, “it was they who had to provide thatenot—an
uncomfortable, challenging situation indeed. It was they who had t& sipewith all
the risks that entailed” (304). What ensued was a greater senseedfy and
enthusiasm in the course, a greater willingness to participate in the pobtEm®Hing:

By the fifth session, something definite had happened; there wasstekimg

that. Students spoke to one another; they by-passed Rogers. Studehts aske
heard and wanted to be heard, and what before was a halting, sitagyself-

conscious group became an interacting group, a brand new cohesive unit,

carrying on in a unique way; and from them came discussion and thsikehg

as no other group but this could repeat or duplicate. The instructor also joined in,
but his role, more important than any in the group, somehow becamednerg

with the group; the group was important, the center, the base opé#nation,
not the instructor. (304)

In general, as the description of Rogers’ class suggests, his mgimdeaching
methods encouraged students to be active learners, and studentsttehaechore
emotionally engaged in the process of learning. These are behafitre described by

instructors who implement Rogerian pedagogy in the classroom.

On the other hand, Rogerian pedagogy poses some problems for teschers

well, and one of the biggest challenges is that some studentamesisto an
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unconventional teaching style is almost certain to occur. Student resistanagad of
the group learning experience in Rogers’ classroom, and instractorse certain that
it will occur to some extent if they implement Rogers’ pmhes. In fact, Madigan
claims that since the challenges associated with Rogerianqepdage great, especially
in terms of student resistance, he does not recommend that instrithors tenure try
to create a shared responsibility classroom. He believedabisisky for non-tenure-
track faculty because it is inevitable that students confront¢d am unfamiliar
pedagogy “may recall their initial frustrations come evatmtiime” (216). Low
student evaluations would require teachers to justify their pegtiagod they may even
adversely affect tenure decisions (217). Despite these challengesydipwladigan
acknowledges that the process of facilitating learning within suclass is one that
brings a great potential for growth despite its painfulness:
[...] 've felt the most pain in realizing | am not the persordught | was.
Specifically, | now realize | didn’t respect students as mschthought | did.
Since Rogers’Freedom to Learnappeared in 1969, I'd periodically and
unsuccessfully tried to implement its ideas. As part of a tegdeiam, | tried
again in the first summer institute, but with misgivings. | édaand expected
that participants might do nothing.
It is certainly understandable that many instructors whdaaedd with implementing a
Rogerian pedagogy would have the same misgivings that Madiganbdsdoere. The
idea of trusting students to be in charge of their own processiwiing goes against
years of training and experience for some writing instrgctbor those implementing
this non-directive pedagogy exactly as Rogers did, students would tteaige of

creating assignments, evaluating their work, leading clasgssiens, and perhaps even

negotiating the syllabus; however, Madigan explains that the ehefih he and his
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students experienced with Rogers’ teaching methods were gresingahim to
completely re-think and question the work he had completed in the fietd timt
point, even his own publications:

[. . .] when I found myself learning instead of merely teachingalized my

previous pseudomilitary, spell-everything-out teaching style mighsaohuch

have guaranteed decent work as inhibited excellent work. | felt 60%6yof
teaching Self evaporate from one anomalous class. | no longer deleseme

of my publications. (210)

Madigan does report that his students seemed to learn m@eesslt of a
Rogerian pedagogy, and it is common that students in Rogeriaecksssm to work
harder, have more ownership of their work, and are more responsiblengageéd
learners; however, like Madigan, teachers in these classss ladie transformational
experiences that force them to re-think their teaching philosopRiggorts such as
Madigan’'s were intriguing to me as a writing instructor. kcdrae interested in
implementing Rogerian pedagogy in my own writing classes taf degould get the
same positive results.

Moreover, | thought that Rogerian pedagogy would help me to overcome s
challenges related to my work with service learning. Likenynaervice-learning
practitioners, my experience with service-learning pedagogyhwdnsme that it was a
beneficial teaching method for students. My students were higigsiged with their
service-learning projects. They frequently reported that thegtasmuch more time on
their service-learning work than they did on other assignments, andsdneetimes

expressed an interest in continuing their service work afterlass ended. | believed

that Rogers’ theories would help me to illustrate why serigeening was such an
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effective pedagogy. Furthermore, | believed Rogers’ theories wolgdhteeto address
and to overcome an objection that some faculty members have witbeskearning,
that although they see the civic and moral value with this pedagbgy question
whether service learning helps students learn the academic content of g cour

Although | had used service-learning pedagogy in a literatovese, | was
interested in teaching a composition course that included a ségicéng component
and that was also primarily structured as Rogers suggeBte@nom to Learnin the
spring of 2004, | taught my first Rogerian, service-learning eourscomposition. In
many aspects, | consider that first class to have been raghbessful. As | had heard
in other cases in which Rogerian pedagogy had been implementdte as/erall
teaching strategy of the class, students in my Rogerian¢cedeadrning class seemed to
find a great deal of meaning and satisfaction in their work, thewodstrated
ownership of the class and their work, and they seemed to take redpgrfsibtheir
own learning. Students reported at the end of the term that thélyeelriting they had
completed was for “more than just a grade” and that they hadelkdjust to learn.”
Some students in the class completed extra work for the non-gyefiti@s that were
their service partners, work that was not required and for wh&phwould not receive
credit, and a few students even planned to continue to work for theicespartners
after the class had ended.

Moreover, the student-directed discussions in the class, which vwitated
using Rogers’ theories on encounter groups, and which focused on the reading

assignments, | would also consider successful. These discussions seouttimes
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seem to develop aimlessly or to begin in ways that | thoughethibe main point of a
reading assignment, but | found it interesting that when | egsiste temptation to re-
direct student discussions or to insert my own voice as the téaadherity of the class,
that left to their own devices, students seemed able to reconsitiEin assumptions, to
think critically, and to lead the discussion in positive directions.

There were some significant challenges that | encountered dhahgerm. It is
common to have some student resistance to Rogerian pedagogyceatainly did. In
fact, although | only had a great deal of resistance fromstudent, it was persistent,
and | found it sometimes distracting to the class as a whalanlbe tricky to address
student resistance when one is using Rogerian pedagogy becauseatcepts that
students should be free and responsible to direct much of their owmdgarhshould
also be accepted that students should be free to express resistaine teaching
methods and to the teacher. Moreover, some student resistance might indmeds-suc
that students are compelled to voice their perspectives, to tdketaibe actively
engaged, to think critically—even when the target is the instructor.

Another challenge with Rogerian pedagogy, in its strictesesas that students
are encouraged to come up with their own assignments and to exhagiatevn work.
| have found it beneficial for students to be actively involved ine@spects of
creating their own projects, but this is an area in which | pned¢ to be as non-
directive as Rogers. My students choose the non-profit organizatitmsviaom they

work on their service-learning projects because this often allows themnsteepareas of

their own interests, and it helps them to become more engaged with their work. Students
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generally also do well when they are left to negotiate @wim writing projects with
service-learning partners, and in doing so they are more ableai® grojects that they
genuinely enjoy completing and on which they can utilize theengths. For instance,
someone who is talented in web design can construct a websaedovice partner, or
someone who is talented in photography can take original pictures tgebleon a
brochure for a non-profit agency. As the instructor, however, | prefereate most of
the writing assignments in the class, and although | give studegtsaa deal of
freedom to determine how they accomplish the details of certaiecspjl want to
create the parameters of the assignments.

Similarly, I think it is best that | assign grades in theglaven though I think it
is useful to take into consideration students’ self-evaluatiorthedf work and their
proposals for grades. | have seen a large number of students’ proposgpbdes, and
if | assigned in every case the grade that each student believed de deserved,
perhaps up to ninety percent of students would receive an A for theatbioh | do not
believe administrators at the university, who are concerned aboetigfidion, would
look upon favorably.

Since the semester in which | taught my first composition eowith a service-
learning and a Rogerian component, | have taught many more ofdlasses, and |
have modified the way in which | use Rogers’ theories. Rather thag &dgerian
pedagogy in its strictest sense, | now depend heavily on Ralgeosies, but | use them
as one part of an overall pedagogy that is democratic yetnaob# structured. | have

developed RDP as a modified Rogerian pedagogy rather than usingt &egerian
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one because | have discovered that | am not as effective in ohyngavhen | try to
emulate Rogers’ pedagogy too closely. Rogers’ approach ismdoedirective to be
comfortable for me as an instructor. In fact, even in his owd félpsychotherapy,
although many counselors incorporate Rogers’ theories into theialbapproach to
therapy, few consider themselves to be wholly client-centered.

The goal of compositionists applying RDP is, in part, to depend onr&oge
pedagogical theories to re-organize the traditional structur¢h@fclassroom, to
encourage students to take more responsibility in the learning prartgds be active
learners, to use dialogue within the classroom as a means to promotetbiticag, to
help students recognize and to resist or re-negotiate dominant des;dwus also, and
perhaps more importantly, to help students participate in or evemtitde dialogue
outside the classroom as well, through public writing, which canrntee forms. This
functions to apply the democratic principles of radical compositi@ori, not only
within the classroom, but outside of it as well. Students’ writihglso the writing of
politically active citizens. RDP aims to help students redha¢ as public writers, they
have a great deal of potential power to create change in thewaaty and in the
world, and ideally, they may continue to realize their potentiahiteate change as
public writers even after they finish their composition course.

My aim in this project is to fully articulate a model of RDRat | have
developed over a number of years since | first used Rogerian pgdagoanjunction
with service learning in a composition class so that it can gmiea by other

compositionists interested in helping to facilitate students’ deatiocuse of public
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writing, as with service learning. In the chapter that folloWiRygers’ Psychological
Theories and His Pedagogical Philosophy,” | will explain thgomaspects of Rogers’
psychological theories, in which RDP is rooted, by presenting thesmatically,
including a discussion of his theory of personality, his ideas regptide elements of a
facilitative environment, and his pedagogical ideas. As | provide arview of major
aspects of Rogers’ theories, the focus is on illustrating the devefdhhis thinking
over the course of his career, and especially the movement t@mardcreasing

concern for the political ramifications of his theories.
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CHAPTER 2
ROGERS’ PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES AND HIS

PEDAGOGICAL PHILOSOPHY

Rogers wrote sixteen books in‘atowever, | consider twelve his major works.
This excludes his doctoral dissertation, publisheMeasuring Personality Adjustment
in Children Nine to Thirteen Years of A¢E931Yf, a small book.Counseling with
Returned Servicemdh945),Person to Person: The Problem of Beigman(1968), a
book Rogers largely credits to his co-author, Barry Stéyemsl another small book,
Man and the Science of M&h968}. Of Rogers’ twelve major works, six deal, at least
in part, with pedagogy. Since Rogers majored in educational psygholagldition to
clinical psychology at Teachers College, Columbia Universityshibuld not be

surprising that he writes so extensively about pedagogy. Thenmgrifocus of this

! For a complete list of Rogers’ major works, se@épdix One.

2 This first served as a dissertation for which Regkeveloped an instrument used to determine
the level of personality adjustment of girls ang$ia project he began while serving as a fellothat
Institute for Child Guidance in New York, from 192928. After publication, it became quite a
successful book and was used extensively in cliniesnationally.

% Rogers claimed, “The one thing | regret aboutttbek [Person to Persdris that she [Barry
Stevens] talked me into putting my name first gbhé&cause she knew it would help to sell the bémkl
| shouldn’t have let her do that, because it's midde. It's her book, and | never feel good about
seeming to author something that | really didngtd; in Kirschenbaum 391).

* This book, co-authored by William Coulson, wasethen the proceedings of a conference
organized by the Western Behavioral Sciences unstita nonprofit organization devoted to
humanistically oriented research in interpersoakitionships” (Rogers, Autobiography 373). It sold
fewer copies than any of Rogers’ other major paios (Kirschenbaum 326).
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chapter will be to provide an overview of Rogers’ psychologicairtas as well as his
educational philosophy, or Rogerian pedago@is chapter will consist of a thematic
discussion of his major psychological theories, organized generatgrims of their
chronological appearance during the course of his career, with|sgttemion given to
his thoughts about education. Moreover, by organizing the chapter inahjshve aim
is to illustrate the major developments in Rogers’ thinking throughsupraifessional
career.
Overview of Major Developments in Rogers’ Theories

The first of the major developments in Rogers’ theories is a meretoward a
nondirective therapeutic style. From the middle to late 1930s, Raggrsrience as a
counselor led him to discover that nondirective techniques were miectivesf for
providing a positive therapeutic outcome. As he gained experience tfzeragpist,
Rogers became disillusioned with current methods of psychoanalysis, and herdiscove
through counseling experiences that “there were mistakes in aativerteachings and
that there was still new knowledge to discover” (Rogers, Autolpbgr858). He began
to move away from using “any approach which was coercive or syramgrpretive in
clinical relationships, not for philosophical reasons, but becauseagpypcbaches were
never more than superficially effective” (Rogers, Autobiography 35@)thB time he
published Counseling and Psychotherap§i939), he had begun to endorse the

nondirective approach to counseling.

® Chris Madigan uses this term in his article “Atties and Expectations in a Shared
Responsibility Classroom” iRogerian Perspectivgd992).
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Relatively early in Rogers’ career, a second major developatentred, which
was that Rogers became critical of the overemphasis on coutsghniques, and he
began focusing instead on the attitudes a counselor should develop inbaraeease
the likelihood of a successful therapeutic outcomeCliant-Centered Therapfl951),
Rogers began to emphasize important therapist attitudes, suclemaathic
understanding, acceptance, genuinenessltrust, as opposed to the use of counselor
techniques, tricks, or tools (30). He believed that techniques couldeheasé'rigid”
and “mechanical,” and client-centered therapy should be instedldi@ ™ dynamic
field (CCT5-6).

A third development was that before the publicatio®afBecoming A Person
(1961), Rogers began to prioritize the characteristic of genwgaanerelation to the
other therapist attitudes. He began to call this charactermtigruencea condition in
which “the feelings the therapist is experiencing are availawlhim, available to his
awareness, and he is able to live these feelings, be them, jaabl¢iso communicate
them if appropriate” (Roger§BP 61). The ternctongruencesuggests that the therapist
should be genuine and that she should also haiaraadiacyin her communication, in
which she communicates persistent feelings that she is having in the moment.

Gradually, over the course of Rogers’ career, a fourth developmeutred.
Although Client-Centered Therapgontained a major section on how his theories could
be applied in contexts outside of the therapeutic situation, duringixies and
seventies Rogers wrote more extensively about the far-reaelpipigcations of his

theories. For instance, he focused on how his client-centered themwidsbe applied
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in education, which he wrote about extensively in articles and inma@r work
Freedom to Learr{1969), how they could be applied in encounter groups or learning
groups, which he wrote about @n Encounter Group§1970), and how they could be
applied in marriages, which he wrote abouBecoming Partner§1972). By the time

he publishedOn Personal Powef1977), Rogers had begun to use the tperson-
centerednstead ofclient-centeredo describe his approatiecause this term was more
broadly conceived and more fitting for discussion about the appligalof his
approach in intensive groups, marriage, family relationships, adratios, minority
groups, interracial, intercultural, and even international relationships (5).

A fifth development in Rogers’ thinking, and one that is highly sigaift in
terms of the implications for applying his psychological theorresa number of
situations and contexts is their politicization.On Personal PoweiRRogers articulated
the politics of the person-centered approach. By using the fohtics, Rogers was
referring to strategies that are consciously or unconsciousploged to gain or
relinquish power or control over others. The politics of the person-eenég@proach is
to encourage the development of self-reliance and self-respagsibilothers and to
avoid actions that are controlling of others. Around this time, Rogeatsbbgun to
reassess his life’'s work and to rearticulate its meaningolitical terms, calling it
“revolutionary” in purpose.

By the end of his career, a sixth development had occurred: Rqupssin-
centered approach had been successfully applied in such a variemgtetts, that it

had become more of a philosophy of life, a “way of being,” insteadimply a
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psychotherapeutic approach. His late major publicaioway of Being1980), reflects
this development.

These theoretical developments become apparent through an anaBsgeos’
major works, beginning witifhe Clinical Treatment of the Problem Ch{t939), and
ending withA Way of Being(1980). The discussion that follows will be organized
thematically with an attempt to cover each of the major idedsn Rogers’ works as
they begin to appear chronologically within his publications. Rogecsisies many of
these major ideas in multiple works, and his treatment of sotiewf evolves over the
course of his career, so the chronological organization is approximate.

The Qualifications of the Therapist

Rogers wrote the first of his major work¥he Clinical Treatment of the
Problem Child(1939), while working at, and eventually directing, the Child Study
Department at the Rochester Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to @hildnere he
diagnosed and conducted “treatment interviews” of “delinquent” andéerprivileged”
children (Autobiography 358) . In the book, he provides a description adugar
approaches to child therapy. He explains that in addition to havipchgsgical
knowledge, all therapists need to have “objectivity,” “respect feritidividual,” and
“an understanding of the self’ (280-84). In these three “qualificatdribe therapist,”
asserts Howard Kirschenbaum, one may see the roots of thedmaspts that “would
be among Rogers’ most important contributions to the understandirtelping
relationships™ “empathic understanding,” “unconditional positive n&kfa and

“congruence” (97). Rogers emphasizes that both training and attatgl@sportant in
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order for the clinical psychologist, the social worker, or the ddud®m be most
successful in treating children:
In evaluating the results of other treatment methods it has gx@ated out that
the personal qualifications of the worker are a factor in detémithe
outcome. The success of foster-home placement and of therapectdymes
in the school and club can be shown to depend to some extent upon the training
and the attitudes of the worker, teacher, or counselor involved. Thisich
more true in the interviewing process where, in many instantedeeper
therapy, it is the personal relationship itself which is of angihg importance.
There are some who maintain that the success and quality difeail therapy
depends entirely on the emotional relationship between therapist and chil
(CTPC280)
In this statement, one can see the beginnings of what would becomjeraemphasis
in Rogers’ philosophy of psychology, that rather than being skakfapplying specific
techniques, a therapist should be concerned about having particular sittiwriteg
therapy.
Clinical Psychology
Rogers admits that during the period when he was working in Recheasd
writing CTPC he began to question whether he was, indeed, a psychologist at all
(Autobiography 361). The field of clinical psychology was stillgg at the time, and
when Rogers attended meetings of the American Psychologisatidson, he claimed
they were “full of papers on the learning processes of ratdatmdatory experiments
which seemed to me to have no relation to what | was doing” (Autobiogizgby).
Instead, Rogers asserts, psychiatric social workers “seenbedtédking my language.”
(Autobiography 361). While the Department of Psychology at The Uiyeo$

Rochester told Rogers that they were not interested in havingehrh there because

they believed his work was not psychology, Rogers did offer courgbatatniversity
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under the Departments of Sociology and Education (Autobiography 361).tfwegh
he is primarily known today as a psychologist, his background isetlields is
extensive.

After he publishedCTPC Rogers began to establish his reputation as a clinical
psychologist. In 1940, Rogers accepted a position of full professbeiRPgychology
Department at Ohio State University. He claimed he wasinettat it was because he
had published this book that he was considered for the position at all (@grayiny
361).

Nondirective Therapy

It was while teaching graduate students at Ohio State thatr&dwpgan to
realize he had developed a unique perspective on psychotherapbi(uaphy 361).
Thus, in order to communicate this perspective, he wrGmunseling and
Psychotherapy considered by some to be Rogers’ most important work. Howard
Kirschenbaum and Valerie Land Henderson claim that “no single eotlichmore to
influence the practice of counseling and psychotherapy in the UnitgdsSthan
Rogers’sCP’ (The Rogers Readé&?). In the book, Rogers describes and endorses the
nondirective approach to therapy. It was primarily Rogers’ mepee as a counselor

that led to a major shift in his thinking, which occurred from thedbei 1930s to

® The book was written during a critical and eaityet in the field of clinical psychology, and it
includes the first published transcription of a gbete psychotherapy case. By 1967, the book hatl sol
over 80,000 copies even though the publisher ddulitevould ever sell 2,000 (Autobiography 361).
Rogers modestly attributes the fact that the bamdsted him into national visibility to timing, chaing
that when he wrote it, “neither my publisher nocduld have foreseen that the miniscule field of
counseling would suddenly expand at the end ofstheinto an enormous field of great public interest
To have written one of the very few books on thigjestt [. . .] was simply lucky” (Autobiography 382)
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around 1940, from using primarily directive methods for psychotherapyyiogeon
and developing more nondirective methods (Kirschenbaum 190). Rogers thainine
discovered as a result of several specific situations thitaenapy “it is the client who
knows what hurts, what directions to go, what problems are crucial,expatiences
have been deeply buried. It began to occur to me that unless | bad tordemonstrate
my own cleverness and learning, | would do better to rely upon thet dbor the
direction of movement in the process” (Autobiography 359).
Rogers claims that compared to nondirective counselors, direciiveselors
“are more active in the counseling situation—they do much motieeotalking. [. . .]
Conversely, of course, the client does much less talkibg’122). In the chapter “The
Directive Versus the Nondirective Approach,” Rogers depends heanilyesearch
conducted by E.H. Porter to illustrate the differences of approaclunselors within
the therapeutic situation:
In an analysis of word count in these interviews, Porter found thaatioeof
counselor words to counselee words ranged from .15 to 4.02. In other words, at
one extreme the client talked nearly seven times as mudte aotinselor. At
the other extreme the counselor talked four times as much adidhe—a
statistical example of what it means to try to “get a warédgeways.” If we
compare these two extreme counselors, the second talked motevéniyfive
times as much as the first.” [. . .] This makes graphic the fact that inraotinde
counseling the client comes “to talk out his problems.” In a dieaontact the
counselor talks to the client. (122)
Directive counselors, according to Rogers, stress the use of techuigsigaed to
“control the interview and move the client toward a counselor-choseri @8).

Directive techniques include “persuading the client, pointing out prableeeding

correction, interpreting test results, and asking specific qunsst(123). On the other
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hand, nondirective counselors use techniques that “cause the client maoree
conscious of his own attitudes and feelings, with a consequent iedreassight and
self-understanding,” such as “recognizing and interpreting thentd verbally
expressed feelings or his feelings as expressed in actions” (123).

Attitudes Instead of Techniques

After writing CP, Rogers “began to recognize some of the limitations of his own
work” (Kirschenbaum and Henderson 62). Specifically, he becameatwti how even
a nondirective counseling approach could overemphasize the use ofcspaaifselor
“techniquesinstead of giving “enough attention to the counselattgudestoward the
client and how the client perceived the relationship” (Kirschenbaum and lHendi).
Thus, Rogers began emphasizing the importance of certain thextipislies, which he
believed would allow therapy to be more successful.

Rogers’ Client-Centered Therapyl1951) is perhaps his best known book. It
includes a detailed discussion of the client-centered therapistigdas. The shift in
Rogers’ writing from an emphasis on nondirective counselor “technigteesin
emphasis on the importance of specific therapist attitudes lWedaappen around the
middle 1940s (Kirschenbaum 190), and it became apparent in this book.

Throughout his life, Rogers continued to revise and to develop a theory about
certain attitude characteristics that a therapist should hangtove the likelihood of a
successful therapeutic outcome. In chapter two of Part I, entiflee Attitude and
Orientation of the Counselor,” he identifies important attitudesceptance of the

client, empathic understanding of the client, and genuineness on thefptre
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therapist. Client-centered therapy, according to Rogers, estarc philosophy that the
therapist applies during counseling, a philosophy which he describeacsiycm the
following:
We [client-centered counselors] have come to realize thakeifcan provide
understanding of the way the client seems to himself at thisemipine can do
the rest. The therapist must lay aside his preoccupation wignatiss and his
diagnostic shrewdness, must discard his tendency to make professional
evaluations, must cease his temptation subtly to guide the indivahdimust
concentrate on one purpose only; that of providing deep understanding and
acceptance of the attitudes consciously held at this momehiehslient as he
explores step by step into the dangerous areas which he hasldmang to
consciousnessCCT 30)
While Rogers focuses here on the attitudes of deep understandingcesptance,
another important attitude is that of being genuine. More spedgyfidatigers explains
that it is not good if a therapist attempts to use nondirectiveade as a technique,
rather than genuinely having certain attitudes toward the ctieakh as acceptance and
empathic understanding. He claims that “client-centered cougsefint is to be
effective, cannot be a trick or a tool. It is not a subtle wayualigg the client while
pretending to let him guide himself. To be effective, it mustdraige” (30). Although
“genuineness” is listed as the third attitude of a client-cemttrerapist in the book,
CCT, Rogers later puts greater emphasis on this particular attitceleng it
“congruence” and listing it first as the most important atti{Ede80s126).
Rogers’ theory of personality
In the chapter withirCCT entitled “A Theory of Personality and Behavior,”

Rogers presents nineteen propositions, which taken together corhgrieeory of

personality and behavior (482). | will not discuss all nineteen propositronkis
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chaptef; however, | will introduce some of the propositions that constitutéc bas
elements of Rogers’ psychological theory regarding personaldybahavior because
these also inform Rogers’ philosophy of education.

The phenomenal or experiential field.

Rogers’ first proposition is that “every individual exists in a cuordlly
changing world of experience of which he is the center” (483)cKaisbaum explains
that phenomenological theory assumes that “every individual per@esegsarate world
of phenomena all around him and also within himself. This ‘phenomerdil deverns
his behavior” OBP 238). Although the phenomenal field of many individuals may
overlap as they perceive the same phenomena, asserts Kirschenibasmlso true
that part of any individual’'s phenomenal field may not correspond toathats would
agree is ‘reality” (238). Rogers claims that “the privater of the individual [. . .]
can only be known, in any genuine or complete sense, to the individualfii83).
However, Rogers also asserts that individuals may not be conscawahg of their
total phenomenal field.

The actualizing tendency

In proposition four, Rogers claims, “The organism has one basic tendency and
striving—to actualize, maintain, and enhance the experiencing orgaf#i8if). There
is, he asserts, an “observed directional force in organic(4f@8). It is a “tendency of

the organism to move in the direction of maturation, as maturatidefiised for each

" For a complete list of the nineteen propositidrat tomprise Rogers’ theory of personality, see
Appendix Two.
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species. This involves self-actualization” (488). Rogers sthtgghis tendency is also
evident in “the process of evolution”: “the directional tendency whielare discussing
will be defined most adequately by comparing the undeveloped witliaebheloped
organism, the simple organism with the complex, the organism eardlgw on the
evolutionary scale with the organism which has developed later arebasded as
higher” (489).

Consequently, this process is not always a smooth one, for an organsim
sometimes experience struggle and pain before enhancement and growthT(190)
illustrate this point as it relates to human development, R@yevedes an example of
the child learning to walk, who might, as a result of painful falls, revert tdiogater a
period of time. Rogers claims that despite the pain and struggtehumans may
experience, they have this tendency to become *“independent, responsible, se
governing, socialized” (490). He admits that sometimes a yasfetircumstances can
prevent an individual from exhibiting growth, but he argues that everhaset
situations, “the tendency is present. Given the opportunity for dearhoice between
forward-moving and regressive behavior, the tendency will operate” (491).

The role of emotion in facilitating behavior.

In proposition five, Rogers defines behavior as “the goal directedhpttof the
organism to satisfy its needs as experienced, in the fieldresiyed” (491). He builds
on this definition in proposition six by adding that emotion not only “agaones”

goal-directed behavior, but it “facilitates” it. For instancegg®s explains, “fear
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accelerates the organization of the individual in the direction of escape frgardand
competitive jealousy concentrates the efforts of the individual to surpe3y. (

The internal frame of reference of the individual.

Rogers asserts in proposition seven that “the best vantage point for
understanding behavior is from the internal frame of referenteeahdividual” (494).
This is an important basic assumption because if it is acceptédie, it provides the
reasoning for allowing the client to guide the course of thenapich is an important
aspect of client-centered therapy. Rogers claims, howeverthdrat are drawbacks to
viewing behavior from the internal frame of reference, namely titd only is
communication imperfect, but also “the greater the area of experinot in [an
individual’'s] consciousness, the more incomplete will be the pictwk”that
individual's frame of reference (495). The advantage of attemptinghderstand the
individual’'s frame of reference through client-centered theraghat the procedures
used in it, according to Rogers, tend to improve the client’s yaldditcommunicate
his/her frame of reference:

The situation minimizes any need of defensiveness. The counsieédrévior

minimizes any prejudicial influence on the attitudes expressiee.pgrson is

usually motivated to some degree to communicate his own spemikl, \v&and

the procedures used encourage him to do so. The increasing communication

gradually brings more of experience into the realm of awaserse®wl thus a

more accurate and total picture of this individual's world of drpee is

conveyed. On this basis a much more understandable picture of behavior
emerges” (496).
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Response to threat
Rogers theorizes in proposition sixteen, that an “experience whicicansistent with
the organization or structure of self may be perceived as d,tarehthe more of these
perceptions there are, the more rigidly the self-structuregenared to maintain itself”
(515). For instance, Rogers explains that if a mother who beli@reslhto be a good
and loving mother is confronted by several observers claiminglhigatejects a child,
and if she perceives this confrontation as a threat, she Wwalyli“exclude any
assimilation of this experience” (516). This mother will proceed way that defends
her self-concept as a loving and good mother, collecting evidence spatteli the
conclusions of the observers. However, in proposition seventeen, Rogershatds
“under certain conditions, involving primarily complete absence of thrgat to the
self-structure, experiences which are inconsistent with it ipayperceived, and
examined, and the structure of self revised to assimilate andienslch experiences”
(517).

In other words, learning is most likely to be facilitated in a noeat@ning
environment. Rogers claims, “The educational situation which mosttigély
promotes significant learning is one in which (1) threat to thke dethe learner is
reduced to a minimum, and (2) differentiated perception of the fiekkpérience is
facilitated” (391). Moreover, the method, client-centered therapygeneral, is
applicable both in therapy as well as in the classroom:

If, in therapy, it is possible to rely upon the capacity of thentlto deal

constructively with his life situation and if the therapist’s asrbest directed

toward releasing that capacity, then why not apply this hypetheesd this
method in teaching? If the creation of an atmosphere of acceptanc
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understanding, and respect is the most effective basis fatdtied the learning
which is called therapy, then might it not be the basis fordaming which is
called education? If the outcome of this approach to therapy issanp@ho is
not only better informed in regard to himself, but who is better tbiguide
himself intelligently in new situations, might a similar out@be hoped for in
education? (384)
In some of his later books, especiallyireedom to LearnRogers would continue to
discuss how his theories regarding client-centered therapy couapdied in the
classroom.
Student-Centered Teaching
CCT is the first major work in which there is a large focus on howelRng
theories regarding therapy with the individual can be applied in otmexts, such as
in play therapy with children, in group therapy, in leadership and ashmation, and in
education. In Part Il o€CT, “The Application of CCT,” Rogers includes three chapters
written by other authors who have applied a client-centered philosoioyne of these
contexts. He contributes two chapters in this section himselh®rapplication of a
client-centered philosophy in education: “Student-Centered Teachingfia of these
chapters. Although the general notionstifident-centereteaching has been attributed
to John Dewey and others, Rogers is responsible for “expanding thzaappnto a
general theory of education” (O’Neill and McMahon 1). He argbasthe application
of client-centered principles in education is relevant only if ébdacational goal is
democratic rather than authoritarian:
If the aim of education is to produce well-informed techniciah® will be
completely amenable to carrying out all orders of constitutdubatyt without
guestioning, then the method we are to describe is highly inappropnate

general it is relevant only to the type of goal whichdeskly described as
democratic. (387)
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Educators who use the student-centered, or nondirective, approach in their
democratic classrooms, according to Rogers, should conduct thesngelaecertain
manner. Initially, they should attempt to set the mood of the clagsing a general
philosophy of trust in the group and by communicating that trust ineswhilys. While
Rogers explains that they should “help to elicit and clarifypilvposes of the members
of the class,” he also claims that they should rely heavily osttidents to define and
to implement those purposes (402). In general, facilitators of a daticoclkassroom
should make resources available, including making themselves avaitableesource,
but they should let the students take the lead in determining how cesalrould be
used. Eventually, the goal for the facilitator of this typelaggroom is to become less
of a leader and more of a participant, whose views are expressadeandividual
within the group instead of as the teacher (402).

Moreover, Rogers lists several ways in which the facilitafoa democratic
classroom should respond to students during discussion, including the following:

= In responding to expressions from the group, he accepts both thecintd

content and emotionalized attitudes, endeavoring to give each aspect the

approximate degree of emphasis which it has for the individual and the group.

= He remains alert to expressions indicative of deep fealwigwhen these are

voiced, he endeavors to understand these from the speaker’s point ofndew, a

to communicate this type of understanding.

= Likewise when group interaction becomes charged with emotion, hettends

maintain a neutral and understanding role, in order to give acceptartbe

varied feelings which exist.

= He recognizes that the extent to which he can behave in thiésegndi

fashions is limited by the genuineness of his own attitudes. Tengrean

acceptant understanding of a viewpoint when he does not feel this acegpta

will not further, and will probably hinder, the dynamic progresshef class.
(402)
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Like the therapist in nondirective therapy, the student-centeredeteeelies on certain
attitudes to create an appropriate learning environment, accept@aaesstanding, and
genuineness. The student-centered classroom, according to thiptawsty Rogers,
is a place with much student interaction and discussion, where ttieetsarole
depends largely on the situation. The teacher’s role may shifttiratrof a facilitator
who puts the students in charge of determining the direction of ths, ¢tabeing a
clarifier of and responder to individual students expressing thespeetives, from
being a participant in the group, sharing his or her point of view asdivédual in the
group, to being neutral during heated discussions, accepting and undagstaldi
views. In his subsequent books, Rogers continues to develop his ideas aloolet de
the teacher in a student-centered classroom and about how his psyaidiogpries
can be applied in the classroom.
Hypotheses of Client-Centered Therapy

In the introduction to his next booRsychotherapy and Personality Change
(1954F, Rogers provides a clear and thorough definition of client-centeredpthe
based on four hypotheses that he and his colleagues tested:

1. The first hypothesis is that the individual has within himself dapacity,
latent if not evident, to understand those aspects of himself and lifiehis

8 PPC documents many of the findings conducted on claemtered therapy by Rogers and his
students and staff at the University of Chicago 1@3aling Center. Five chapters of seventeen aréewrit
by Rogers himself, including the introduction, ttenclusion, and two case studies. Rogers co-authors
one chapter with colleagues. Eleven chapters antribations regarding research on client-centered
therapy by others. In regard to the extensive studietailed irPPC, Rogers writes, “It isn’t a good
research in psychotherapy; it's just the best thate is” (5), which he claims reflects both hisie in
presenting this investigation” and his feeling ftlitafalls far short” of what he and his studentgotild
like it to be” (6).The book was the first “objective study of outcorépsychotherapy,” and it was also
considered “the single most important researchipatibn on [psychotherapeutic] interviewing” of its
time (Kirschenbaum 219).
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which are causing him dissatisfaction, anxiety, or pain and theitapad

the tendency to reorganize himself and his relationship to lifeeidlirection

of self-actualization and maturity in such a way as to bringeater degree

of internal comfort.

. This capacity will be released, and therapy or personal grovitfbevimost
facilitated, when the therapist can create a psychologicahatdi
characterized by (a) a genuine acceptance of the client @ersan of
unconditional worth; (b) a continuing, sensitive attempt to understand the
existing feelings and communications of the client, as they deethe
client, without any effort to diagnose or alter those feeliragg] (c) a
continuing attempt to convey something of this empathic understanding to
the client.

It is hypothesized that, in such an acceptant, understanding, and
nonthreatening psychological atmosphere, the client will reorg&maself

at both the conscious and the deeper levels of his personality in such a
manner as to cope with life more constructively, more intelllgeand in a
more socialized as well as a more satisfying way. Mpeifically it is
hypothesized that the client will change in his perception of selF,
become more understanding of self and others, more accepting ahdel
others, more creative, more adaptive, more self-directing and autaspmo
more mature in his behavior, less defensive, and more tolerant of
frustrations.

It is hypothesized that the therapeutic relationship is only orenices of
interpersonal relationships and that the same lawfulness goversschll
relationships. Thus, if the parent creates such a climate fachilds the

child will become more self-directing, socialized, and matdrtine teacher
creates such a climate for his class, the student will be@self-initiated
learner, more original, more self-disciplined; if the administraor
executive creates such a climate for his organization, thevathfiecome
more self-responsible, more creative, better able to adapt to ékemps,
more basically co-operative. (4-5)

These hypotheses of client-centered therapy reinforce basinsotentral to the

general body of Rogers’ work: therapists and others in “helpatgtionships,” as

Rogers calls them in several of his books, such as paresmtbets, or administrators,

should attempt to be genuine, accepting, and empathetic as a meareaté e

nonthreatening psychological environment, which is conducive to learning and

promotes growth. Another central idea in Rogerian theory that temvin these
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hypotheses is that therapists and others must have a certaithatushose whom they
help can and should be effectively self-directing. Rogers prislsg#-directed, self-
initiated learning, and the process of growth that he describedidats and others is
toward greater independence.

“The Characteristics of a Helping Relationship.”

In addition to this being a major theme within Rogers’ theoriés aiso the title
of an essay within his boo®n Becoming a Perso1961f. Rogers claims that his
interest in psychotherapy has brought about an interest in ewvedy dki “helping
relationship,” which he defines as “a relationship in which at lkeastof the parties has
the intent of promoting the growth, development, maturity, improved functipning
improved coping with life of the other. The other, in this sense, lmaone individual

or a group” (40). He mentions several types of helping relationshigdsding those

° Rogers’ frequently claimed that his seventh bool &is fifth major work,OBP, was his
favorite (Kirschenbaum 299). It is a collectiontefenty-one essays. Some of these deal primarillr wit
Rogers’ theories about psychotherapy, and othersabout their application in other areas, suchnas i
education and in family life. Some of the essaympited in this text consider the significance ofgecs’
psychological principles in terms of larger philpbeal issues, for instance, their implicationsameing
the achievement of “the good life.” All of them,vever, according to Rogers, have to do with “living
this perplexing world” (vii). Rogers’ audience hettimeOBP was written had broadened to include both
those in the field of psychotherapy and othershsaasthose in education, social work, the ministnd
even the general public.

By 1971,0BP “had sold more copies than any of Rogers’ othaxkbpall of which had been
available for many years more” (KirschenbauBgcoming313). Rogers’ popularity had come about
largely due to a political movement because manythiim general population shared the goals of
humanistic psychology in general: “To help indivads achieve their full potential, to become self-
actualizing or fully functioning, to clarify theiralues, to relate more effectively to those arotimean—
this was the language of humanistic psychology, ianteshed very comfortably with the other politica
and social movements of the sixties. .On Becoming a Persoappeared exactly at the right time.
(KirschenbaumBecoming313)
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between a counselor and client, a parent and child, a teacher and, stupleysician
and patient, and an administrator and Staff.

Rogers lists ten questions designed to help readers determitieemtiney can
create a helping relationship. The first two of ten questionsRbgers discusses for
determining if one can create a helping relationship focus on congruemc
genuineness, which is the next major theme to be discussed. Rogewsages readers
interested in creating helping relationships to ask, “Can | benme svay which will be
perceived by the other person as trustworthy, as dependable mtaans some deep
sense?” A second question that is closely related is, “Carekjessive enough as a
person that what | am will be communicated unambiguously?”

Rogers asks additional questions that encourage readers to think about other
important client-centered ideas. Rogers reinforces the notiorthtbse¢ in a helping
relationship should think of the client or the one being helped apaase other,
capable of self-direction. He explains the importance of empathathghe one being
helped without judging or evaluating that person, and he discusses #ssityeof
acceptance. Rogers asserts that therapists, teachers, andeftees should create an
unthreatening environment.

Lastly, Rogers claims that the person being helped should bednaagone who

is in a “process of becoming” (55). In other words, children, studentdieats should

1%1n OBP Rogers discusses several research studies tharstipe use of principles of client-
centered psychology in helping relationships. Offta@se, for example, is a study by A.L. Baldwirdan
others, “Patterns in Parent Behavior” (1945), incltthe children of parents who have an “acceptant-
democratic” attitude are found to have “an accéderintellectual development (an increasing .@wre
originality, more emotional security and contrelss excitability than children from other types of
homes” (41-42).
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be seen in terms of what they are as well as what theypeeome, seen in terms of
their potential rather than as simply “an immature child, an ign@tadent, a neurotic
personality, or a psychopath” (11). Using the words of Martin BuRegers describes
this as “confirming the other,” which means “accepting the wipolentiality of the
other. . . . | can recognize in him, know in him, the person he has beeneated to
become. . . . | confirm him in myself, and then in him, in relatiathi®potentiality that
... can now be developed, can evolve” (qtd. in Rogers 55). If one is natizesl as
being in a process of becoming, one may instead be seen ayattgnosed and
classified,” and “already shaped by his past,” which is Ingitias opposed to
encouraging (55).
Congruence

Rogers defines “congruence” in “The Characteristics of lpirig Relationship”
within OBP as “whatever feeling or attitude | am experiencing would be matcheg by m
awareness of that attitude. When this is true, then | am adioifimitegrated person in
that moment, and hence | can be whatever | deeply am” (51). olgéns that most
failures to create helping relationships come about because ofahilitynto be
congruent (51). In the moments when one is unable to be acceptant ofoame’s
feelings and to communicate those feelings, Rogers explains,isorig&ely to
communicate contradictory messages:

When | am experiencing an attitude of annoyance toward another peisam b

unaware of it, then my communication contains contradictory messhlyes

words are giving one message, but | am also in subtle ways conatiugithe

annoyance | feel and this confuses the other person and makes hustfdist

though he too may be unaware of what is causing the difficulty. Vdkea
parent or a therapist or a teacher or an administrator tofdisten to what is
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going on in me, fail because of my own defensiveness to sensemfgelings,
then this kind of failure seems to result. (51)

What is significant about the order of the questions in OBP tieatianed at
defining the helping relationship is it reflects a shift in &sgthinking that occurred
gradually beginning in the early 1950s when he began considering gezasner
congruence, the most important characteristic for therapists and otheffective
relationships. Howard Kirschenbaum considers this shift in thinking tore of the
most personally significant changes in [Rogers’] life,” although notes that “the
change did not come about all at once” (Kirschenbd&gepmingl90). Kirschenbaum
explains that “apparently, even though [Rogers] had come to underséaimdpiortance
of the client’s feelings in the relationship, his own personal brackgl still held him
back from giving due attention to the therapist’s feelings” (191).

During Rogers’ childhood, emotional displays had been considered a sign of
emotional weakness. Kirschenbaum suggests that it may haveheesmppression of
feelings that he had experienced as a child that helped Rogealize the importance
of the therapist’s ability to empathize with and to accepintdi@nd their feelings;
however, in some of Rogers’ earlier writings, there was ndt smcemphasis on the
importance of the therapist’s feelings. For instance, Rogeradiddlly discussed how
therapists should react if they did not feel empathetic or angepita particular client.
Kirschenbaum asserts that “the turning point came during thre $649 through 1951.
This was a time when Rogers experienced “two years of infrsenal distress” and
almost had a serious psychological breakdown” (Kirschenbd@eoming 191).

Rogers’ difficulties were triggered in part by the stre$shis interactions with a
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severely disturbed client. Rogers wrote in 1951, “The therapy | bamducted has
been better than anything | have ever done before. | think that my counseling isgshowin
increasing results from my own therapy undertaken two yearsvagn | was really
personally disturbed by the deep hostility of a client” (Kirschenb&eopmingl94).

“Doing Away With” Teaching (in the Traditional Sense)

Rogers claims that “Personal Thoughts on Teaching and Learniftyeisnost
explosive” chapter ifOBP (273). Delivered at a conference at Harvard University on
“Classroom Approaches to Influencing Human Behavior” in 1952, “PerJdmalghts”
was actually, Rogers notes, “a demonstration of student-centecduntga but it also
contained many of the important elements of Rogers’ teaching ppiigs elements
that he would expound upon in later works, especialfr@edom to Learn

Rogers claims that when he first wrote “Personal Thoughtsfhbdeled his
writing of the conference paper on the same method he frequentlynuisisdteaching
at the university: “I had sometimes been able to initiate vapaningful class
discussion by expressing some highly personal opinion of my own, and then
endeavoring to understand and accept the often very divergent reantioleelngs of
the students. This seemed a sensible way of handling my Hassghment” (274).
Though he admits it may have been naive, Rogers had no idea that the ideas in the paper
would be as inflammatory as he soon discovered they were. Adigingehis paper, he
opened the floor to a discussion that was highly charged with emokeslirigs ran

high. It seemed | was threatening their jobs, | was obvioushyngayiings | didn't
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mean, etc., etc. And occasionally a quiet voice of appreciation fovse teacher who
had felt these things but never dared to say them” (274).

Some of Rogers’ assertions that proved to be quite controversial tiigm
chapter are that he is “only interested in learnings whigmifstantly influence
behavior,” that the only learning that can significantly influenebdavior is “self-
discovered, self-appropriated learning,” and that “anythingdéate taught to another
is relatively inconsequential, and has little or no significantuerfte on behavior”
(276). Rogers claims that he has “lost interest in being aged@and that “outcomes of
teaching are either unimportant or hurtful” (276). By this, Rogerdaes in his
introduction to the essay, he is referring to the ideatedching “as this term is
defined in the dictionaries” (274].

Rogers asserts that rather than being a teacher, he isifitergsted in being a
learner, preferably learning things that matter” (276). Rogerstions that some of the
best ways he learns are “to drop my own defensiveness, atdegxirarily, and to try
to understand the way in which [another person’s] experience seehfsas to [that
person], and “to state my own uncertainties, to try to clarijypumzzlements, and thus
get closer to the meaning that my experience actually seems to have” (277).

At the end of “Personal Thoughts,” Rogers argues that we shoul@avdy

with” “teaching,” with “examinations,” with “grades,” and with “geees” (277). These

" Rogers is opposing an idea of teaching that teeBeulo Freire also opposes, one which
Freire describes as the “banking’ concept of etiooain which the scope of action allowed to the
students extends only as far as receiving, filarg storing the deposits” (53). The similaritiesimen
Rogers and Freire will be more completely expldegdr in this project.

53



ideas, which were indeed shocking to the initial audience, sparkeddiaccto Rogers,
a “thought-provoking session” (274).

Although Rogers writes here that he is disinterested in tegchiany of his
students have praised Rogers’ teaching style, though unconventionbg\andritten
that they learned a great deal from taking his class, not only #imstibject, but about
themselves and others. Their feedback on Rogers’ teaching witinsedered later as
well.

Significant Learning/Experiential Learning

In Freedom to Leari§1963, 1983Y, Rogers explains a philosophy of teaching in which
client-centered principles are applied in education to promote kdatfers to as,
“significant, meaningful, experiential learning” (19). Rogersirdef “significant” or
“experiential” learning to be that which (1) “has a qualitypefsonal involvemehtand
involves the whole person, both emotionally and cognitively (2) “isisglated,” (3)

“Is pervasive,” making a difference in behavior, attitudes, ankigpsreven personality,
(4) “is evaluated by the learner,” and (5) is essentiallgmmgful to the student (20).
When teachers apply Rogers’ psychological theories in a classsadtimg, this
contributes to creating what Rogers calls “a climate oédoen” (ix), in which

“significant” (4), “self-initiated” and, “experiential” leanmng may be promoted (9). The

2 The 1963 edition ofreedom to Leariecame a best-selling book that by 1978 had seéd o
300,000 copies (Kirschenbauecoming379). Rogers revised this edition, and in 1983pbklished
Freedom to Learn for the 80svhich contains much of the same material as 883 ledition and also
several new chapters that present additional relseand evidence of new developments in Rogers’
thinking about the client-centered approach andafiplications. One of these is that Rogers began
focusing on a “person-centered” approach rathar tiraa “client-centered” one. Rogers’ ideas regaydi
the politics of a person-centered approach are egent in the 1983 edition dfreedom to Leam
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attitudes that facilitate this type of learning are theesanes that facilitate learning in a
client-centered, therapeutic relationship: (1) realness or genamenethe part of the
teacher, in which she feels free to express her feelinggharhehe is “enthusiastic,”
“bored,” “angry,” or “sympathetic,” (2) prizing or acceptance bé tearner “as an
imperfect human being with many feelings, many potentigliti€3) empathic
understanding, a “sensitive awareness of the way the procedsiadtion and learning
seems to the student,” and (4) trust in the student to “choose hevayand her own
direction in her learning” (121-27).

Teaching Methods that Facilitate “Freedom” in Learning

In Freedom to Learri1983), Rogers lists several teaching methods that can help
to facilitate the type of democratic, student-directed learning that balmbss

Building upon problems perceived as real.

Rogers claims that students should learn about that which has “meanitig”
“relevance” for them (148). He explains that to increase stuadtivation, teachers
should be willing for students to confront challenges that are “fealthem and to
“improve the opportunity for them to meet those challenges” (148).

Providing resources

Instead of spending large amounts of time preparing lecturesydRegglains
that teachers should instead focus on providing resources, which irfelcaldemic

resources,” such as “books, articles, work space, laboratory room apcheqy tools,

however, it is more appropriate to explore thesmaddin detail during the discussion of Rogers’ book
OPP(1977) because this is the first major publicatiowhich these ideas were thoroughly presented.
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maps, films, recordings, and the like,” and “human resources,” queskers, people in
the community familiar with issues of student concern, and the teaghe should
make his or her knowledge available to the students without imposing it (149).

Using contracts

Student contracts give students “security” and “responsibility”hiwita
democratic classroom environment. They can provide a “bridge betwoesentional
approaches and a classroom of greater freedom,” and they cgralgte “activities,
motivation, and reinforcement” for students to achieve academic objectives (150).

For example, Arthur Combs explains to his college-level studentgraddate
students at the beginning of the term that they can earn a pgsad®in his class if
they complete the reading assignments and pass tests over gigeeasts; however,
if they wish to earn a grade of “B” or “A,” they must plan and catelvork on their
own that justifies the grade that they wish to receive. Thegter@ contract describing
the work they will complete, and when the work is finished, theyived¢be contracted
grade (150).

In this section, Rogers provides additional examples of how contractbeca
used as guidelines for students to obtain the grades they choose.tineladed is a
sample student contract and questions teachers can ask to help tpEmem
contracts (149-53).

Using the community.

Rogers explains that the community can be an excellent resource faeetiake

educational opportunities. Students can participate in community prdjacisstance,
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conducting interviews for a background study on racial attitudéseirommunity, or
they can be involved in apprenticeships or internships to learn abouicalpafield of

work. According to Rogers, such educational opportunities help studebiscoone
“searchers after knowledge,” active learners rather than igassnd temporary
recipients” of knowledge (153).

Peer teaching

The “tutor-tutee” relationship, Rogers asserts, is an effeathethod of
facilitating learning in which both parties benefit, the studembd v¢ being helped and
the student who is teaching. Rogers cites an experiment condhycidre University of
Cincinnati with sixth-grade math tutors and third-grade tuteesyhich the tutees
showed after six thirty-minute tutoring sessions “greater confelamore motivation to
work, and an improved attitude toward mathematics,” and the tutors gaindeir
own self-assurance and their willingness to assume responsibility” (154).

Dividing the group.

Rogers notes in this section that students who prefer to “be guidedanefally
predetermined path of learning” and do not wish to have “freedom todeatheir own
responsibility” should be offered some sort of provision so that theglwaose to learn
more conventionally. He admits that it “does not seem reasonabiptse freedom on
anyone who does not desire it” (154).

Organizing facilitator-learning groups.

What Rogers refers to as “facilitator-learning groups”small student learning

groups within which students can work collaboratively to achieveifspdearning
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goals. Dividing students into smaller learning groups is one waffe¢otively provide
students with “freedom of learning” within a larger class (154-156).

Conducting inquiry .

In Freedom to LearnRogers discusses the conduct of inquiry as a “new”
educational “movement” that is experiential; it encourages stsidertsk questions and
to become discoverers. In order to facilitate this type of legrnhe teacher poses
problems, creates a responsive environment, and assists studentsadprougss of
investigation (156).

Encounter groups

This teaching method, Rogers claims, which was developed and used during
group therapy, “fosters a climate for significant learnin@lie encounter group
promotes a group educational experience during which the memberspptatio a
process of dialogue with “little imposed structure.” Group memibexsome more
willing to participate in spontaneous discussion, to express thoughteelmgj$, and to
provide positive and negative feedback to others. The end resultuctassful group
educational experience is that individuals learn to have “moret gie#son-to-person
communication, sharply increased self-understanding, more realmkssdependence
[. . .], and an increased understanding and acceptance of others” (158).

Self evaluation

Rogers claims that one means in which self-initiated learrbegomes
“responsible learning” is when students are provided with the opportongyaluate

themselves, and he asserts that it is important for teachersave attempting to
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facilitate experiential learning to use “some degree” ofeediuation in their classes.
Self-evaluation might include having students participate in iogedhe criteria for
grading, asking students to analyze their strengths and weeknessl even having
students recommend their own grades (158-59).

Although Rogers wrote extensively on education and frequentlydedl a
chapter or chapters on education in his boéksegedom to Learrwas Rogers’ most
comprehensive work on education as well as his most significanibedgin to the
field of education. It continues to be an important work in educational studies.
Encounter Groups

Beginning in 1965, Rogers became increasingly more involved in tloeiatiec
group movement, which became an important focus in his career. He was known as
the “grand master” of the encounter group and as “an elder statesntae movement
(KirschenbaumBecoming328). InOn Encounter Group&l972), Rogers describes the
history of encounter groups, their process, and their outcomes, he priovaesation
about how to facilitate encounter groups, and he presents research ion the

effectiveness.

13 Rogers claims that the “T group,” which stood fomining,” was an early version of the
encounter group. It was developed in 1947 by thgchrogist, Kurt Lewin, at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology as a means for providingnau relations skills (2). Around the same time,6:94
47, Rogers and his colleagues at The UniversitZltago were also depending on “intensive group
experiences” to train counselors to help soldiewirning from combat during World War 11 (3).
Gradually, what Rogers calls “a movement involvintensive group experience” developed (4). The
emphasis of the encounter grougducational; its purpose, accordingRogers, is to provide training in
human relations and to promote personal and thaetiapgrowth through experiential means (4).
Encounter groups are also sometimes known as ségsitaining groups, sensory awareness groups,
creativity workshops, team building groups, andigegroups, and they are rooted in a combinatibn o
Lewinian thinking, gestalt psychology, and clieentered therapy (4).
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The process of the encounter group.

Rogers lists fifteen stages in the educational process afcumeter group. For
teachers aiming to facilitate democracy in the classroom thrtheyuse of student led
discussion, understanding these stages is particularly useful bebaupeocess of
dialogue that occurs among students in composition classes isimemaimilar in
many ways to that within Rogers’ encounter groups:

1. Milling around “an initial period of confusion during which there might be

“awkward silence,” and a general “lack of continuity” (16).

2. Resistance to personal expression or exploratoohesitation about trusting the
group with their thoughts and feelings.

3. Description of past feelingexpression of feelings that are obviously current;
however, the feelings are placed in the past and described “g@scuggide the

group in time and place” (18).

4. Expression of negative feelingaegative attitudes toward other group members

or the group leader” (18).

5. Expression and exploration of personally meaningful mateaatevealing of

oneself to the group in a significant way (19).

6. Expression of immediate interpersonal feelings in the grexpmples of this
might be, “I like your warmth and your smile,” or “I dislike yooore every

time you speak up.”
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7. The development of a healing capacity in the gromembers in the group
begin to respond to each other in a “helpful, facilitating, and thenapeut
fashion” (23).

8. Self-acceptance and the beginning of changigring this stage, individuals
begin to recognize and to accept certain aspects of themseadvieapp negative
ones, and this is the first step necessary for changing those aspectegd.desir

9. The cracking of facadeshe group becomes more demanding of each other that
individuals within the group should reveal themselves.

10.The individual receives feedbadke individual discovers how he/she appears to
others.

11.Confrontation this occurs when one receives strong feedback, frequently
negative, from another in the group who essentially “levels” with the &igt (

12.The helping relationship outside the group sessiousside of group sessions,
group members assist each other with their individual struggles.

13.The basic encounterwhen two people in the group communicate and
understand each other at a deep level.

14.The expression of positive feelings and closenedsziduals within encounter
groups become close as a result of their acceptance of each other.

15.Behavior changes in the groumembers frequently become more helpful and
thoughtful of each other (36), they “come to know themselves” morglydee
and they also relate “better to others, both in the group and latex evéryday

life situation” (9).

61



Facilitating an encounter group.

In the chapter, “Can | Be a Facilitative Person In A Group®@ydrs lists the
characteristics of a good encounter group facilitator, whichh@&edme characteristics
of a client-centered therapist or of a teacher who wishescibtitdte a democratic
learning environment. An encounter group facilitator must firsbéstaan appropriate
climate, one that is psychologically safe. The facilitator nvesaccepting of the group
as a whole and of the individuals in the group. She must also respormdipongembers
with empathic understanding. Rogers focuses on the importance ofcih&téa’s
genuineness, or what he sometimes refers to as congruenceseicti@n entitled,
“Operating in Terms of My Feelings” (52). He stresses hiaim is to express to the
group or to an individual within the group “apersistingfeelings,” even if they are
negative ones. Rogers does not necessarily express all of the feelingsgezieneing;
his goal is to “be aware of all the complexity” of thoseifegd “in any given moment,”
which is certainly not a simple task. The strong and persi&elmgs, however, should
be expressed, he explains (53). The psychological term for theseiqr of persistent,
in the moment feelings is “immediacy.”

As a facilitator, Rogers claims that he sometimes confrowlisiduals in the
group “on specifics of their behavior,” but he only does this “wittirfge | am willing
to claim as my own” (54-55). In other words, he uses the first p&ken he confronts
someone, and he “owns” the feelings he expresses by putting titermsiof his own
perspective. An example of this type of comment is, “It seenmaeoyou give each

message three or four times. | wish you would stop when you've cadpjetur
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message” (55). Rogers also explains that during a confrontationgbéttriuse quite
specific material, given previously by the participant. ‘Now yoweing what you
called the “pore lil ole country boy” once more™ (55).

While facilitating an encounter group, Rogers attempts to avoidneth
procedures and exercises because he doubts their effectivenessehdeesupports
using exercises such as role playing, bodily contact, or psychodfainas done
spontaneously “when they seem to express what one is actudihgfae the time”
(57). During facilitation, Rogers also tries to avoid making evalaatomments about
the group process or about individuals because he finds that these dsmma&e the
group “self-conscious” and “slow it down”; he claims that “commemnisthe group
process best come naturally from the member, if at all”. (H&) acknowledges that
when a group member makes interpretive comments about an individelbésior, it
is sometimes helpful (57). Additionally, Rogers learned thatetle a great deal of
therapeutic potentiality of the group. For example, when problems dusng the
encounter group process, such as a group member who begins exhibitihgtipsyc
behavior, Rogers found that the group frequently handles the situatmctivefly,
relating “to the troubled person apersori (58). Rogers also acknowledges, though he
generally does not try to promote it himself, that some fatlis are able to encourage
the use of physical movement and contact in a therapeutic waygdamirencounter
group process (58-59).

Rogers claims that there are some difficulties that heriexped as the

facilitator of encounter groups. One of these is handling group apdtloani be
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particularly difficult to facilitate an encounter group thatsimply apathetic. Some
facilitators have an ability to provoke a relationship with @augrto overcome apathy,
and Rogers tries to choose such a person as a co-facilitag@rsRadmits that another
problem has to do with the challenge of expressing one’s fedmgse facilitator. In
particular, Rogers claims that he is “slow to sense and exprgown anger” (65). It
can lead to “real communication—to a strengthening of the relaiprsd gradually
to the feeling of genuine liking for each other” when one can be isuffig aware of
one’s immediate feelings and can express those feelings (65).

The teaching style that Rogers developed over the course of res lsademuch
in common with the learning groups called encounter groups. In faEteedom to
Learn Rogers lists the encounter group as an effective method for teadhemwish to
facilitate self-initiated learning. Rogert@EG should prove to be a valuable resource for
teachers who are, in a sense, always facilitators. In pantjdelchers who depend on
facilitating dialogue within the classroom as a means of progatritical thinking
should find a great deal of applicability for Rogers’ discussionhef grocess and
methods of facilitating encounter groups.

The Politics of the Person Centered Approach
Late in Rogers’ career, he began re-evaluating his personedftaeories and

focusing on them in terms of their politics. This politicization of &sgtheories and

4 Rogers had begun to focus on the applicatiopevon-centeregrinciples instead oflient-
centered principleswhich functions to extend their applicability:

This view developed first in counseling and psybkoapy, where it was known as client-
centered, meaning a person seeking help was natetteas a dependent patient but as a
responsible client. Extended to education, it waled student-centered teaching. As it has
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their implications in therapy, in the classroom, and in othertetsmbecomes evident
in his workOn Personal Powe(1977). Rogers realized, after viewing his theories in
terms of their politics, why they had “aroused” “great furor’the 1940s when they
were first introduced:
| see now that | had dealt a double-edged political blow. | hadtlsat most
counselors saw themselves as competent to control the livesirofltents. And
| had advanced the view that it was preferable simply to theeclient to
become an independent, self-directing person. | was making littobaif they
agreed with me, it would mean the complete disruption and reversheiof
personal control in their counseling relationships. (6-7)
The politics of Rogers’ approach in therapy is “a conscious reniowiand avoidance
[. . .] of all control over or decision-making for, the client” (1Mhen applied in other
contexts, such as with students, with employees, in familiess@iod, the goal of the
person-centered approach is to facilitate self-ownership and responsibiligypersons
helped, to encourage them to be independent and self-reliant rather pleawlete on
the helper. It is important for those who wish to apply Rogers’ ig®do have an
understanding of their politics, for to misunderstand this aspetiegberson-centered
philosophy is to misunderstand it entirely.
Two trends in education.
In chapter four ofOPP, Rogers compares two different trends in education.

First, Rogers describes a traditional approach, which is based ohevballs the “mug

and jug” theory of education, “where the faculty possesses the kagavind transfers

moved into a wide variety of fields, far from it®ipt of origin—intensive groups, marriage,
family relationships, administration, minority gmm) interracial, intercultural, and even
international relationships—it seems best to adspbroad a term as possible: person-centered.

(5).
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it to the passive recipient” (72). Rogers describes the potitidse traditional school in
the following:

» The teacher is the possessor of knowledge, the student the recipient.

= The lecture, as the means of pouring knowledge into the reciprahtiha

examination as the measure of the extent to which he has redgiaeel the

central elements of this education.

» The teacher is the possessor of power, the student the one who obeys.

= Authoritarian rule is the accepted policy in the classroom.

= Trust is at a minimum.

= The subjects (the students) are best governed by beingnkaptintermittent

or constant state of fear.

= Democracy and its values are ignored and scorned in practice.

= There is no place for the whole person in the educational systeyrfoornhe

intellect. (70-71)

According to Rogers, in the traditional educational paradigm, demmpand its values
are not only ignored in the treatment of students, but also, itgsendly ignored in the
treatment of teachers as well, who may not be consulted ingagoer of school policy
(70).

Next, Rogers describes the “person-centered” theory of educaiiame “the
student retains his own power and the control over himself; he shatesresponsible
choices and decisions; the facilitator provides the climate feethans” (74). Rogers
describes the politics of the person-centered model of educatlmiresfacilitated by
leaders who are secure enough that they trust others to thinkaandde themselves.
While they provide resources, including using themselves, the conynumd
additional materials such as books or articles, they put studertiarigecof developing
their own program of learning, and encourage them to rely on their dfasisspline

to accomplish their goals. Evaluation of the students is conductdaelselves and

possibly by their peers as well. The leader of the group nsaypabvide feedback to
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the learner, but the leader’s primary role is to provide alitave learning climate”
and to foster the learning process. Rogers claims thatdrclimate, “the learning is
deeper, proceeds at a more rapid rate, and is more pervasivdiia #ma behavior of

the student than learning acquired in the traditional classroom” (73-74)

A Person-Centered Approach to Life

Rogers writes in the introduction to his latest major publicadidiay of Being
(1980Y° that when he discusses the “person-centered approach,” he is “n@ longe
talking simply about psychotherapy, but about a point of view, a philosaphy,
approach to life, a way of being, which fits any situation Imclv growth—of a person,

a group, or a community—is part of the goal” (ix). Over the courdeisotareer, his

!5 Rogers includes a good portion of his writing base two educational paradigms fr@®P
in his 1983 edition oFreedom to Learmwithin a new chapter entitled “The Politics of Edtion” (185-
194). The politics of his person-centered theoryedtication certainly had not changed since he first
wrote Freedom to Leariin 1969, but in that earlier edition he had nantffied and described it as such.
The person-centered mode is a useful educatiorlalspiphy for both teachers who choose to incorgorat
only some aspects of it into their overall teactstgtegy and for teachers who adopt it almostelwti

® In WB, Rogers brings together various works, conferengeegsaand some previously
published journal articles, which reflect the chesmign his philosophy that took place during the
seventies, namely its development into a politighilosophy. WB contains four parts: a section on
Rogers’ personal experiences and perspectivesstmis®n the person-centered approach, a section on
Rogers’ educational philosophy, and a short seatiorRogers’ thoughts about the implications of the
person-centered approach in the future. Very lifléhe material presented WB is new. Much of it is
reprinted from earlier books or journal articlesr Ehose who have not read much of Rogers’ previous
works, or for those who wish to find one book thatnmarizes the major principles of Rogers’ person-
centered approach or his educational philosof¢& should prove useful.

Part One includes three autobiographical papensRbgers delivered at various conferences,
“My Philosophy of Interpersonal Relationships,” geated at a Humanistic Psychology conference in
1972, which is about his personal growth and theeld@ment of his thinking, “In Retrospect: FortySi
Years,” presented in 1973 at a conference for theerican Psychological Association after he had
received the Distinguished Professional Contributidward, which contains a discussion of his
professional life, and “Growing Old: Or Older ando@ing,” presented in 1977 at a workshop on life
stages, which is about his life at age seventy-filgeese autobiographical papers present a goododleal
information in brief form about Rogers’ life and tkpand it is useful that he wrote them all latehia
career, which allows him to provide much commentgut developments in his own thinking over the
entire course of his personal and professional life
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theories had become not only much more politically conscious, but they bachde
increasingly more postmodern as well, and this is particudgmbarent in his essay “Do
We Need ‘A’ Reality” inWB. In it, Rogers claims that it is likely the world will desgr
itself unless we experience a shift in our collective thinkingwhich we begin to
accept a theory of “multiple realities,” a philosophy that engmsaindividuals to
accept and value others for their differences rather than sheilarities. Although
these ideas are expressed within a relatively short papéBiit is consistent with and
representative of the political principles of Rogers’ person-cethtapproach, which
had become late in his career a philosophy of living among othénsahanly accepts

but embraces difference, one that is both democratic and postmodern.
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CHAPTER 3

ROGERIAN DEMOCRATIC PEDAGOGY AND ITS

METHODS, INCLUDING PUBLIC WRITING

While many find Carl Rogers’ pedagogical methods intriguawgn the most
student-centered teachers would probably have difficulty implemetiitarg exactly in
the way he does. In fact, when | tried to teach a composition cauraestrictly
Rogerian way, an experience | will discuss in detail iner lelhapter, | discovered that
it would not work for me over the long term to emulate Rogerghieg style to the
letter and in every course | teach. However, it is not necessagach exactly like
Rogers did to benefit from Rogerian pedagogical theory. Insteas,the spirit of
Rogerian pedagogy that has been most useful to me in my tga¢hdomposition. The
purpose of this chapter is to discuss three of the most importahirtganethods that
can be used to facilite a modified Rogerian Democratic Pega@®@BP) that is
consistent with the spirit of Rogers’ teaching philosophy but thaspescifically
applicable in the composition classroom at the beginning of the yiesit century,
especially in terms of its democratic politics. Specificathose three methods include
reorganizing the traditional structure of the classroom soithatmore democratic,
facilitating student-centered dialogue, and public writing, whickiesea purpose and

addresses a rhetorical situation outside the classroom in the community.
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The focus of an RDP approach to teaching writing, whether ineatéaface or
an online course, is to facilitate a democratic learning environmagtthat promotes
the kind of whole person learning that Rogers advocated, thatpastem engage
students on both an intellectual and an emotional level, that promotest stuahership
of the class and their work, that encourages students to be respdositiieir own
learning, and that deals with course material and assignmenlsntt interpret as
significant and meaningful. In the composition classroom, the teantetigpds that are
most useful for facilitating a spirit of Rogerian democracynetvdkogers himself did
not implement them, would have the same general aims and accompligih goals as
the teaching methods that he outlinedCilent-Centered Therapyreedom to Learn
On Personal Powerand in his other major publications that have in depth discussion of
pedagogy. Three important RDP teaching methods for the composiasaradm
include the attempt to reorganize the power structure of the traalitclass in a way
that is radically student centered, the facilitation of studenermggéed dialogue that
encourages critical thinking, the questioning of assumptions, theingsst and
renegotiation of dominant discourses, and the participation of studeatizans in the
process of democracy outside the composition classroom through pulilgwiVhile
all of these teaching methods are an important component of tawjit@an effective
RDP writing class, | would assert that the teaching method hhatthe greatest
implications in terms of helping our composition students to experigrecdind of
democratic learning that Rogers advocated, even if he did not egedbhing method

himself, is public writing, and especially as it is accomplished through sézaiceng.
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There are a number of different models of teaching public wriimg
composition that will be explored later in this chapter, but | belithat the most
effective ones for addressing democratic learning objectikestadents to respond to a
real exigency outside the classroom. In addition to servicaitgprthese types of
public writing assignments might include webfolio writing, bloggiagd other types of
web writing, such as with wikis, twitter, or social networkinggsi Public writing not
only allows students to publish their own writing, which | would angube last stage
of the writing process, but it provides a means for students tcipaté in a real
rhetorical situation outside the classroom so that they might thraugemocratic
process use their writing to effect change in their commugnéirel to contribute their
voices toward a wide variety of argumentative purposes, such asipadirtg in

inquiry, negotiation, or persuasion.

In this chapter, in order to fully articulate an RDP approachatchiag writing,
the discussion that follows will focus on each of the major tegcmathods used to
facilitate an RDP classroom, including re-organizing the it structure of the
classroom, facilitating student-centered dialogue, and publingriThe goal in this
chapter is to provide the context and history of each of theskinganethods within
composition and rhetoric studies and to suggest how each method midfechigety

used to facilitate Rogerian democracy in composition classes.
Reorganizing the Traditional Structure of the Classroom

Beginning in the 1960s and early 1970s, when the paradigm shift in

composition and rhetoric studies began to occur and teachers movedrenvaysing
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the Current Traditional Rhetoric model, the work of cognitivists ampdessivists led to
a reorganization of the traditional classroom in which the teasfasr the ultimate
authority. Cognitivism and expressivism have influenced compositsotusteach in a
more student-centered manner. Cognitivist theory focuses on the stymleotsses of
writing, which Xin Liu Gale claims “implicitly criticizeshe traditional way of teaching
writing, especially its emphasis on students’ passive imitatioth@fmaster’'s great
pieces” (14). Rather than teaching in a product-oriented way, egoogirstudents to
emulate the writing found in canonical works of literature, cogsim led
compositionists to be more process-oriented, helping students to think abdut
practice writing as it occurs in various stages.

Linda Flower and John R. Hayes made a large contribution to the igmgnit
movement with their work “A Cognitive Process Theory of Writingy’which they
argue that writing is a goal-oriented process. After compatimg writing of
experienced and inexperienced writers during a five year periogdeipain that the
mental process of writing takes place in stages, including #riplg stage, in which
ideas are generated and organized, the translating stage, daraingwriters put their
ideas into “visible language,” and the reviewing stage, when aesivéuch as
evaluating and revising occur (372-74). They assert that the chiffierence between
experienced and inexperienced writers is that experienced @ablarto conduct goal
setting during their process of writing, including both process-oriegteds, which
involve the directions writers give themselves as they carryheutask of writing, and

content-oriented goals, which involve what writers want to say to their audi@Ya®s
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The implications of Flower and Hayes's work in terms of the sitide
centeredness of their theories is evident in their conclusion, in \ltméghclaim, “By
placing emphasis on the inventive power of the writer, who is ableplore ideas, to
develop, act on, test, and regenerate his or her own goals, we ang patimportant
part of creativity where it belongs—in the hands of the working, thinkirigr” (386).
However, even though the contributions of Flower and Hayes, and thosthesf
cognitivists, are highly significant because they helped to createore student-
centered model of teaching composition that would be influential foy ipaars, they
tended to ignore the political dynamics involved in the structure afl#ssroom and in
writing itself. Gale argues that cognitivists, “unfortunatedy, not address political,
social, or cultural issues implicated in the teacher’s discanddeacher’s authority in
the classroom” (1). Like Gale, Weisser expresses a sioritagsism of cognitivism. He
claims that cognitivists “advocated the teacher’s interactigh students during the
writing process, but cognitivists did not question the political ioaplons of the
discourse students were supposed to master” (16). Cognitivism thendiagcto
Weisser, made the creation of successful writing seem lfgeientific fact,” “free of
ideological factors. The possibility that what is good and succassdyproduct of class
interest and social formations was never seriously considd€i€]. Cognitivism,
despite the fact that it ignored the political dynamics involvestudents’ creation of
discourse, made a highly significant contribution to composition stbeiesuse it was
an instrumental component in the beginning stages of the movememt tawaore

student-centered, student-empowered writing class.

73



Expressivists, on the other hand, challenged the teacher’'s authorthe
classroom much more directly than cognitivists because they believedritiveg was a
private act, one concerned with “personal experience,” “self-disg@veand
“individualism” (Weisser 18). In his bookyriting Without Teacherdeter Elbow, who
contributed a great deal to the expressivist movement, writes:

In this book you are jettisoning the very foundations of learning and knowing

You invite the student to get along without any teacher—without anybioe

can bring to bear greater training, knowledge, wisdom, or authoritigelplace

of a teacher you propose nothing else but other students. You do propose a

process, too, but it is a process devoid of critical thinking, Jodebate,

criticism, or doubting. It is a flabby, unintellectual procesgng to listen, to
understand, and to experience—and sometimes merely to tell tiee abbut

that experience. (xx)

Elbow’s advice to compositionists is to create a teachetlass. Readers are asked to
understand what writers are attempting to say rather than tce.judgtics of
expressivism claim that expressivists are too romantic na¢stiand almost anti-
intellectual with their focus on the personal insights and feelofgghe individual.
Joseph Harris argues that “there is an odd way in which the stubhefElbows’]
workshops [. . .] do not seem to be held answerable to each otheelsctmils.
Readers are simply asked to say what they felt about antaixtp offer a convincing
case for their readings of it; [. . .] Students in such ascdasind more like sounding
boards than interlocutors” (Harris 31, gtd. in Elbow xxi). ImpligiHarris’ argument is
the assumption that expressivism promotes an almost arhetauieaiosi in the writing
classroom due to the absence of logical argument.

In addition to being criticized for creating writing group sitaasi that seem

artificially devoid of debate and contention, some critics argueBHmw and other
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expressivists go too far in denying the teacher’s authoritiyarclassroom. Gale asserts
that the “problem with expressivists’ position is that they downtilaysignificance of
the teacher in the writing classroom to the extent that tiskydenying the possibility
of using the teacher’'s authority constructively to enhance studkasiing” (2).
Furthermore, Gale asserts, the “proposal” of the “teacheslass” is an “oxymoron”
because it “denies and acknowledges simultaneously the inevitadilitstitutional
authority in learning” (29-30).

The criticisms of expressivism are important to explore bedéwesecan also be
used against Rogers’ pedagogy, for he, like Elbow, focused adgalain therapy and
in discussion groups on the facilitation of understanding, and he also piapode
away with teaching. In “Personal Thoughts on Teaching and LearriRaogérs claims
that “anything that can be taught to another is relatively iregprential, and has little
or no significant influence on behavior” (276). He explained that hs tonly
interested in being a learner, preferably learning thingsntiaétier,” and he suggested
that we “do away with examinations,” “with grades and creditsd with “degrees”
(277). Rogers and Elbow sound, at first, a great deal alike in tigeimant for what is
essentially a teacherless class, and Elbow admits that hanigwog of the seeds” of
some of his ideas from Rogers, especially in terms of hisaflpkying the “believing
game,” when one reads to find the strengths in a writer's amjuas opposed to
playing the “doubting game,” when one attempts to “poke holes in” igerigr

argument, or find the weaknesses in it (xxix). However, the problem identifying
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Rogerian pedagogy too closely with expressivist theory, or @gean expressivist
theory, is that it oversimplifies Rogers’ work.

While Elbow claims that compositionists when reading students’ whduld
“listen” and try to “understand” in an “unintellectual process” trgat‘devoid” of
“critical thinking, logic, debate, criticism or doubting,” the grouprieng process that
is described in some of Rogers’ major publications was much coonglex, not at all
devoid of debate and critical thinking, even though the goal was atoosistently to
facilitate understanding, which was also the goal in Elbow’'singrigroups. In fact,
when one examines the processes of learning that occurred in gtiugssacilitated
by Rogers, such as in the classroom or in encounter groups, threy maked
frequently by contentious discussions in which differing perspectiwees shared, and
much of the growth for the participants takes place as a di@satt of situations in
which there is struggle, challenge, disagreement, and contention. MgreoRRogers’
classroom, the student learning experience included, at least ¢oestbemt, shock and
disorientation at being faced with a new paradigm of teaching anairlg, and it was
generally after this uneasy period that students began to take respyrfsibiheir own
learning and to demonstrate ownership of the class. It would beumaeirstanding of
Rogerian theory to think that it assumes learning can occur ircagsrthat is devoid of
struggle, contention, debate, and sometimes even pain.

In On Encounter GroupsRogers discusses the stages of group learning
situations, and in general confrontation plays an important role inledening

experience (31); it often leads to what Rogers refers thea%asic encounter,” when
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individuals “come into much closer and more direct contact with etiolr than is
customary in ordinary life” (33). Rogers claims that the encousttorie of the most
central, intense, and change-producing aspects of group experience” (33).

Rather than being anti-intellectual and devoid of debate, or tyoditic” and
“soft,” the process of dialogue in Rogerian group learning situations depends, in part, on
contention, and, when successful, leads to critical thinking, sdlfisi@n, and
personal growth for the participants; these types of learningtgihs are markedly
democratic in that differing perspectives are shared withoruaf that is akin to what
postmodern theorist Mary Louise Pratt describes as “contact,zevtgsh are “social
spaces in which cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each other” (19. Rvdil's use
of the term “contact zone” has to do primarily with socialaibons which occur in the
context of “highly asymmetrical power relations,” such as “colonialismesyaor their
aftermaths” (1), classroom group learning situations frequembjude student
participants who come from diverse backgrounds in terms of ckss, gender, and
religious beliefs, so the dialogue that occurs within thesengsttieveals such great
differences in perspective that they often can seem much like Pratt’stconias.

When one becomes familiar with transcripts of dialogue from surttee group
learning situations that Rogers’ facilitated, it becomes appdnat his goal was, like
Elbow, to create a kind of “teacherless” class in that the=e wmtensive “learning”
situations instead of “teaching” situations, at least in the toadit sense that this word
is used. However, Rogers’ method was not at all an “unintelleptoakss,” “devoid”

of “critical thinking,” “debate,” or “criticism,” as Harridescribed Elbow’s class. In this
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way, Rogers use of dialogue in learning situations seems moresteomsiith the

pedagogical goals of radical compositionists, like Paulo Freine are known for the
method of facilitating a process of critical thinking that osclargely as a result of
dialogue.

An example of the type of dialogue that occurred in Rogersdenter groups,
which was sometimes contentious, was recorded during a sessioffast,Bdorthern
Ireland, which he discusses in his bd@k Personal Powerin which there were both
Protestants and Catholics, extremists and moderates, men and wardainkéd this
allowed him “to observe what happens in a group where the bitterneslves
generations of economic, religious, and cultural hatred” (129). Higopa was to
facilitate “straightforward communication” within the group and tmfthe event as a
means to document and to study the dialogue and the processnifideaithin an
encounter group. He claims that in the early group sessions, therdstse horror, and
despair of everyday life in Belfast was abundantly cled30§. Tom, one group
member, had a sister who had been killed by a bomb, and it wesuas to which
side was responsible for that terrorism. Another group member, DenRiKtestant,
had experienced the terror of having to hide behind mattresdehiwitamily as bullets
struck his home, and on other occasions having to help “carry awagrthéddies,
living and dead, from bomb explosions” (130). One woman in the group, Becky, a
Catholic, discussed how her sons had suffered as a direct resBlitish police
brutality, and she expressed a sense of hopelessness and deggathatight that if

change did not occur, she was afraid that the “bitternesssdres were experiencing
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would eventually lead them to become IRA men. At the same tiRretastant woman,
Gilda, said, “If | seen an IRA man lying on the ground—this is wheng thing |
suppose in your eyes—I would step on him, because to me he has jusinvend
taken the lives of innocent people” (130).

However, despite the hatred, bitterness, and despair expressedolyy ¢
members on both sides about their situations, Rogers claims thag dod@ group
interaction “centuries-old hatreds were not only softened but in sostences deeply
changed. [. . .]” (131). For instance, Rogers demonstrates how a lgveatof
understanding was achieved as a direct result of the dialoguedre Dennis, a
Protestant, and Becky, a Catholic. Dennis’ comments show thatry ibeolved in an
encounter group with Becky, he has begun to think critically abouttéreosypes
associated with Catholics: “The general impression back in BeBasf she is a
Catholic she is a Catholic and you just put her in a wee box ahdtthe end of it. But
you just can’t do that” (131). Dennis shows a great level of empatiBecky when he
states:

| would hate to be sitting in Becky’s chair . . . because | ttestl she feels the

absolute despair that | would feel. | don’t know how | would reactiéle one

of her lads. | would probably go out and get a gun and finish up doing

something radical and end up dead. (131)

Becky responds to Dennis’ comments by acknowledging that shevdxelhe “fully
understands me as a person” and that she thinks of him as a “f(l81)” What is

remarkable about this discussion is that it demonstrates welkchbeal thinking and

changes in thinking can be achieved through a process of dialogug,adsa shows
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what strong interpersonal relationships and a sense of communitgevaiop as a
result of the process.

Rogers explains that, “open expression, in this kind of a climéads to
communication. Better communication very often leads to understandinfj [131-
32). In fact, Rogers claims that some of the dialogue had to beeddlfom the film
because it demonstrated such understanding of the other side’s pdwstionright
have endangered the lives of the speakers when it was shown int B&B23.
However, what is important to recognize is this group discussioudadl the
expression of a great deal of contention and even hatred before tkeesexprof such
profound understanding occurred. An important component of facilitating denjarac
any learning environment is that individuals must be free to exfiresselves, and the
hope is that critical thinking will occur, greater understandinly be achieved, and
change may be effected when differing perspectives aressgaraevithin a certain type
of environment. This often occurs in conjunction with honesty and openness, which
might include debate, contention, and even hostility. Rogers understoodnthis
illustrates this dynamic in his writings about group learnitigasions, which separates
him from expressivists and sets his group situations apart from Elbow’s vgrongs.

Conversely, the criticism that expressivists go too far in doing away with the
teacher can also be leveled against Rogerianism. Xin Liu Gale, aufheadiers,

Discourses, and Authority in the Postmodern Composition Classidaims that

! Rogers is referring to a person-centered clinmatehich a facilitator attempts to have certaintades,
which were discussed in detail within the previohapter, congruence, which means being genuine,
acceptance, which entails caring or prizing foreosh and empathic understanding. A big part of
facilitating a democratic learning environment, Rwgers, includes having these attitudes.
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teachers rely on the institution for authority to perform pedagags As long
as teachers have to play the role of cultural agents for theuiost, they will
never be able to sever their ties to the institution completalyog as teachers
want to have power to oppose the dominant society, they have to belong to the
academic institution and become part of its oppositional traditias. dt dual
role that the teacher has to recognize and learn to cope with. (46)
One of the most challenging aspects of an RDP approach to watithg burden of
having to cope with the dual role, which Gale recognizes is an abditi for all
radical compositionists. We must creatively navigate the thinb@teeen aiming for a
radically student centered class, while still working within tmnstraints of the
institution. Radical compositionists have to recognize that no miatier hard they
work to reorganize the structure of the traditional classroothatostudents are more
empowered, they can never achieve complete democracy in kags due to their
responsibilities to the institution and to the fact that their eslea teacher for that
institution carries with it a certain amount of authority thatncd be denied. Perhaps
the key to successfully navigating this challenging situation fas radical
compositionists, as Gale suggests, to “strive to make their ayttewdbling and
constructive rather than evading its existence” (158). | wouldriagsat the way
compositionists can make their authority enabling is by focusintpense of specific
teaching methods that empower students and that facilitate chayoas much as
possible while still recognizing that this is an idealisticlgoaver fully achieveable. If
we are honest with ourselves, though, it is the same when weattermplement any

type of pedagogical philosophy. We aim to use teaching methodadt@mplish the

goals of a particular philosophy even if that aim cannot be perfectly attained.

81



Dialogue as an Essential Component for Building Democracy: IRogers and
Freire

An RDP approach to teaching writing, like other radical compositieories,
depends on the use of dialogue to empower students and to effiege ciéhile most
radical compositionists support their pedagogy with the theoriesudb F-reire, who
focused on dialogue as a liberatory teaching method thattdieslicritical thinking,
Rogers, as a psychologist, has a great deal to contribute tiscussion because his
work illustrates how dialogue can be used effectively to fatdlittearning in the
classroom as well as in group therapy. Additionally, in Rogekwbecause he
frequently transcribed, taped or filmed both group and individual therasjoss, his
work provides a rich means to illustrate specifically how theofiskalogue and other
teaching methods that facilitate democracy increase tfectigEness of student
learning. His numerous pedagogical examples make his work higbgssible for
researchers and teachers.

While Rogers and Freire share the assumption that communidationgh
dialogue is an essential component of student learning, they arsiraitar in many
other aspects of their overall democratic pedagogical philosoaése exploring the
similarities of their ideas regarding dialogic communicatianis iimportant to first
outline what they share in terms of their overall teaching piplogs. Rogers and
Freire both essentially argue for a leveling of power betwescher and students. Both
oppose a traditional educational philosophy that envisions teachdestaers and

students as empty receptacles, who should be filled with their teacher’s #gewle
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In his chapter “The Politics of Education,” Rogers describes tithditional

mode” of education, a model in great need of reform, in a mannengtyilgimilar to

what Freire refers to as the “banking” model of education. FoeRpghe traditional

mode of education is “a jug and mug theory of educatibréddom to Learri87), in

which teachers fill their students’ heads with their own percemtiaihe world, their

own version of truth. It is a model of education in which the powedhenclassroom

resides in the teacher alone. In this conventional model of educatitiedlber is the

expert who knows the field. The student sits with poised pencil and notebaitikgw

for the words of wisdom. There is a great difference in thtustlevel between the

instructor and student” (Rogers 186). The qualities of the conventional wiode

education, as Rogers sees it, are as follows:

The teacher is the possessor of knowledge, the student the expected
recipient.

The lecture, the textbook, or some other means of verbal intellectual
instruction are the major methods of getting knowledge into the
recipient. The examination measures the extent to which the stuaent
received it. These are the central elements of this kind of education.

The teacher is the possessor of power; the student the one who obeys.
Rule by authority is the accepted policy in the classroom.

Trust is at a minimum.

The subjects (students) are best governed by being kept in an intarmitte
or constant state of fear.

Democracy and its values are ignored and scorned in practice.

There is no place for the whole person in the educational system, only
for her intellect. Freedom to Leari86)

On the other hand, according to Rogers, a more democratic moeldlicdtion

can occur when “an atmosphere of realness, of caring, and of understistdimgg”

is provided, in which case students can learn to “think for themsebues to “learn for
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themselves” (188). Rogers believed that rather than beirgaaHerand evaluator”
one should aim for “beingfacilitator of learning; which he asserts is “a very different
occupation” (26). Moreover, a more democratic model of education reqaigreat
deal of trust on the part of the educator. In order to facilitate signifieamihg, Rogers
claims that in addition to being genuine with their students (121)atechpting to be
understanding of their students (125), facilitators of learning shoulel dva attitude of
“prizing, acceptance, trust” of their students (123). Rogers @pldhat the
“facilitator’s prizing or acceptance of the learner isagerational expression of her
essential confidence and trust in the capacity of the human smgaiii24). For
Rogers, the trust that facilitators should have in the ultimapaaty of students
includes an “acceptance of the learner as an imperfect béimgnany feelings, many
potentialities” (124), including the possibility that the learner ndgmonstrate
“occasional apathy,” “hatred of authority,” “concern about persotedja@acy,” and so
on.
In a manner strikingly similar to Rogers’ description of tiadél education,

Freire describes the “banking’ concept of education, in which tlopesof action
allowed to the students extends only as far as receiving, filmgst@ring the deposits”
(Freire 53). The qualities of his “banking” model of education are as follows:

(a) The teacher teaches and the students are taught;

(b) The teacher knows everything and the students know nothing;

(c) The teacher thinks and the students are thought about;

(d) The teacher talks and the students listen—meekly;

(e) The teacher disciplines and the students are disciplined;

() The teacher chooses and enforces his choice, and the students comply;

(g9) The teacher acts and the students have the illusion of acting hihitueig
action of the teacher;
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(h) The teacher chooses the program content, and the students (who were not
consulted) adapt to it;

(i) The teacher confuses the authority of knowledge with his or her own
professional authority, which she and he sets in opposition to the
freedom of the students;

() The teacher is the Subject of the learning process, while the pugils
mere objects. (54)

Freire writes that the “solution” to an oppressive educationattstre is “to transform
that structure so that [students] can become “beings for themselves” (5rgués that
the efforts of the “humanist, revolutionary educator” must “be imbuéd avprofound
trust in people and their creative power. To achieve this, they lmeysrtnersof the
students in their relations with them” (56; emphasis added). Boge® and Freire
envision traditional education in similar ways, and likewise, both has@mmon idea,
which centers around the notion of trust in students, about how to réfarmutmoded
system in order to achieve a more democratic and liberatory model of educati
The notion of dialogue plays an important role for both Rogers ance knea
reformed model of education, one in which power is more equally distdladtween
teacher and student. Rogers describes a process of dialogue tleftraeto as the
“encounter group,” which is essential for a Rogerian pedagogy:
It is difficult to describe briefly the nature of such a group eepee because it
varies greatly from group to group and from leader to leader. Hawdéve
group usually begins with little imposed structure; the situatiohthe purposes
are up to the group members to decide. The leader’s function igilitafa
expression and to clarify or point up the dynamic pattern of the gratnpiggle.
In such a group, after an initial “milling around,” personal exgvesness tends
to increase. An increasingly free, direct, and spontaneous comithomicaecurs
between members of the group. Facades become less necBsfanges are
lowered, and basic “encounters” occur as individuals reveal hitindtden

feelings and aspects of themselves and receive spontaneous feetlb#tk
negative and positive—from group members. Some or many individuals become
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much more facilitative in relationship to others, making possibleatgr
freedom of expressionFfeedom to Learri58)

For Rogers, the end result of participation in an encounter grous ifi fruitful one,”
is “a deeply personal experience resulting in more direct péosparson
communication, sharply increased self-understanding, more realeb$sdependence
in the individual, and an increased understanding and acceptance of (itb&)s” The
process of the encounter group is, according to Rogers, an examgkpesiential
learning, and it is a democratic type of learning group in kvithe goal is primarily
liberatory.

According to Freire’s educational theory, in which the goal ak Wibgers’
theory is primarily liberatory, participation in a process ofadjak can help individuals
to learn to think critically and to reflect upon their assumptidmutithe world. This
dialogic process can help students to recognize their own oppressido decome
liberated. Freire describes the process of, what he callSpibielem-posing method”
of education, which is his concept of a reformed educational model, in the following:

The problem-posing method does not dichotomize the activity of the teacher

student: she is not “cognitive,” whether preparing a project or @mgag

dialogue with the students. He does not regard cognizable obgekis arivate
property, but as the object of reflection by himself and the studarttss way,
the problem-posing educator constantly re-forms his reflectiotisei reflection
of the students. The students—no longer docile listeners—are novalcciic
investigators in dialogue with the teacher. The teacher pregentaaterial to
the students for their consideration, and re-considers her eartisiderations
as the students express their own. The role of the problem-posirat@dsdo

create, together with the students, the conditions under which knowletlge at
level of thedoxais superseded by true knowledge, at the level dbties (62)
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For Freire, the engagement in dialogue between a teacher wahtst is a type of
learning experience that allows the participants to re-densitogether their
assumptions about reality through a liberating process thats@sdite acquisition of a
higher level of truth for all participants.

Both Rogers and Freire describe a process of dialogue thaseéstmlly a
democratic one in that power is shared between the participaritsuglt Freire refers
to the process as “problem-posing” education and Rogers refdragaain “intensive
group experience” or an “encounter group” experience, both theoristsdes@milar
process of dialogue, in which individual participants learn bgressing and re-
considering their unique perceptions of the world. According to Rpgarscipants in
such a process become empowered; according to Freire, they biberated. In
Rogers terms, the facilitator and students in encounter groupsvechreater
“independence,” an “increased self-understanding,” and an “iresteasderstanding”
of others. In Freire’s terms, the “problem-posing educator” and studeqisre a more
“true knowledge.” Despite their different language, the siimidsr between the two
theorists’ ideas are striking.

Rogers was astonished when he discovered the similaritiegedret his
pedagogical ideas and those of Paulo Freire, which he addresses an luselater
works,OPP (1977):

Freire’s book, The Pedagogy of the Oppressedas first published in
Portuguese in 1968 and translated into English in 1970. My Baekdom to

Learn, was published in 1969. There is no indication that he had ever heard of

my work, and | had never heard of his. | was addressing studesdsi¢ational
institutions. He is telling about work with frightened, downtrodden pesasant
tried to use a style that would reach students and their teathensrites to

87



communicate to Marxists. | like to give concrete examples. Halmost

completely abstract. Yet the principles he has come to buildidris on are so

completely similar to the principles ¢freedom to Learrthat | found myself

openmouthed with astonishment. (106)

In part, the similarities between Rogers’ and Freire’s gplas, to which
Rogers refers, may be accounted for because both theorists’ works acehsaid toots
in American pragmatism and the work of John Dewey. John Saltmasshtsa that
several service-learning practitioners who have attempted nd fedagogical
foundations for their teaching methods have looked to Freire, “particuta his
conception of praxis, dialogic education, a liberationist educationatigaraand a
redefined role of teaching. Little of this interest in Fesirwork accounts for the roots
of his educational philosophy in Dewey” (14). Saltmarsh explainsHtete’s thesis
for becoming Professor of History and the Philosophy of Education,hwigs
published during 1936 in Brazil, was based upon Dewey’s Hdekocracy and
Education(14).

Dewey believed that democracy is the environment most conducive to
education. “A Democracy,” according to DeweyDamocracy and Education

is more than a form of government; it is primarily a mode ebasated living,

of conjoint communicated experience. The extension in space of the nofmber

individuals who participate in an interest so that each has tohigfexwn action

to that of others, and to consider the action of others to give point autiahr

to his own, is equivalent to the breaking down of those barriers of ctass

and national territory which kept men from perceiving the full impoértheir

activity. These more numerous and more varied points of contact danote

greater diversity of stimuli to which an individual has to respondy the

consequently put a premium on variation in his action. They secureratibine

of powers which remain suppressed as long as the incitationsioon ace

partial, as they must be in a group which in its exclusivenass ut many
interests. (87)
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For Dewey, the idea of democracy was not limited to a “forngayernment” (87).
Instead, in terms of its significance for education, Dewdieved that a democratic
ideal promotes communication among individuals with diverse backgrowrtdsh
assists individuals in “perceiving the full import of their iaty,” or rather, it
encourages learning, and it leads to a “liberation of powers” @ifjilarly, the notion
of “freedom,” a term Freire uses instead of “democracy,’ne@ssary element for his
liberatory pedagogy. He asserts that freedom “must be pursuedardbnsand
responsibly. Freedom is not an ideal located outside of man; noamsidea which
becomes myth. It is rather the indispensable condition for the quedtufoan
completion” (29).

The main argument in Roger&reedom to Learnand his notion of self-
actualization throughout his works, is similar to Freire’s idhed freedom is essential to
education and to human growth. Rogers’ definition of freedom, in termtheof
educational process, like Dewey’s and Freire’s also has much witli@ liberatory
educational paradigm. For Rogers, a free classroom is a perseneck classroom.
Politically, power in the traditional mode of education resides inatit@ority of the
teacher: “Power over is the important concept. The strategi¢miding and exercising
this power are (1) the rewards of grades and vocational opporsyiaitie (2) the use of
such aversive, punitive, and fear-creating methods as failure onsgexaitre to
graduate, and public scorn” (187). In such an environment, Rogers exfiairsjs a

minimum of trust in students, who experience themselves as “peaeale having little
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freedom, and as having almost no opportunity to exercise choice or carry respghsibil
(186-87).

Conversely, in the “person-centered mode” of education, power residies in
“learner, or the learners as a group, including the facilitatonts” (189). Rogers’
depiction of the facilitator as one who is also a learner isniscent of Freire, who
writes, “Through dialogue, the teacher—of-the-students and the studehéstefcher
cease to exist and a new term emerges: teacher-studenttuwdtnts-teachers. The
teacher is no longer merely the-one-who-teaches, but one whmselhitaught in
dialogue with the students, who in turn while being taught also teddy Become
jointly responsible for a process in which all grow” (61). Frdike, Rogers, describes a
more politically equal version of education in which all participam¢sicher and
students, equally share responsibility in the learning process. Their noonimgscent
of an idea of Dewey'’s iDemocracy and Education

We [teachers and parents] can and do supply ready-made “ideaftieby

thousand; we do not usually take much pains to see that the onendear

engages in significant situations where his own activities genesapport, and

clinch ideas—that is, perceived meanings or connections. This doeseant m

that the teacher is to stand off and look on; the alternativertishing ready-

made subject matter and listening to the accuracy with whishréproduced is
not quiescence, but participation, sharing, in an activity. In sucledlaativity,
the teacher is a learner, and the learner is, without knowiagté&acher—and

upon the whole, the less consciousness there is, on either side, of either giving or
receiving instruction, the better. (160; gtd. in part in Saltmarsh 14)

In this paragraph, Dewey’s description of what is also esdgntaldemocratized
process of learning is much like the rhetoric of Rogers andef-rfiat learning is a

reciprocal process in which teacher and students share.
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Jane Tompkins presents a persuasive argument for why it istamptr depend
on democratic teaching methods of Friere and, | would add, of Rogersllagn her
frequently quoted article, “Pedagogy of the Distressed.” She sggbas while English
professors frequently pay lip service as advocates of sociaguste don’t always
practice those values in the classroom. In other words, shesas#rit is important
that we institute our values regarding the importance of demoaratgocial justice in
our classrooms because “the classroom is a microcosm of the world” (656):

We tell ourselves that we need to teach our students to thindaltyiteo that

they can detect the manipulations of advertising, analyze laeidais rhetoric

of politicians, expose the ideology of popular TV shows, resist the stereotypes of

class, race, and gender; or, depending on where you're coming frahthaol

line against secular humanism and stop canon-busting before ifogoes. But

| have come to think more and more that what really mattefar a&s our own

beliefs and projects for change are concerned is not so much wkelkvabout

in class as what we do. | have come to think that teaching améhigare not a

preparation for anything but are the thing itself. There is ahe22 in the

assumption that what you say in class or what you write for qaildn is the
real vehicle for change. For if you speak and write only so that pdople will

hear and read and repeat your ideas to other people who will réeeat t

maybe, to other people, but not so that they will do something, then at@t g

are your words? (656)

While discussion in English regarding pedagogy is sometimesdeoed much lower
in importance than scholarly research about literary figurestaat theory, Tompkins
argues that it is precisely pedagogy that matters mostigecthat is the real vehicle for
social change, the way we practically institute the demaocvatues that we believe are
so important. In order to institute democratic values in the conmositassroom, it is

important to choose appropriate teaching methods that work towarderndatFor

compositionists who take an RDP approach, reorganizing the tradititassiraom
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structure, at least as much as is realistically possiblejemehding on student-centered
dialogue to facilitate critical thinking are two important tdag methods. Although
Rogers does not mention public writing specifically, | am convincatthis is perhaps
one of the most important teaching methods on which compositionists pandd&®
encourage students to use their writing to express their opinions,ticipgée in an
ongoing dialogue outside the classroom, and to effect change in their communities.
Public Writing as an RDP Teaching Method
In On Personal PowerRogers discusses the politics of his “person centered”
paradigm of education as “revolutionary”:
The political implications of person-centered education are ctearstudent
retains his own power and the control over himself; he shares regpensible
choices and decisions; the facilitator provides the climate fBetlaims. The
growing, seeking person is the politically powerful force.sTprocess of
learning represents a revolutionary about-face from the pobfidsaditional
education. (74)
Rogers claims that the goal of his model of radically deatimcteaching is to empower
students. Implicit to the idea of democratic education is not onlystodents will be
empowered on a personal level, but that students will also be empowereo”
something, to act in some way. While Rogers’ focuses morecdkpbn the personal
effects of student empowerment, or personal power, the notion that students
empowerment will also manifest itself by being directed awntlly, through students’
actions outside the classroom, seems to be an essential pamy afonception of

democratic learning. An effective way to translate into practhe idea of student

empowerment within the discipline of composition is for instructorernoourage
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students to see that through their writing they can effect chantdpeir communities.
Students in composition courses that utilize an RDP approach aanthed their
writing is a powerful rhetorical tool that can help them to asBeir voices, to
participate as active citizens within a democracy, and to wonake a difference
outside the classroom. Toward this end, one of the most effectorertganethods that
can be used to facilitate democratic learning in composition is publiaguriti

Compositionists hope that their students will become strong trthazers,
who not only have a well developed sense of social justice, but wlablar¢o realize
their potential to act on their ideas as well—especially thrahgin writing. The idea
that agency should be a necessary aspect of a democratic model of edscafiected
in Freireian theory, in particular with his idea of critical acoaasness, which Freire
defines as “the capacity to adapt oneself to reality plus ilieatrcapacity to make
choices and to transform that realityEducation 5). Weisser asserts that most
compositionists who implement a public writing component in theirselmslo so to
help students develop a strong critical consciousness; they hopestitidants will
emerge from the semester's work with the ability to pi@die in critical and
reformative public discourse,” that they will “transform thelwsg into active, critical
participants in democratic society” (39).

In her article, “Rogue Cops and Health Care: What Do We \Want Public
Writing?” Susan Wells introduces her discussion of public writinth véi moving
example of how one Temple University student, Arthur Colbert, effdgtused public

writing to defend himself as a victim of police brutality, ancassult, his writing was
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the catalyst for an investigation of and the eventual firingeseral bad cops in his
community. After two Philadelphia police officers stopped Colbert, tigjaexcused
him of running a crack house, questioned him, beat him, and threatened him at
gunpoint, he retaliated by filing a “Citizen’s Complaint” agaiths officers, which he
eloquently concluded with the following:
The above events happened violently and brutally [. . .] | am a Testydent
and will be around that area quite frequently. It seems as thouglkedapée who
are supposed to be protecting my civil rights are the ones who @ating
them. | can't say this for every police officer, but thishis ¢ase with these two
cops. (Bowden and Fazlollah qgtd. in Wells 325)
Colbert’s story, and specifically how he courageously and effdgtdefended himself
in writing against this police brutality, led Wells to re-thirile tgoal of composition
classes and to reflect upon the importance of public writinggass&nts in those
courses. She explains that when she first read about Colbertlochlenewspaper she
was fascinated by what he had accomplished with his writing:
As a citizen, | was angry; as a teacher, | was upset that a student had been
brutalized. But as a writing teacher, | was triumphant. Colbert had probably
learned to write strong narrative in our program; his complaint sounded like a
successful basic writing assignment—good sequential order, lots ofatetail
elaboration, a clear, supportable conclusion. Someone had done good work with
this student. And his text had been efficacious: it had turned around the whole
police department, delivered innocent grandmothers from unjust imprisonment,
and set aside scores of false convictions. (325-6)
Wells explains that Colbert’s story reminded her of her ddsiréefficacious public
writing, especially as it is invested in students” (326). As conipogsts, she claims

that we need to imagine our students in a public role, we need “to take part in building [.

..] a public sphere” (326).
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There is a good deal of discussion among composition scholars, howsuer, a
how the “public” should be defined and how students in composition classed bkeoul
engaged in public writing. S. Michael Halloran, for instance, in “BfMetin the
American College Tradition: The Decline of Public Discourse” (198&jues that the
attention of composition and rhetoric scholars should be turned to “tbeudis of
public life,” and we should help students to see themselves asbenemf a body
politic in which they have responsibility to form judgments andigrice the judgments
of others on public issues” (263-64). Lester FaigleyFragments of Rationality:
Postmodernity and the Subject of Compositioajntains that an emphasis on political
awareness in the field of composition can help us to “recover a lost traditienebbric
in public life” (71).

Wells, like many scholars interested in the public writing movement, depends on
the work of Jurgen Habermas for theorizing the public. Wells carssidabermas’
work, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: an Inquiry into a Category
of Bourgeois Societyboth “deeply problematic and astoundingly fruitful” (326).
Habermas’ work was first published in German in 1962 and translatednglish in
1989. In it, Habermas focuses on bourgeois political life betweesetrenteenth and
twentieth centuries, and he discusses the development of the bourdeimisplere as
“a forum in which private people, come together to form a publidiedghemselves to
compel public authority to legitimate itself before public opinion”-28). Depending
largely on Habermas’ theories of the public and public discoursds \&gblores how

compositionists can theorize the public as they prepare to teach pwibiing courses.
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She asserts that while we might think of public space as H fr@@e where citizens

can speak face to face and make decisions, she claims that, ihi&aot real. Wells
asserts that public discourse “is a performance in timeteldcat specific historical
junctures, temporary and unstable,” and she recommends that we think of the public and
of public discourse “as questions rather than answers” (326-27)

While Habermas’ work and his theorizing of public discourse has prove
invaluable for many scholars, he has also received a greaofdeadicism, primarily
for not taking into account factors associated with power and ided\amncy Fraser, in
“Politics, Culture, and the Public Sphere: Toward a Postmodern Concephias,”
criticized Habermas for not recognizing how class, gender, aednae effected and
do effect one’s ability to participate in and have access to ongaiblic discussions.
She also suggests that in a democratic environment, there ishohg comprehensive
public sphere, but on the contrary “in stratified societies, aeraegts that
accommodate contestation among a plurality of competing publics pett@ote the
ideal of participatory parity than does a single, comprehensierarching public”
(122). So, according to Fraser, it is helpful to think about “the puldg’being
comprised of a number of different and smaller public groups. Furthermtaran be
difficult to determine what constitutes “public” matters verspisvate” ones, and who
gets to decide. For all of these reasons, it is important taimeaware of how power
and ideology effect public discourse.

Given the challenges associated with defining “the public,” uraleistg the

nature of “public writing” and what public writing assignments in contgrscourses
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might look like, is also challenging. Weisser, building on the wotkaifermas, Fraser,
and other scholars who have theorized the public, forwards the followimgtidaf of
public writing:

Briefly stated, public writing consists of written discourse th#empts to

engage an audience of local, regional, or national groups or individualdein or

to bring about progressive societal change. Such discoueselsto be free of
any coercive constraints or forms of domination, and it hopes to me#uerhat

Habermas calls “public opinion.” (90)

Working from this definition, then, in composition courses, public writisgjgmments
should prompt students to engage a public audience in attempt to tboimgsame kind
of social change. Since all discourse is affected by power gewogy, even if it
“intends to be free of any coercive constraints,” compositionists t@hoh public
writing courses should explore with students during class discugsmensghe political
dynamics of race, class, and gender might play a role in ¢war public writing
projects.

Wells offers specific suggestions for how a public writing celmscomposition
might be organized. She maintains that public writing can betédei in composition
in four ways.

First, the classroom can be seen as a microcosm of societgarafjeso it can
be considered a “version of the public sphere”:

Teachers and students see how classroom rhetorical stsadéigiet individual

projects of persuasion and how they open or foreclose possibilitiesrfonon

work. The issues of such a class might include connection to anneedie
positioning, collaboration, and the articulation of texts in time.assioom that
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saw itself as a version of the public might value such skillfoaasing
discussion, organizing work, tolerating and enjoying difficulty, and reation
of safety and comfort. Such a classroom would develop and extend the
pedagogical innovations of cultural studies (338).
The problem with organizing a public writing class in this wayhat while this
pedagogy does excellent work with students in regard to cultwdiestissues, the
writing that students do in this class has no “public exigency,tliteng is not aimed
outside the class. Wells suggests, though, that when students conuertstamd their
culture critically as a result of critical teaching, “tleass’s exigency shifts” and
becomes “potentially public” (338). A second approach for teaching acpubting
course would be to focus on the analysis of public discourse. While suapaoach
would help locate the class within a rhetorical tradition, Wehlgues, “it also
mortgages composition to the analytic bias of such study, rdtherencouraging the
production of alternatives” (338). On the other hand, there are motilfways of
organizing the public writing class so that the writing in whicluents are engaged has
consequences outside the classroom, or it allows them to write dablic exigency.
This would be a third strategy—to have students produce writing ¢helly enters a
form of public space. Writing in this context would be socially groundiells
suggests that this type of teaching “moves from a study of sthdénts already know,
as apprentices of the academy, to reflection about how that knowledgeec
transformed” (339). She also acknowledges that while this typeashing, which |
would refer to as clearly service learning, might pose “thoissties for teachers, for

instance if students are placed in internships with organizatiogsoaps that “seem

transgressive to the academy” (339), she adds, this should notrd@enpthat would
98



lead teachers to avoid using this strategy. The fourth apprbackVells suggests for
teaching public writing is to work with “the discourses of the idistes as they
intervene in the public” (339). Wells claims that composition studens &a “initial
socialization in professional forms” which might be used “tehegbout public writing
very concretely in partnership with students from diverse discipli@39). For
instance, she suggests that a “class that included students frimalpaicience,
sociology, pre-medical fields, actuarial science, planning, akdmwenagement could
powerfully address a public issue like health care, an issuetigaiges each of their
disciplines” (339).

While each of the four approaches that Wells discusses hasufzartrenefits
and can be productive, | am most interested in the third modgdrekents—teaching
public writing so that the texts students produce have a real paskbiency; their
writing is created for a purpose outside the classroom, and it cantiptly have an
affect in the community. This teaching method, while Rogers r#igeussed it, does
accomplish the aims of a democratic model of education that he edpmsigncreasing
the effectiveness of student learning. In the next chapter, chfapte my goal is to
highlight the benefits as well as the major pedagogical exgdls of implementing a
service learning component in composition classes. The discussldmevidcused on
how service learning can be used as an integral teaching mettitod an overall
Rogerian Democratic Pedagogy, and in chapter five, | will dssowg own response
and those of my students to participating in an RDP course wstrwce learning,

public writing component.
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CHAPTER 4
SERVICE LEARNING AS A COMPONENT OF ROGERIAN DEMOCRATIC

PEDAGOGY IN THE COMPOSITION CLASSROOM

In brief, service learning is a pedagogy that integrab@snaunity service into
the academic curriculum. As a means to support funding for thisdygelucation,
Congress passed the National and Community Service Trust Act98f I® which

service learning is specifically defined as a method of teaching that:

(a) provides educational experiences under which students learn andpdeve
through active participation in thoughtfully organized service expee® that
meet community needs and that are coordinated in collaboration Wwablsnd
community;

(b) is integrated into the students’ academic curriculum or gesvstructured
time for a student to think, talk, or write about what the student didsaw
during the service;

(c) provides a student with opportunities to use newly acquired siilds
knowledge in real-life situations in their own communities; and

(d) enhances what is taught in school by extending student learrnjagdothe
classroom and into the community, thus helping students to develop a sense of
caring for others.

In composition studies, service learning is also referred to oasmanity-based
learning, community writing, and community service writing, and esanodels of

service learning are considered one type of public writing.

Since roughly the mid 1980s, the “service-learning movement,” which leas be

referred to as perhaps “the most important educational movemeattsirancestor, the
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progressive education movement” (Campbell 785; Saltmarsh 13), has iggufieast
effect on a number of writing programs at colleges and uniessiitross the nation,
including Stanford University, Bentley College, the University ahésota, UCLA,
Michigan State University, and others. Service learning conneatiemic study with
community involvement, and its strong emphasis on reflection andatriti;mking
makes it more than simply volunteerism (Schutz and Gere 129). Tesawhgervice-
learning courses in composition report numerous pedagogical benefits fatdleints,
their community partners, their university, and themselves. Seledcring provides
students with real rhetorical situations, audiences, and purposesitiog, so it helps
composition teachers overcome what has been referred to asnmpéy “@ssignment
syndrome” (Brack and Hall 143), a situation that may occur when rggidempose
only for their teacher. Students who have the opportunity to writesponse to real
rhetorical situations are reportedly “more motivated and engagsatérs (Brack and
Hall 151). Service learning in composition encourages students thesesdives more
as “writers” (Bacon 42; Mansfield 80), to take responsibility ttogir own learning
(Dorman and Dorman 124; Keen and Howard 130), and to realize their pogfédio
change in their communities (Arca 138; Dorman and Dorman 131)s Best, service-
learning pedagogy linked with critical-thinking and reflectiam ¢elp students develop
what Bruce Herzberg calls, in his article “Community Senand Critical Teaching”
(1994), a “social imagination,” which “makes it possible not only to ¢quesind
analyze the world, but also to imagine transforming it” (317)vi€eldearning can help

improve relationships between universities and their communities, aaah itvork to
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empower individuals within those communities (Cushman 7). Furtherm@ehetes
who implement service-learning pedagogy have reported acquiriimgva sense of
purpose” in teaching (Herzberg 308), or being reenergized as tea@®ans 30).
Service learning in composition, especially the model in which stsideriting is their
service in the community, is an excellent example of a tegchmethod that is
consistent with the goals of a Rogerian democratic approach to teaching etause
it is a method that in general requires students to take adgahof responsibility in
negotiating the details of their projects, encourages studermsvelop ownership of
their work, and is meaningful for students because it serves a purpose in thentiynm
As such, it facilitates the kind of whole person, democratic legritihat Rogers
advocated, even if he did not discuss, and probably was not even @waszvice

learning as it is used today.

Wade Dorman and Susann Fox Dorman, in their article, “Service-bgarni
Bridging the Gap Between the Real World and the Composition Classroom” (1997), use
Rogerian theory to provide rationale for their implementation ofice learning in
composition, which they assert, helps students to become more autonomogedenga
learners and to function more effectively as citizens in a democracy:

We are convinced that making service-learning an integral parbuo
composition classes is a challenge worth the effort. [. . . | @&elearning is
not, of course, a wonderland from which alienated students emergetnaadf
into literate, responsible citizens. But it does provide a sitesfodents to
exercise autonomy as writers, in response to real-world corip&exifor
bridging the gap between the composition classroom and the @dd. w
Students do engage. They do develop a literacy to suit themifemstip in a
democracy. They do develop the confidence that they can make nfakning
change. They are more connected, less alienated. (131)
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Despite the many positive effects of service learning in coitiposservice-
learning practitioners face several pedagogical challengdsstAchallenge is that in
order to prevent service-learning courses from becoming niemiycwork, teachers
must find methods of facilitating student reflection and critibaiking. This helps to
ensure that the service learning is both academically rigorouhanid tmight result in
social change. To be most effective, Bruce Herzberg argaesce-learning pedagogy
must promote critical thinking about the nature of certain soc@l@ms and their
causes (“Community Service” 308). Moreover, without reflection and dialog
students might not question certain assumptions in our culture thakegaotdntially
dangerous because they can perpetuate discriminatory attitudes, assusogtioas the
idea of meritocracy, which implies that victims of poverty, honsless, and illiteracy
have only themselves to blame for their situations. Another haasfwimption in our
culture is that of noblesse-oblige, the belief that there are thbseserve and those
who are served, those who are the problem-solvers and those wtiee greblems
(Adler-Kassner and Collins 3; Herzberg, “Digging” 55; FlowdPaftners in Inquiry”
101).

Although Herzberg claims that the social awareness fostgredriice learning
is “remarkable” because students “report that their fears agjddpres diminish or
disappear, that they are moved by the experience of helping othetbaatitey feel a
commitment to help more,” he believes that service learning misst encourage
students to “understand the plight of the people who need these se(308%” For

Herzberg and many other scholars who are service-learning a&elsocemmunity
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service must be combined with critical teaching that incorp®ragprous critical
thinking.

A second pedagogical challenge is that teachers must be cogthiataniteir
interest in seeing that their students benefit from involvementemice-learning
projects does not overshadow their interest in seeing that conyrpanibers benefit as
much from the service relationship. Service-learning projects rhastmutually
beneficial for both students and their community partners. At itstwggrvice-learning
relationships that are not reciprocal might actually perpewdtem of oppression in
which service-learners, in order to have an opportunity to servefitbéoen the
misfortune of others (Cushman 20, Maybach 229). For instance, Carol éhayba
discusses the contradiction inherent in a student’'s comment: “Deiviges as a college
student was such a meaningful experience for me. | hope that fdyeohhave the
opportunity to work in homeless shelters” (226), which inadvertentlyesigdhat the
student supports the perpetuation of the situation of those in need.|Ge&ching,
again, can help to ensure that through discussion and reflection, stddealsp a
service ethic that, as Maybach asserts, does “not stop with ndoce¢he server’s need
to serve” but “embraces mutual empowerment of people in the profexldressing
the root causes of need, to lead to a more just society” (231).

A third problem for service-learning teachers has to do widesssnent.
Service-learning practitioners must decide how to best assesseslearning projects
when they are unlike traditional academic assignments. Sogtleetsdry to evaluate

service-learning projects by judging how well they accoshptheir intended purpose.
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Nora Bacon asserts, however, that teachers who grade servigagegamnjects in this
way are “essentially guessing” what their outcome will bectving a “difficult matter,
since we as teachers are outsiders, too; unfamiliar withaiimenanity agency’s goals,
the paper’s audience, and the genre, we are ill equipped to judge” (49).

Faculty who believe in the effectiveness of service-learpgdpgogy may face
a challenge within the academy as well. There is a peevagtitude about service
learning that, although it has civic and moral value, it is nad@mically rigorous, or it
takes time away from the teaching of “content” in acadenoigrses (Deans 30;
Zlotkowski 3). Edward Zlotkowski claims in his article, “Linking See4dlLearning and
the Academy,” that unless significant “strategic adjustnierdsur, adjustments that he
claims center on the faculty, the service-learning movemeniéithler quickly exhaust
its natural constituency (faculty already ideologically sythegc),” or it will “lose
many of its best practitioners through the failure of the acgdena whole to recognize
and reward their work. In either case, the movement will not sdaoeachieving the
critical mass it needs to survive as a respected and influeot@e for educational
reform” (3).

Zlotkowski explains that most of the dialogue concerning servigaifgg in
journal articles and on conference panels, has more of an “ideglofpcus, “a
primary concern with the sociopolitical content of the word ‘serViaather than a
“more academic” focus (4). Additionally, he explains that itniportant for service-

learning faculty to do more to establish a greater respecsdvice learning as a
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“discipline-specific pedagogy,” which would function to increasdegitimacy within
disciplinary associations and within individual departments (5).

Zlotkowski makes some suggestions for how service-learningitpyaets can
work to combat the attitude that service learning has more adareral value than
academic value, and how they can work to increase the longevitg sétvice-learning
movement. First, he recommends that faculty publish scholarly esrtimh service
learning for professional journals aimed at readers in speligiaiplines rather than in
only service-learning publications. Second, he suggests that facgégize panels and
scholarly presentations on service learning at professional eooks that
“demonstrate real rigor and sophistication of thought,” or that haweecademic focus
rather than only an ideological one (5). He cites Bruce Herzbartite, “Community
Service and Critical Thinking,” which appeared (@ollege Composition and
Communicationas a good example.

Furthermore, Zlotkowski recommends linking service learning to 6term-
related efforts in higher education” (6). The purpose of thisoigpdsition service
learning so that “its concerns are reflected in the wayghich the academy redefines
itself for the 2% century” (6). Some of the reform-related efforts that inggssts are
reflected in “interest groups” concerned with “increasing pedagbgiffectiveness,”
and he names *“active learning,” “collaborative learning,” aodti€al thinking” as
specific examples (6).

| assert that the service-learning movement would benefifisi@gntly from

being informed by Rogers’ educational theory, particularly hikwenreedom to Learn

106



(1969; 1980, in which he carefully delineates how to apply his psychologicatite
to improve the effectiveness of learning. Rogerian theory can hathees understand
how the politics of the classroom can help or hinder the facilitabfomearning.
Furthermore, according to Rogerian theory, significant changegeowith can result
from the leveling of power in the teacher-student relationshipredver, linking
service learning to Rogerian theory can function to increasdisant student learning
and to improve the effectiveness of educational relationships betteaehers of
service learning and their students, between students and their caynparmers, and
among students who may work collaboratively with each other on séeaceng
projects. Rogerian psychological theory helps us to understand wigesearning can
potentially be such a transformative pedagogical practice,aphmbecause it is
learning that involves the whole person, both intellectually and enaly. Rogerian
theory also can provide concrete suggestions for how to realize thistiglote
Specifically, Rogerian pedagogy can help service-learning poaetis in their attempts
to address several challenges, such as how to facilitate the kiddoolssion and
critical thinking necessary for effective service learnimgl daow to assess student

service-learning projects.

! While Rogers’ first edition oFreedom to Learnvas published in 1969, he
later publishedrreedom to Learn for the 80@hich, though it has much of the same
material, is quite different. While it is important to keep in mind the origiatd of
publication, the edition published in 1983 contains more discussion of the politics of
education, newer research, more specific cases, and more concrete exartipkes
chapter, whenevdfreedom to Learis referenced, it is the 1983 edition that has been
used. For a more extensive discussion of the specific differences betweentspth te
refer to Chapter Two.
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Many of the pedagogical methods that help facilitate a deaatiograradigm of
education and thus, according to Rogers, increase the effectivenedscation, are
used in service-learning courses, including perhaps most obviousigytteement of
the community and the employment of students as tutors, a meambBidyy student
service is occasionally provided. Moreover, the use of encounter grougums in
which dialogue is exchanged accomplishes these aims becauls® iereourages
critical thinking and reflection, necessary components of senaeenihg. Like
Rogerian pedagogy, service learning frequently entails tbdests work on projects
collaboratively, in small groups or as a class, a teachindhadethat assists in
democratizing the classroom and encouraging students to become respiamditodir
own learning. Rogers claims that it is pedagogically &ffedo encourage the conduct
of inquiry, which is an aim of service learning that involves stigdenseeking answers
and solutions to real problems. Rogers also argues that inanfmenstered classroom,
the students’ “self-discipline” should replace “external disogdli(189), which is the
case in service-learning classes where students assert aytondine completion of
service that frequently occurs outside the classroom. Itasesting that Rogers asserts
that the evaluation of the student’s learning should primarilyjnade by the student,
and Rogers qualifies this by adding that the student’s sdifisi@n may certainly be
“influenced and enriched by caring feedback” from others (189). inst&f service-
learning pedagogy, this feedback might be given not only by ticedeand by other

students but also by community partners. Like Rogers’ paradigperson-centered
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learning, service learning is experiential, involving the wholesge not only one’s
mind, and it occurs inside as well as outside the walls of the classroom.

Since they are alternative teaching paradigms, some praationgy have
reservations about incorporating service-learning pedagogyeareats of Rogerian
pedagogy into their teaching. Rogers certainly realized thatyiagphis radically
democratic model of education requires all participants in the too@haprocess to
take some risk. He writes,

| have slowly realized that it is in its politics that agmer-centered approach to

learning is most threatening. The teacher who considers usthgas approach

must face up to the fearful aspects of sharing her power and cotrolknows
whether students can be trusted and whether a process can i tfiséecan

only take the risk; and risk is frightening. (190)

Moreover, a pedagogy that insists on having students share irsplomsility
for their own learning is also threatening to students because, Rogets, @s8emuch
easier to conform and complain than to take responsibility, makakesstand live
with the consequences. In addition, students have been directed for syeaenyhat
they long for the security of being told what to do” (190). As Wtlgerian pedagogy,
service-learning pedagogy requires instructors, students, and woiyprpartners to
take some risk. Students involved in service-learning projects frequently venticke out
the classroom, sometimes on their own, to visit community partnenslea that for
liability reasons may concern administrators as much as itstadsents. Furthermore,
teachers and community partners must place a great deathoinfstudents to fulfill

their service obligations, and students must learn to have faithnmséihees that they

do indeed have the power to make a contribution in the community.
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Despite the risks involved in implementing service-learning pedaguogly
Rogerian pedagogy, a more democratic educational process seeitidgolr well-
suited for the composition classroom. Herzberg explains why hevéglgemocratic
learning is important:

The effort to reach into the composition class with a curriculumedi at

democracy and social justice is an attempt to make schools functioras

radically democratic institutions, with the goal not only of makimdjvidual

students more successful, but also of making better citizernggenstiin the
strongest sense of those who take responsibility for communalrevelfhese
efforts belong in the composition class because of the rhetascakll as the

practical nature of citizenship and social transformation. (317)

Like Herzberg, Ellen Cushman also claims in her article, ‘Rhetorician as an
Agent of Social Change” (1996), that composition teachers should have more
democratic educational goals. Cushman asserts that we should,pssitamm teachers,
shift “our critical focus away from our own navels, Madonna, andatdyoxes to the
ways in which we can begin to locate ourselves within the detmog@eocess of
everyday teaching and learning in our neighborhoods” (12). She arguex#demics
have a social responsibility to become civic participants and tk lmlean barriers
between the university and the community. Cushman and Herzberg aradvotates
of service-learning pedagogy because it is such an invaluablegoggdéag teaching
composition students how to function more effectively within a demgcean it helps
them to realize that they can be agents of social change. Tp@spuwf initiating social
change is one of the important goals of rhetoric itself.

At the same time, Cushman cautions readers that althougheséraining is

potentially beneficial for teaching students how to be agents @l stange, it is also

110



important that the relationship be mutually empowering for both studemtsthe
community. She theorizes that reciprocity in the relationship leetwhee university and
the community is important and that service-learning practitiomerst be aware of the
politics of this relationship in order to ensure that service doesinaolvertently
contribute to oppression:

With an idea of how exchanges create and maintain oppressive €suctur

activists can pay conscious attention to the power structures prododed a

maintained during their interactions with others outside of the sityer

Reciprocity includes an open and conscious negotiation of the powdustaic

reproduced during the give-and-take interactions of the people involvedlon bot

sides of the relationship. A theory of reciprocity, then, franies activist

agenda with a self-critical, conscious navigation of this intervention. (16)

The problem that Cushman suggests, that service-learning pracsfigneot
careful, could perpetuate an oppressive situation, is one that ateeres Carol
Wiechman Maybach. In her article “Investigating Urban ComnyuNiéeds: Service
Learning from a Social Justice Perspective” (1996), Maybadrtashat research on
the effectiveness of service learning focuses predominantly agrdlaeh of the student
rather than on the growth of individuals within the community (224).bdely suggests
that when service-learning practitioners are concerned for tvetlgof students at the
expense of individuals in the community, the “effects of servicetileg projects may
indeed be viewed as malevolent by the very individuals whose livesetiveee was
intended to enhance, despite the best of good intentions” (224).

One way that a more equitable division of power can be signifezdieen

representatives of the university, including students and faculty, arddunals in the

community, Maybach asserts, is to pay “attention to the nomenckatdreoles” of all
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service-learning participants (231). She suggests that the“parimers in service”
should replace the terms “service provider” and “service reciplatause more than
being simply “politically correct,” it denotes

an actual change in the service relationship: emphasizing muspdctefor

individual strengths and weaknesses each partner can bring teethiee

relationship, underscoring the give and take of the cooperation, suppbeing
equal role each should play in the service design and accomplishmig of
community project they are engaged in, and reinforcing the equeércoifor

positive outcomes in both service partners. (231)

Maybach suggests that changing the nomenclature used to dekeriodets of
participants in service learning may change the politicaucsires of those
relationships. Service-learning practitioners can also look to Rogerdfantibis area.
If service-learning practitioners are careful to ensure $batice partners within the
community take an active role in determining the details oféhace work, including
the kind of service that is needed, the duration of the service, and be endtresult is
that the focus, rather than being predominantly on the learning stuldent, is instead
beneficial for both service partners.

Maybach has suggested using a similar method to achieve a matabke
service-learning paradigm by having all participants in theise-learning process be
accountable for providing input in regard to almost every step inrdoegs of service
learning, including reflecting on the process of service durisgditration, and
evaluating the outcomes of service (233-34). Rogerian theory hefpgeslearning
practitioners to understand why this method is such an effectivetoonese for

establishing an equitable service-learning paradigm betweeneparin service. In

terms of the service-learning relationship, Rogerian pedagogmhods would
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necessitate involving all participants—students, community partnedsteachers—in
the definition of terms and goals for the service as well as in the @oalpaocess after
the service has been completed. In fact, Rogers claims thiahdamental condition”
for person-centered learning, regardless of educational level, tighiastudent is
involved, either “alone or in cooperation with others,” in the developmena of
“program of learning” and in the “evaluation of the extent andhiBognce of the
student’s learning” (73).

The next chapter is a case study that explores the question o&ritbwhy
service-learning pedagogy affects students’ motivation to kharacademic content of
a first-year composition course. That chapter helps to ilkestreore extensively how
Rogerian pedagogy may be linked with service-learning pedatmgynprove the
effectiveness of student learning and to overcome pedagogicatradesl specific to
service learning. These challenges include how to create anlbdgg@vice-learning
paradigm between service partners, how to best assessedeariting projects, and
how to encourage reflection, which is such an important aspect okangeslearning

course if it is to be effective.

113



CHAPTER 5
LINKING ROGERIAN DEMOCRATIC PEDAGOGY TO SERVICE LEARNIS IN

COMPOSITION: WRITING FOR
‘“MORE THAN JUST A GRADE” AND “LEARNING

JUST TO LEARN”

In 2004, | was invited to speak about service-learning pedagogy toyfacult
members at a small, religiously affiliated university, whicanted to encourage the
inclusion of service-learning components in a variety of disciplindscaurses. It was
soon clear from the discussion, which | found illuminating, that the faculty mewmiiblers
not doubt the civic or moral value of service learning, but its acadealue. They
worried that service learning wouldn’t help students master theculnatter of the
course. Furthermore, they were afraid that it would be so timexgong that it could
instead distract their students from learning the course content.

The concern about service learning’s academic value is a common one
Zlotkowski addresses it in his article “Linking Service-Leagnend the Academy,”
asserting that service-learning advocates need to becommdfar comfortable seeing

‘enhanced learning’ as the horse pulling the cart of ‘moral and ealiges,” and not
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vice versa” in order for service learning to become more eisabld important to the
higher education community (24).

Indeed, when | sought departmental approval to teach a ségiteng course
in composition as a Ph.D. candidate, it was a challenging task.difbetor of
composition believed that service learning in composition could potertiityibute a
valuable service to the community, but she was not convinced that itd vwelp
students learn to improve their writing. Like many other fgcalembers, she was not
convinced of the academic value of service learning, and as sucWasheesitant to
approve my course. In the end, she gave her permission because gtexldtat the
guestion of whether service learning is valuable can only be arbWe@fering some
service-learning courses.

Although some faculty members may not be interested in servicairlg
because they believe that it will not help them to teach coorderd, in my experience
teaching a numbérof service-learning courses in composition, and from what my
students’ responses suggest, service learning does have acadkraidbeeause it
facilitates significant, experiential learning. I conducted aecatudy designed to
explore the question of how and why service learning affects studantation and
how this impacts helping students to learn the academic content of the course.

According to Rogers, in his bookreedom to Learn(1983), “significant or

experiential learning” is learning that “makes a diffex@ in the behavior, the attitudes,

! By the spring semester of 2008, | had taught twelve service-learning cimurses
composition and thirteen service-learning courses in all. See Appendix dheee f
sample syllabus from one service-learning composition course.
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perhaps even the personality of the learner” (20). A pedagogyh¢iad to facilitate
significant learning involves, in Rogers’ words, the “whole person,” “the &bgied the
intuitive, the intellectand the feeling, the concepindthe experience, the idead the
meaning” (20). It is person-centeredlearning. Rogers claims that significant,
experiential learning also has an element of self-initiatiothbystudent, and it should
be, at least in part, self-evaluatd@0). | would argue that service learning, though it
may not have been discussed as such by Rbdissthe type of pedagogy that Rogers
recommended to facilitate significant learning. Students involaedervice-learning
projects have the opportunity to be active learners and to tgkensgisility for making
choices in their own learning. For this reason, | believed thattodents’ involvement
in service learning would positively affect their motivation.doabelieved that students
who are motivated learners and who strive to succeed on servicerpprojects will
also more effectively learn the academic content of the cduttsese service-learning

projects are directly and appropriately related to the acadeanient of the course. In

2Rogers claims that it is important that students’ learning be, in part, self-
evaluated because this “is one of the major means by which self-initiatechdpar
becomes also responsible learning. It is when the individual has to take the
responsibility for deciding what criteria are important to him, what goals lbeus
achieved, and the extent to which he has achieved those goals, that he trulplearns t
take responsibility for himself and his directionst¢edom to Leard58). This self-
evaluation, according to Rogers, may be “influenced and enriched” by déneesl¢m
to Learn189). In service-learning classes, it may be appropriate for studentsive rece
feedback from service partners in addition to receiving it from their instructiothair
classmates before they participate in self-evaluation.

® Rogers did not use the term “service-learning”; however, he did write that an
effective means of helping students to learn “experientially” is to invble tin
“community projects” Freedom to Learfor the80s153).
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this chapter, | discuss the results of this case study, myespomse and the responses
of my composition students to our experiences in a composition cléssboth a
service-learning and a Rogerian pedagogy component.

In the spring of 2004, | taught my first two service-learning composition slasse
The service-learning component of each course was similar tmdbdel implemented
at Stanford in the early 1980s: my students completed writing psagsctheir service
for non-profit agencies. Some of their projects included creatiaghures, PowerPoint
Presentations, WebPages, press releases, and articles fdetteesvsStudents made
arrangements, some individually and some in collaborative writing gréaomplete
a writing project with an agency of their choice, either loytacting a non-profit
agency on their own, or by working with contacts that | had ma#lel&t, Alliance for
Children, an agency serving victims of child abuse and their f8niRIDS Outreach,
Helping Restore Ability, an advocate for persons with disadsliteand the Arlington
Life Shelter, a service provider for homeless individuals.

In addition to service-learning pedagogy, | also used several tghehing
methods, which were intended to facilitate democratic learninginstance, the entire
class was involved in the process of selecting the reading assigrfrom the
textbook. After surveying the textbook individually, students createdteof their
favorite reading selections as a class and voted on whichigetefrom that list to
assign. They claimed at the end of the term that they were mmireated to complete

the reading assignments and to discuss them because they took part in shkscting t
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Students also had a voice in the creation of writing assignmentisefalass. |
provided them with some basic information about what skills they deedmaster in
order to be more successful in their next required writing ckagsh as the ability to
conduct research, to use quotation effectively, and to use MLA foandtthey used
this information to create writing assignments. In response te #tesgnments, they
wrote about a diverse range of topics generated from their reagaignments, from
class discussion, and from issues related to their service tgrojecduding poverty,
racial discrimination, and AIDS.

As Rogers suggests for increasing the effectiveness ofinga my students
were involved in the evaluation of the work they completed duringetin#. Before
they completed a self-evaluation of their work, they receix¢ehsive feedback on that
work from me and from other students, and most of them received sedimék from
their service partners as well. When determining students’ gradgave their self-
evaluations serious consideration, and in many cases, | agreeti@vghaties that they
proposed for themselves. There were some student evaluations withIvdnsagreed,
for example with two self-evaluations written by students whoiglagd their work
and with some others as well, which | will discuss in more detail later intthger.

Additionally, | incorporated several other teaching methods into this
composition class that | consider consistent with Rogerian pedadphilosophy. One
of these methods, which is particularly important for facihgtcritical thinking and

reflection, is what Rogers calls “encounter groups.” My studalsis participated in
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collaborative learning projects, which provided further opportunities fodest-
directed learning, and they compiled portfolios of their work, a method that fRadges
not mention specifically, but which accomplishes goals consistatfit Rogerian
pedagogy because it encourages students to have an increasedf semsership of
their work.

My students’ responses suggest that service-learning pedagodyogedian
pedagogy helped them to learn as whole persons: they engaged in the pfaatiteg
and worked on improving their writing skills; however, many also desala sense of
passion about their work and found it purposeful and meaningful. As a oésaking
part in experiential learning, many explain that they wereemuotivated to learn, they
worked harder, and they began to learn for the sake of learriimgy than to simply
earn grades. Furthermore, they claim to have developed a sems@eyship of their
class and their work. In fact, some students developed such a stroagSensership
of their work that they decided to continue their service work eften the class had
ended.

The responses of my students to their experiences working on community
service-writing projects confirm Brack and Hall's findings. Like students of Brack
and Hall, many of my students claimed that they were morevated to write because
they were writing for real audiences and purposes; however, gngfl experiences
with service learning suggest several additional benefitst, Firsir service-learning

experience, in addition to increasing their sense of motivation t&, waso changed

2 See Appendix Four for the writing prompt for students’ reflective writing and
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their perception of writing in general, allowing them to seewhi&r as one who is
empowered to bring about change. Second, they became more responsides.lea
Third, they came to appreciate learning for its own sake.

One of my students, Dearfawvrites, “Writing can really change things and
make a difference. | like to think that | actually did somethivag has a real impact on
people and a real purpose. [. . . ] | wanted to do the topic justice asehprewell. It
was up to me to help out, so | felt more motivated.” As a resultarking on her
service-writing project, Deanna had the opportunity to see that fgngmcan have
actual consequence in the world, a notion that is difficult to conveydonventional
writing classroom.

Another student, Uma, discovered, like Deanna, that the ability t@ verit
empowering, but she also explains that the benefit of working senace-writing
project for her was that it helped her to acquire “a sensespbmnsibility” for her own
learning. She writes, “Sometimes | don’t work as hard aslaraeprojects because |
know that it won’t have any kind of effect on anyone or anythingel like there’s no
real motivation except a grade. But, having to work on a sem®aeihg project makes
me feel that what | am doing can have an effect on people’s opinions and knowledge.”

Several of my students claimed that service-writing projedfetdhem to be
more responsible learners, who were motivated to write and to fe@areasons other
than to earn a grade. One student, James, writes, “The semjeet ghowed me what

it takes to write for more than just a grade.” My student, ,Lexplains, “| wasn'’t just

self-evaluation.
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doing something in order to get a grade; yes, | needed the gradeydmitilso doing it
because | wanted to help somebody.”

Although some students in the class claimed that they were muireated to
work in the class because they believed their work might helpspteidents also
explained that they gained appreciation of learning for its own &akenstance, Linda
asserts, “Rogerian pedagogy gave me an appreciation for legushgo learn.”
Another student, Nina, makes a similar assertion about her exgerigna classroom
with a Rogerian democratic and a service-learning component:

This experience reminded me of the fact that | have sat thnmagly classes

where | never learned anything. Many times | have cramihégeamaterial for

one test and forgotten it soon after. This course was a wakelupeoahding
me that we are in school to learn—not for some letter grade. tunétely, we
all have this image in our heads that if we get a good graaeains that we are
good students. | can make good grades, but | have to learn.

Nina recognizes that earning good grades does not necegsdidhte that one
has experienced significant learning. Rogers claims that althbagbelieves most
teachers want to facilitate “the experiential, meaningful, whole pergenatfylearning,”

[. .. ]in the vast majority of our schools, at all educatioeatlls, we are locked

into a traditional and conventional approach that makes significamtiriga

improbable if not impossible. When we put together in one scheme such
elements as grescribed curriculum, similar assignments for all students,
lecturing as almost the only mode of instructistandard testdy which all
students are externally evaluated, amgtructor-chosen gradeas the measure

of learning, then we can almost guarantee that meaningful lgarilinbe at an

absolute minimum(Freedom to Lear20-21)

The democratic paradigm of education that Rogers describEse@dom to

Learnis drastically different from the conventional approach to whichllueles in this

% All of the names of students used in this dissertation are pseudonyms.
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paragraph. Whereas in the conventional classroom, the instructor theettsrning of
the students by using teaching methods such as lecturing and a prescribedioyricul
a democratic classroom, students have more autonomy to make clkegaeing their
own learning and more opportunities for self-direction.

Allison, a student from my composition class, discusses how heriexge
grant writing for Addicare, a non-profit agency that provides sesvior individuals
recovering from drug addiction, was a meaningful, self-direaeadning experience.
Allison realized that the autonomy she had to direct her own profpezigh it was
uncomfortable at first, eventually made it a more meaningfubograring experience.
She writes,

There were times when | wished | had some more direction filwencfintact at
Addicare], but then | realized that | didn’t need direction from hevak simply
a lack of confidence in my abilities. | feel that with beingeatd direct this
project, my work had more meaning to it and that | put more teifio
researching the proper grants and in writing the letter. Thegirbpd more
meaning because it was actually going to be used to benefitakddand the
services that they provide to their clients. | want Addicare teuseessful, and
in order for them to be successful, they need the proper funding, wiceh |
help them get.

Allison claims that working on her service-writing project not only helped her to
become more confident and to feel empowered that the work she did cadddieial
to her service partner, but it also had personal meaning for lisnnfadds, “I feel like
| have put more work into this course than | have in all of my sthéthy is this?
Mostly because the work that | do really matters to me. | wanivork to be good, and

| want to be proud of the job that | did.” For Allison, because sleepaasionate about

her work, she was willing to work harder. This is an importéarhent of what Rogers
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calls “whole-person” learning: if students can have some freddodirect their own

learning and be involved in projects that have real consequence imtheuody, then

they sometimes develop a greater sense of passion aboutahieimich makes them
willing to work harder, and the result is an increase in thetwffness of their overall
learning experience.

In addition to completing one writing assignment that was thericgelearning
project, students completed several other writing assignmentgelasWhile | had
chosen the textbook for the class, a reader that contained essays, andrmhapters
from books written by professional authors about a variety sosiass students voted
as a group on their reading assignments from that text, andfiafshing a group of
readings, they worked as a class to create their own gvrprompts for their
assignments. Usually the prompts they created were open, dk&intpey write on a
topic related to reading assignments or to the class discussionsthadseitreading
assignments. In fact, their writing prompts were much like dhes | would have
created. One student in my composition class, Janette, mala&sraesit that suggests
the democratic structure of the class increased her sense of ownershipdimiade her
more passionate about completing her work:

| thought it was interesting that you trusted the students enoughke up our

own assignments. | think that made the students want to work harderaked

good assignments because we knew you trusted us to do this. | leameti§

class that student-directed classes are more fun and excitoagiseewhen you

make up your own assignments you can pick topics that you are passionate
about . . . My friend in her Composition class is writing about toples |

Hamlet. | am not passionate about Hamlet, and | have been waitiogt
Hamlet and these types of mundane assignments my whole life.
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Rather than having students write about great works of literagnoouraging them to
try to emulate the masters, a method that is typical in conmosiburses that utilize
the outmoded current traditional rhetoric approach, Janette appreceady@ role in
the creation of the class’ writing assignments.

Maxine Hairston, in her article, “Diversity, Ideology, and Teachigting”
(1992), argues against what she sees as a “new model” of writing instruction, amodel
which she believes instructors “put ideology and radical politidhea center of their
teaching” (660). Hairston claims that writing instructors shawdt impose their own
ideas on their students. She writes that the “new model” “isi@nvikat echoes that old
patronizing rationalization we've heard so many times befdrelests don’t have
anything to write about so we have to give them topics. Thosestoped to be literary;
now they're political” (660). | suspect that many composition studargsstill being
forced to write about instructor chosen topics, including literary as&gell as political
ones, and the response of my student, Janelle, who sympathizes witlermmio
must write about Hamlet in composition, supports this. Hairston, who ssagipes
students choose their own topics, is not arguing against a moddiczl ¢ceaching, a
model that encourages students to think critically, even about poiggees. She is
claiming that the exploration of these issues needs to be promptkd bipidents—not
imposed on students by their instructor. Hairston asks of the theshistbelieve in the
“new model” of teaching composition, “Have they asked those studentshelyatant
to learn?” (665). She maintains,

We know that students develop best as writers when they can \otd a
something they care about and want to know more about. Only theheyilbe
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motivated to invest real effort in their work: only then can we hbpg will

avoid the canned, clichéd prose that neither they nor we take sgribest

students, however, will do their best when they are compelled ® ovria topic

they perceive as politically charged and about which they feafarmed, no

matter how thought-provoking and important the instructor assume®phato

be. If freshmen choose to write about issues involving race, eladsgender,

that's fine. They should have every encouragement. | believe allstapia
writing class should be serious ones that push students to think and to say
something substantial. But the topic should be their choice, a captll

thoughtful choice, to be sure, but not what someone else thinks is gobdrfor t

(670)

Like Rogers, Hairston realizes that student learning is enhavioed students
are able to learn democratically—to be involved in choosing thetidineof their
learning.

| believe that student-generated writing prompts, and also sewiieg
projects, are effective means of providing students with opportufitresutonomous
writing. My student, Elizabeth, attests to the benefits of dertiogpadagogy in her
response. She writes, “I used to think that writing was a boringnassnt we had to do
for our English teachers just to get a grade in the class.cldss taught me to love
what | am writing about and to be passionate about what | believElindbeth adds,
“I wrote about what | was interested in and researched wlhiegd; therefore, | put
more input and time and love and effort into the papers and assigrinMany of my
students seemed to feel liberated by the experience of patitngj in a classroom with
a Rogerian democratic component where they were involved in choosidgebgon
of their own learning. For me, one important goal in implementingpee democratic

pedagogy was to encourage students to have more freedom to direciMhdéearning

as a means to increase its effectiveness, but | also hoped Ragerian pedagogy
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component would assist students in the process of discovering and |le@arrasgert
their voices so that they could function more effectively in a democraticygociet
According to my students, participating in a democratic classemritonment
helped them to realize that they could make a valuable contridotithe group effort.
One student, Sally, asserts, “I think we had a lot of autonomy antpddchthe class
because it makes the students actually work harder. [ . .shpWs that [ . . . ] your
opinion does matter.” A second student, Bradley writes, “I learned ¢@ voy opinion
more from this experience.” Uma makes a similar claim,ett that not only the
teacher’s ideas are important, but that my opinion is important as well.”
Furthermore, in addition to helping students, like Sally, Bradley, \dma,
realize that they could have a voice in the class, other students suggestresgimises
that participating in a more democratic classroom environmemiedsthem to have an
increased sense of responsibility for the outcome of the class serse of ownership
of the class in general. Jason explains, “With the ability to chobaéhappened in the
class, you felt like it was ‘your’ class.” Similarly, Red adds, “I [. . .] felt responsible
for this class and the outcome of it.” One important effecRoferian democratic

pedagogy is that it is validating to students because it comatasit¢hat they are

respected as thinkers and learners. My student, David, conveys this idea whead)e wr

“The feeling of having some responsibility in the decision makspeet [of the class]
really made me feel like the teacher did care about how wendivho we were. Yes, |

did learn a lot through this approach. | learned a lot of personal responsibility.”
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Courses that incorporate Rogerian democratic pedagogy continue tioeb
exception rather than the rule. Although Rogerian pedagogy does laffe@cstudents
perceive their role, helping them to see themselves as mupeweered, in most of their
classes, students frequently have to function within a conventional mddlcation
that communicates to them that it is the teacher’s ideasniider—not their own. In
my students’ responses, the issue of experiencing contradictory tiedata
philosophies was frequently apparent. Students were fully aware didhetomy of
democratic versus conventional educational philosophies. One student, Sanent®mm
“l feel as though | contributed to the class more than | ever ¢outd/ other classes.”
Julie writes, “Compared to my other college courses this ongeitgdfi made me feel
like 1 could voice my opinions freely, and | felt like | contributedry class as a
whole, which is something | do not get from my other classes.” Anlgims “[The
class] changed my outlook of the roles of a student because wdaken seriously.”
Another student, Deanna, also claims that the class helped heornstract her notion
of what it means to be a student. She writes, “My role asidest is to be active in
learning—not to be treated like a robot that spits out information.” amagtudent’s
response, Sean, indicates that he felt more empowered in a deendesgroom than
in more conventional classes: “[In this class] | feel mike & teacher/student, but only
in this class. In the rest of my classes, | feel like a nbshalent again.” Sean’s
reference to feeling like a teacher/student is reminisceRiaafo Freire’s language in

Pedagogy of the Oppressearhad is another student in my class who, to borrow
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Sean’s terms, discusses the issue of having to return from dé&iegcher-student” to a
“normal student” again after the term ends:

[This class] has changed my idea of the role of a studeoméowho is more

responsible and instead of being spoon-fed what to do and what not teslo, tr

to come up with his own ideas and follow through with them. Howevetyéw
years of being spoon-fed is tough to wean off of, and my new conceptiba

Student will probably not be realized in other classes.

Janette makes a similar claim. She writes, “In this clessvere able to act
more like a professor than a student. Then when | went to my o#fsses! | went back
to acting like a student. We were given more responsibility sndlaiss than a student is
in most classes.” Many of my students, like Janette and Fath@agh they believed
they had benefited from being in a classroom with a Rogerian datitcocomponent,
did not believe they would encounter Rogerian pedagogy in their futassesl.
Although | certainly believe the benefits of Rogerian pedageguld be greater if
students could continue to experience more democratic, person-cectasses
throughout their educational careers, | am convinced by my studesfgnses that
even if they have the opportunity to participate in only one RD$&sclaey will still
have a meaningful learning experience that is worthwhile, onenthlaé words of my
students, James and Linda, will help them to write for “more thsing grade” and to
participate in “learning just to learn.”

In addition to increasing the effectiveness of learning, linkingiceiearning

pedagogy and RDP is also beneficial because it can help skx&ioeng instructors

overcome some specific challenges. Two of these challenges ircdudéo facilitate
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effective critical-thinking and reflection, an important aspafcservice learning, and
how to best assess service-learning projects.

Herzberg expresses his concern that without the element iohlktgaching,
service-learning work is charity only. He claims that “ouspensibility for social
justice includes but also carries beyond personal acts of ¢héity). The key to
accomplishing this, he believes, is a critical pedagogy thatsh&iudents learn to
analyze their assumptions about the world as a means to thin&llyriibout the forces
that cause social problems, such as poverty, illiteracy, disctiompand injustice, and
to help them *“transcend their own deeply-ingrained belief in indivisemaland
meritocracy” (312). Herzberg's challenge for service+e®ay practitioners to aim for a
critical pedagogy is an effective means to emphasizentpertance of ensuring that
our students are engaging in significant reflection and critidakinhg about issues
related to their service work. Rogerian theory can assigtedearning practitioners as
they address the challenge of how to facilitate effectideatdn and critical thinking.
Through the use of student-led discussion, what Rogers refers to as the encoupter gr
| was able to work towards overcoming the challenge of how thitdiée reflection and
critical-thinking on issues related to my students’ service projects.

Overall, my students’ service-writing projects were diverseature. Some of
these projects included creating and designing brochures for @id&ach, Alliance
for Children, and 9-1-1. Two of my students composed web pages, omreldonl
church and another for Mothers Against Drunk Driving. One of my stadgplied for

grants on behalf of an agency that counseled individuals recgvémam drug
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addiction. Two others conducted research and created a fact card do resegnize
child abuse. Several students created flyers with facts aboutyawer hunger, which
would be used in mailings distributed by another non-profit agencyufatrdising
purposes. Since my students’ service-writing projects involved d@uof non-profit
agencies, which were created in response to many different aysexial needs and
problems, | was particularly challenged by how to encourageatrthinking through
class discussion on social issues related to each of theactsopPne way | addressed
this issue was by choosing a text for the class that conta@seays, poems, and
chapters from literary works, all dealing with a variety ofigloproblems, such as
homelessness, illiteracy, poverty, and discrimination. The teehiled Rereading
Americg and as | have previously mentioned, the students chose the reading
assignments from that text. | assured them that if theyedattt supplement those
reading assignments with additional readings not included in thethey were free to
do so as long as the majority of the class agreed on the addreadalg assignments.
The students, however, seemed satisfied with the assigned text, araf trenstudents
recommended any additional outside readings. | aimed to facititateission over
these readings by implementing elements of Rogerian psychallotieory. For
instance, | tried to create an environment in which students wouldagkxge role in
determining the direction of the discussion. | also aimed to beogsrf discusses,
genuine in my responses, accepting and trusting of the individudis wie group, and
empathetic. There may have been times during the course ofntlestee when | was

more or less successful at conveying these attitudes, but | @oeslycaimed to convey
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them in class meetings and in exchanges with my students. treddoto think of

myself and to act as an equal participant in class discussionseithser an authority
figure or an infrequent participant. The goal of these classusisms, ideally,

according to Rogers, is that participants become involved in agsracevhich they
learn to discover and to articulate their own beliefs whikeytalso learn to better
understand the beliefs of others. It is a process that magllgaakticipants to grow by
enlarging their perspective of the world, and it is also achimg method that
encourages rigorous critical-thinking and reflection.

My students had an engaging discussion after they read aniedaseading
Americaby James Fallows, entitled “The Invisible Poor,” in which Fallangues that
affluent Americans have become so separated from the experienbegobt that they
cannot relate to their plight and thus ignore them as if “theysliveeplace else” (360).
Without being aware of it at first, my students’ discussion seeto support Fallows’
argument. They began exchanging narratives about poor individuals vieynhad
encountered on street corners holding signs expressing theirangedrfey. There was
a great deal of consistency between these narratives in tihedeatmy students
expressed about the poor individuals of whom they spoke. Many of my ttuden
especially the U.S.-born ones, expressed a great distrusidormalividuals asking for
money. My students believed that the individuals they encountered whd fske
money were either con artists who would take advantage of thaadats who would
simply spend any money they received on liquor or drugs. Sevedaints implied that

the best thing to do was to ignore these requests for money. tnplibeir exchanges
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was a belief that individuals who want to work can do so; individuals wd@aor or
homeless find themselves in that situation because of their own failingdaiiegss or

their addiction to drugs. What | found inspiring was that eventuallyer students
began to express perspectives that contradicted these. One studedia,Ghho was
from Brazil, explained that in her country, many families avepsor that they are
forced to live in boxes. There are children in her country, she explained, who ang hungr
and cannot afford to attend schools, which are mostly private. “Tpexggle want to
work,” she said, “but there simply aren’t any jobs.”

Soon another student, Anna, explained that she had empathy for individuals
who were addicted to drugs. She knew how difficult it was for thoderswg from
drug addiction to heal and to improve their situations because she cod@dhiber her
mother’s struggle to overcome drug addiction, which was a diffiouk in Anna’s
childhood. Drug addiction and alcoholism, she explained, were illnessesattmat
people are never able to overcome.

After Anna, a few other students began to articulate more entigathe
perspectives about homelessness, poverty, and drug addiction. As aofetul
discussion, students had an opportunity to not only express their own peespécii
also to begin to listen and to understand differing perspectives.alitvged them to
reflect upon and to think critically about some of their assumptibositahe world,
which they continued to reflect upon in their writing of expository essays.

Most importantly, these class discussions provided a forum to reffsamt

social issues related to students’ service projects. Fomagstaon one occasion, a
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student, Antonio, described how AIDS Outreach was making a diffenertioe lives of
families affected by AIDS. He had visited the agency to disbisservice-learning
project and to conduct interviews, when he discovered that the agadcgn on-site
grocery store, in which many AIDS victims and their famjliebo were largely poor
and from the inner city, could shop for food that they could not affdrdreise. By
this point in the term, the poor were not “invisible” to Antonio, asolad argues in the
essay we had discussed at the beginning of the term. Antonio éexamassionate
about wanting to help at AIDS Outreach that he volunteered at a esucamp for
children affected by AIDS, and he also participated with a group of his classméte
AIDS walk, a fundraiser for AIDS Outreach.

Antonio was one of several students who decided to continue working with hi
service partner after our class had ended. Another student, Dawidedl¢o continue
volunteering as webmaster for Mothers Against Drunk Driving. He heatent some
web pages for this agency as his service project. Faith, a studertad participated in
creating a brochure for Alliance for Children, decided to contiouwo volunteer work
for that agency after the end of the term. Luis, who had conduesshrch and
completed a fact sheet on hunger and homelessness for his sy, decided to
volunteer for a local mission to serve the homeless population aomsunity. These
students found their service work meaningful enough to continue doewgrit when
they were not earning a grade or course credit for their work.

| believe that linking service learning with Rogerian Demacr&étedagogy

helped me in my attempts to address the challenge of hoactmmage reflection and
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critical thinking about some issues connecting students’ service withtktheir class
work, and | also believe it helped me to address an additional challengetelmst
assess students’ service projects. Nora Bacon, in her artittiede “Community
Service Writing: Problems, Challenges, Questions” (1997), asserts,
Evaluating community service-writing documents pushes us againghnitsedf
our expertise. When | ask other CSW teachers how they deterramhesgmany
describe evasive maneuvers—they give every student a high gratieeyor
award credit for effort, or they fold the CSW paper into afpliotand assign a
single grade for the whole semester’s work. Others face tdingr demon
squarely. Recognizing that they cannot judge by the textuairésathey value
in essays (clear thesis, well-developed paragraphs, syntaggtyyand so on)
and that no comparable list of formal qualities will be relevarihe whole set
of community-based documents, they attempt to evaluate each document on it
own terms, judging how well it accomplishes its communicative purgose]
Teachers who grade community-based writing on its own terenssmentially
guessing what its outcome will be. This is a difficult matarce we as teachers
are outsiders, too; unfamiliar with the community agency’'s gahés paper’s
audience, and the genre, we are ill equipped to judge. (48-49)
| agree with Bacon that evaluating service-writing projeptses certain
challenges because composition instructors are faced withstheftavaluating writing
that is outside the genre of the conventional essay. The sheasitgliverthe types of
service-writing projects my students have completed makestutalyr impossible to
evaluate every student’s work using the same criteria, edpettial criteria that are
typically used for evaluating student essays. Furthermore, @ Besserts, we cannot
effectively grade these projects on how well they accomplisih thetorical purpose

either because it is impractical and impossible to do so; weotéwmllow those projects

into the community in order to determine how their audience responded to them.
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| strongly disagree with Bacon’s assertion that portfolio sseent is an
“evasive maneuver” that composition instructors use to avoid fathme grading
demon squarely” when it comes to evaluating service-writingjepts. Portfolio
assessment, because it is holistic, allows students’ gratéesdietermined based on the
work they have completed during an entire semester, so their gramtesaccurately
represent that work, including how it has been revised. Portfoliosaseasemphasizes
the importance of revision because students do not receive a griadbeynhave had
an opportunity to revise their work in response to feedback they reaee/ed from
other students and their instructor, which | believe more effectivelys students to
improve their writing. Furthermore, portfolio assessment works to hidents’ focus
from thinking primarily about grades to thinking more about the busofessting and

improving their writing.

One of the most important discoveries | made as a result ohdirdgervice-
learning pedagogy and Rogerian pedagogy is that they work to prstudents with
opportunities to find motivation for writing and for learning that isrenmeaningful
than that of simply working to earn grades. Portfolio assessmgariicularly useful
for service-learning instructors because the goals of thesdingamethods are
consistent in this way—both shift the students’ focus toward leammmggaway from
working primarily for a grade. Moreover, instructors who use portigessment must
still face the challenge of how to best assess servitegvprojects if these are to be

included as one of the projects in students’ portfolios.
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Bacon suggests that one solution to the problem of how to grade seriting-
projects is “to call upon the expertise of the site supervisocsueaging their input in
working through drafts and assigning grades” (49). Bacon adds tlahammunity
service-writing classrooms, “students are encouraged to patgcin evaluation as
well” (49). | would assert that service-learning practitiorshveuld consider involving
both the students and their community partners in the evaluation eh&tudervice

projects.

This is not an argument for having students become the sole evalohtbeir
work. When it comes to facing the challenge of evaluatingesits’ writing projects,
Rogers’ theories on education are particularly useful becaugedjeet the idea that
grading should be done solely by the instructor, an idea that seeomsistent with the
very goals of service learning, a pedagogy in which the pra¢dsarning is viewed as
experiential and social, influenced by the community and by otbdemsts as well as
by the instructor. It seems fitting that in service-learning sesjrthe evaluation of a
student’s work might be influenced by feedback from service partfiem other
students, from the instructor, and by that student’s self-evaluation.

My students received feedback on their work from other students andviey
and most received feedback from their service partners as Tedl feedback was
offered to students during their process of writing, when they cedé to it while
revising their work, and it was also offered after their ptidfwas submitted. Since

students received such extensive feedback on their work and had sppdlnities
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to see how their work compared with the work of their peers, Maeetleey were able to
evaluate their own work in an informed manner.

In many instances | agreed with my students’ self-evaluatiomsever, there
were some instances when | did not agree with the grades thymyspd for themselves.
Rogers claims that an important part of taking responsibilitph@’s own learning and
making choices as to the direction of that learning is alsake “the responsibility for
the consequences of those choices” (188). The instances when I|sernmaisly
disagreed with my students’ self-evaluations occurred primavitih students who
chose not to complete their work.

| believe that the overwhelming majority of my students thrived democratic
classroom environment in which they were entrusted to take respdpsdoitineir own
learning. They claimed that as a result they were more nedivia learn, and they
found their work more meaningful. Many of my students reported disogvarsense
of passion about their work, and they asserted that they found thesnaeitleng and
learning for reasons other than to earn a grade. In this way,wéey learning, in
Rogers’ terms, as “whole persons.” Rather than only to earn course tregijrined to
write as a means to help in the community, and they aimed todeaply for the sake
of learning because they were passionate about their work. Walgbigvident from
my students’ responses is that Rogerian pedagogy linked withceséeairning
pedagogy helped them to feel a sense of empowerment. Theyedl|amat they felt
more confident about voicing their opinions as a result of the, dassthey became

convinced that their opinions did matter. Many students in the classssed that they
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believed they had made more of a contribution to the class than tthey tieeir other
classes. They became self-directed learners—student-teagher could direct their
own learning and could also learn from each other—not passive studectedlionly
by their teacher.

On the other hand, the implementation of Rogerian pedagogy introduces a
different challenge that it is important to address—namely, somcal student
resistance to an unfamiliar pedagogy. | frequently grappled twéhissue of how I
should best deal with one student, Tom, who unlike the rest of his didhsmt seem to
be functioning well in a democratic classroom environment. This studsisted by
refusing to engage in almost every class activity. Dudiags discussion, he would
refuse to make eye contact with any participants by lookingheutvindow, hiding his
face behind the campus paper, and in one instance, talking on hgheeé during
class. At that moment, before | even had a chance to commenltagsmates voiced
their own frustration with Tom, and they asked him why he choseritincie attending
class when he seemed to care so little for it. Occasionlélye are students in
conventional classrooms who act rudely, so it should not be surprmhghere will
occasionally be students in a classroom with a service-leaoniRggerian democratic
component who will act rudely as well. However, rather than simagtiyng rudely, this
student seemed to me to be challenging the pedagogical philosbpi classroom
environment.

During one of my several conferences with Tom, he explainedhindelt

impatient with the dialogue in the class. He considered it aevedidgime to listen to his
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classmates’ opinions during class discussions, and he did not think heleauld
anything about how to improve his writing from them during peer rem@stings. He
communicated to me that he wanted me to teach the class in trentonal way. He
wanted me to be more authoritative. This is not an uncommon situatideafdrers
who use Rogerian democratic pedagogy.

In her article “Attitudes and Expectations in a Shared Respohgibili
Classroom” (1992), Chris Madigan describes her encounters with stedestamce to
Rogerian pedagogy: “The student reaction you can be 99% certedanter in some
form is resistance. Tell a class that you're letting theeip determine what the class
will do, and after polite silence and even some polite cooperation, wdhwmplain
that they took the class to learn from you, that if they knew whdb they wouldn’t
need you, and that you’re not doing your job” (198). Madigan explains that most
students are “used to being directed,” and they “prefer to acdggtttihey know rather
than embrace what they don’t, especially when the new role addsdaraide
responsibility” (198).

However, learning that involves the whole person, one’s emotions and one’s
intellect, is foreign to some individuals, students and instructdrs, way have been
educated conventionally since they first entered school. Inevitablyissne concerns
some individuals about democratic pedagogy: is experiential Igatimah involves the
whole person, including one’s emotions, less intellectual? Does demquedbgogy
make it difficult for students to learn course content? Thigyuldvargue, is the primary

concern of skeptics of both service learning and of democratic pedagogg. tiéhitiea
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of democratic pedagogy calls into question the legitimacy of idea of “coomsent,” at
least as it is defined as material the institution or theuaotdr, as opposed to the
students, deems important, | would argue that for the overwhelming ityapdr
students, experiential learning, including service learning and datiodearning
enhances students’ ability to learn intellectually becausmdtions to help students to
be more passionate and motivated about their learning, which allowgdHearn in a
more effectively. | believe that Rogers’ student, Samuel Tenenbaum, woeéd agr
During one student-led discussion, a student in Rogers’ class of 1958vasho
referring to the “emotional process” that Rogers’ pedagogy setmattourage, asked,
“Should we be concerned only with the emotions? Has the intelleglay®” In
response to this student, Tenenbaum asked the class, “Is thetadent svho has read
as much or thought as much for any other course?” Tenenbaum diainke answer
to this question
was obvious. We had spent hours and hours reading; the room reserved for us
had occupants until 10 o’clock at night, and then many left only bed¢hase
university guards wanted to close the building. Students listeneddadiegs;
they saw motion pictures; but best of all, they talked and talkedadietl. In
the traditional course, the instructor lectures and indicatesis/tabe read and
learned; students dutifully record all this in their notebooks, talexamination
and feel good or bad, depending on the outcome; but in nearly all céses it
complete experience, with a sense of finality; the lawsoafeitting begin to
operate rapidly and inexorably. In the Rogers course, studentsnedadoaight
inside and outside the class; it was they who chose from thikngeand
thinking what was meaningful to them, not the instructor. (307)
Tenenbaum asserts that being in Rogers’ class, for most ofuthentt, was a

“meaningful” experience, one that changed some of the students, mhk&mgntore

“sympathetic” and “understanding” (306). He asserts that he Ssgwpersons become
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less shy and aggressive persons more sensitive and moderate” (886jte the
benefits that many students experienced in Rogers’ class, Bgwienenbaum notes
that Rogers’ nondirective teaching “was not 100 per cent successful” (307):

There were three or four students who found the whole idea distagheéul at

the end of the course, although nearly all became enthusiasticudeatdo my

knowledge, was intensely negative in his feelings; another was higtibalcr

These wanted the instructor to provide them with a rounded-out indellec

piece of merchandise which they could commit to memory and therbgolke

on an examination. [ . . . ] For the authoritarian person, who puts thisifai
neatly piled up facts, this method | believe can be threateningeferhe gets

no reassurance, only an openness, a flowing, no closure. (307-308)

In Rogers’ class, according to Tenenbaum’s description of it, r#side
participated in a lively discussion that was, in large, directedhliemselves. For
students who are accustomed to hearing course content delivereduire lorm, a
more democratic, Rogerian class can certainly be disorientimgnibaum provides an
apt description of a typical student-directed discussion, one that, thogglirg to
some, could be seen as frustrating to another because, in his wqusyidies “no

closure” (307).

The Rogers method was free and flowing and open and permissive. Atstude
would start an interesting discussion; it would be taken up byanggbut a
third student might take us away in another direction, bringing uprssmed
matter of no interest to the class; and we would all feelrétest. But this was

like life, flowing on like a river, seemingly futile, with nevére same water
there, flowing on, with no one knowing what would happen the next moment.
But in this there was an expectancy, an alertness, an alivénsssmed to me

as near a smear of life as one could get in a classroom. (308)

Tenenbaum’s description of an encounter group’s dialogue as bke:dali
river’ is apt because its course, like a river, is unpredictatdk spontaneous. The

student-led discussions in our classroom with a Rogerian componerddséastrating
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to my student, Tom, who was impatient with the unstructured dialogcieaeged
among his classmates. However, while Tom, who claimed that he didimote could
learn from his fellow classmates, had a negative experiencdemacratic classroom,
most of the other students in the class seemed to thrive in an ensironinere they
could freely express themselves and make a significant comtnktotthe class. One of
my students, Angie, claimed, “I have learned a lot more abowindether people by
the discussions that we had in class.” Another student, Nancy, expr@ssenilar
sentiment, “This class taught me that | can learn as muchrirprellow students as |
can from my teacher. [. . . ] Most of all | loved that | got &rtea great deal about how
other people think and believe.”

It should be expected that in every classroom with a Rogerian contpgbeee
will probably be a student, or a few students, who persistently #odgky feel
negatively about democratic pedagogy. For me, this was the mhsbatig aspect of
being the teacher-student of a Rogerian, service-learningamassand | spent a great
deal of time during this particular semester worrying about howght encourage my
student, Tom, to become engaged in the activities of the claskI¥rl finally had to
admit to myself that it is almost impossible to ensure, regesdiethe pedagogy of the
class, that every student has a successful, rewarding expeegaoethough that may
be the goal of the instructor. From the responses of the majorityyatudents that
semester, the class was experienced as a success, armbmanted that what would

have been worse than a certain amount of dissent regarding a Rqgedgogical
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style, would have been the loss of the opportunity for the majorisyuofents to have
benefited from it.

Tenenbaum writes of Rogerian pedagogy, “What better method is tihere
engross the individual; to bring him, his ideas, his feelings into aorwation with
others; to break down the barriers that create isolation in a wdrtde for his own
mental safety and health, man has to learn to be part of mankidd9). Perhaps
Tenenbaum is correct that democratic pedagogy helps individuals teamore
effectively function among and with others, and that such an educatimportant for
mental health. If this is the case, even those who are the nrest@atly resistant to
Rogerian democratic pedagogy stand to benefit from it the moatée it provides an
opportunity for them to learn how to better function as a part of a diverse community.

On the other hand, if the goal of Rogerian pedagogy, and other forms of
liberatory pedagogy, is to free students, then teachers of thdagqmees must accept
student resistance as a legitimate way to express tl@lofre Thomas Rickert, in his
article, “Hands Up, You're Free’: Composition In a Post-Oediyvalrld,” argues that
the problem with even the best and most radical forms of liberpexggogy is that
they run the risk of replicating the situations that they atteoork against; they run
the risk of “reinscribing disciplinary modes of authoritarian wick’ (291). He
suggests that teachers should perhaps value forms of studemnessist the writing
classroom as “acts” that can have an achieved social effect (314).

My student, Tom, who created frequent “acts” of resistance toRagkrian

pedagogy and service-learning pedagogy, took quite a bit of riskxpoess his
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dissatisfaction with the class. Consequently, Tom’s expressionssétdifaction also
frequently served to increase and unify the support of the magdribe other students
for the teaching methods of the class, which was almost certainbyitcome that Tom
had not anticipated or intended. Moreover, at the beginning of thesegriereviewed
a policy stated clearly in the syllabus that any student whadatigvant to participate in
the service-learning component of the course could propose an altgritiig project
to complete instead. This would have been a positive and productive wagnoto
complete the requirements of the class while still resisimg of its methods. Tom did
not express an interest in completing an alternate project.

Overall, even with the occasional and inevitable student resistariRegerian
democratic pedagogy, | believe it can produce actual changedenss, helping them
to be more comfortable expressing themselves, to become more taodeich
understanding of others, and to better understand themselves. It atdvelf teaches
students to learn for themselves, to think for themselves, and topassionately as
well as intellectually. Linking service-learning pedagogyhwiRkogerian democratic
pedagogy is particularly useful because each method works to ertharmtber and to
assist the other in accomplishing its purposes. Service-learnugg@gy provides
students with an additional opportunity, as part of a Rogerian straiggaching, for
students to have freedom and autonomy to make their own choices reghgling
learning experiences and to continue their learning experiengeadthe walls of the
classroom. Moreover, service-learning pedagogy helps accommrshinc goals of

Rogerian pedagogy. In the composition classroom, for instance;es@rkiting projects
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help to empower students, convincing them that they can affect chanteiin
communities and that their voices do count. Service learning alps ktldents to
experience whole-person learning, learning that involves themeiiigdilly, because it
emphasizes critical thinking and reflection, emotionally becauseciburages students
to learn what they are passionate about, and physically becasigeriential. Since
service-learning pedagogy is person-centered, encouraging studdetirn as whole
persons, it helps students to experience what Rogers callscaghiiarning, learning
that it is meaningful and can change students. On the other hand,aRadEmocratic
pedagogy works toward fulfilling the purposes of service-learpeapgogy because,
first, it helps to explain why service learning pedagogyuchsan effective teaching
method, helping students to learn intellectually and passionatelyn&eBwmgerian
theory helps to illustrate that service-learning pedagogy @arad academically
rewarding and intellectually challenging for students das gocially valuable. Third,
Rogerian pedagogy provides instructors with a means to adtdeessdllenge of how
to encourage critical thinking and reflection through student-doleci@logue, a
Rogerian pedagogical method also called the encounter group, and foprthvidies
instructors with a means to address the challenge of how todsestsastudents’ service
projects by considering students’ self-evaluations of their own workddition to
feedback provided by community partners and by other students. When used in
conjunction, service-learning pedagogy and Rogerian democratic pgdagog
composition provide a means for students to discover what it isit® fer more than

just a grade and to understand what it is to learn simply fosake of learning.
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CHAPTER 6
ADDITIONAL TEACHING METHODS FOR FACILITATING
DEMOCRACY IN THE CLASSROOM: AREAS

FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

It is neither practical nor is it likely that many compiosists would want to
offer classes that are entirely and strictly Rogerian. Mgl go this dissertation,
however, has been to illustrate that teachers and their studamtbenefit when
democratic pedagogical components are introduced into the compofassmom. In
other words, | am not arguing in this project that compositionists ghmsd Rogerian
teaching methods to the exclusion of all other teaching methods, @vwetirees more
conventional ones; however, | assert that we can learn from Ribgels is beneficial
to incorporate into our overall pedagogy democratic teaching metbods,as those
that encourage students to learn actively, to develop a sense of lpynargheir
projects and their work, to assert their voices, and to have aeassx sense of
responsibility for their own learning. While Rogers never disaissevice learning and
public writing specifically, these are methods that | have fouledraplish the same
goals in teaching composition today that he advocated for faadjtéreedom in the
classroom during the last half of the twentieth century. Such tepcehethods can

function to involve students in their projects emotionally as weihtdlectually, thus
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improving the effectiveness of their learning. As | have incotpdranore of a
Rogerian Democratic Pedagogical component into my oveeathieg, | have noticed
the difference in my students’ responses, in their attitudes, and in their work.

The biggest challenge for composition instructors attempting tditdée a
democratic learning environment is navigating between workingnjgoe/er students
and to take a much less authoritative role in the class, whllehating the
responsibility as one employed by the institution to provide ratidhalethe class is
being run effectively. For me as an instructor, it does not work wignto emulate
Rogers’ teaching methods too closely, and this is the prineagon that has compelled
me to develop a modified RDP approach to teaching writing. For eraingb create
the parameters of the class myself, such as outlining ther msgignments that should
be submitted and determining how much they will count towards studeratisgfades,
but the students play a large role in negotiating the detatisost assignments, like
working on their own to find the the non-profit organization they wispartner with
for their service-learning projects, and negotiating with aesprtative from that
organization to decide what type of writing project should be coethldthe goal is to
keep in mind the major aspects of Rogers’ philosophy, but to be #egimbugh to
implement a democratic pedagogy that works with an instructorsopal style of
teaching and that is appropriate in terms of method and technliothye composition
classroom of the twenty-first century.

| have demonstrated in this project how one type of service leamnmamgely

community service writing projects, can be used as a teachatigoch to facilitate a
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more democratic composition class. One of my students, Allisory, dpsicribes the
effect that the service-learning component of our course had on heclaghs that
service learning
gives my writing a purpose [. . .] because | am helping the comynundlso
brings issues that are facing our society into a new light beeglusn doing this
project it becomes personal. The work that is done really neaki@erence in
someone’s life. It is not only a learning experience for schoobbetfor life as
well.
Allison’s comments provide a good example of the characterigtat Rogerian theory
tells us increase the effectiveness of student learning. Shescthat her service-
learning project gave her “school” experience as well ag"“&kperience. Her project
had personal meaning for her as well as academic meaning. Since Alpsoj@ct gave
her writing a real rhetorical situation, it helped her writerenpassionately and with
new purpose. Moreover, she alludes to the fact that her serviogtgaroject helped
to change her views on particular social issues, which she could “see in ahtéw lig
As | continue my research on Rogerian democratic pedagog k@lfocus on
other teaching methods that, like some types of service learnipginkielve students
both cognitively and emotionally in the class so that they leemre effectively. While
service learning projects like the ones described in this prajecbne type of public
writing project, | am particularly interested in conducting Hart research on other
types of public writing in composition. One of these methods involves theofuse
webfolios and other class web projects. My students publish thgar papers and

class projects, including their service-learning projects, Ragargument papers, and

position papers, in an online portfolio, or webfolio, of their work. A wiibst types of
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portfolio assessment, these webfolios are graded holisticaillge®ts do not receive
grades on their papers and projects when they are first subniittéelad, students
receive feedback on how to improve their work from their peersrand e, and they
have most of the semester to revise their work and to improwdatebthey publish a
final draft in their webfolio. Most importantly, webfolio writings a type of public
writing, allows students to publish their own work, which | would agsea final stage
of the writing process that needs to be explored more extensively.

Frequently, my students, especially the ones who do not have exgevigth
web design, are intimidated at the beginning of the semestke groéspect of being
required to design web pages and to complete a webfolio of tloek. While the
assignment sounds challenging to some of my students, | geredure them that
with software such as Microsoft FrontPage or Adobe Dreamwesedy design is
much easier to accomplish than they might at first imagine.

| have found that when students discover for the first time thatce publish
their own papers, which can then be read by a potentially éardience, it can be quite
an empowering experience. One student, Whitney, seemed overwhelnmedhevit
assignment at first, but when | helped her to publish her indgs, she looked at me
with astonishment and asked, “Is my work online?” When | answeré¢dt tvas, her
facial expression visibly changed, and | could see what a sereemhplishment this
gave her. Often, publishing webfolios of their work seems to makendsuteel that
they can have a voice and patrticipate in the ongoing discussion aboes tbst

concern them. They realize that people outside our classroom aththesr papers and
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opinions, and this raises the stakes for them. Students work hardasrige and to
improve their papers. They become more emotionally involved in theik. Wdy
students strive to find the right images to add to their papdrsipothem convey their
messages, they work to find backgrounds that are visually pleasidignany even add
sound and other advanced features to their webfolios in an attempkéotihesmn as
good as possible.

One student, Mark, who wrote several papers during the term on theofssue
whether the government should have the right to eavesdrop on the convershtions
private citizens, added a soundtrack to his webfolio of people readin§ointh
Amendment:

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papefffeesd e

against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violatedp an

Warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by Oathnoatad,

and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the pergbimgs to

be seized.

The sound added another dimension of support for his position paper againsya pol
signed during President George W. Bush’s tenure that gave tleraF&lreau of
Investigation authority to eavesdrop on the private conversations ofdUStetes
citizens. In addition to conveying his argument through his text amaigh sound,
Mark conveyed it visually as well by depicting on his index pagérage of a large
eye, reminiscent of George Orwell984 which would change its appearance and look
in the direction of each link the user scrolled over, as if to denabdagtrat big brother

was indeed watching. Mark clearly had a strong sense of ownershig afebfolio,

which he had become emotionally involved in creating. The result wesl-polished,
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thought-provoking webfolio in which Mark had not only done well at writingument
to persuade, but he also had used visual argument and aural argxeeptionally
well to convey his message.

In addition to webfolios, another method | use to make my classroom mor
democratic is the use of student-selected music during writing mpks Some
students have been tempted to miss class on writing workshop daydeare early,
which communicated to me that they did not believe there was agyikaful to them
happening in class on those days; however, | believe the writing eg&sare some of
the most critical classes during the term because that ia siuelents are actively
involved in the business of creating texts, and | wanted to encobedige attendance
of them. Since | use webfolio assessment, the process of regigsianajor focus of the
class. The entire class is organized in order to put an emphasis on the procéssyof wr
giving students the opportunity to revise and to improve their papfenelibey submit
them for a grade. Additionally, students learn during these workshmpseiach other,
discovering new web design ideas and learning how to implement 8iaoe one of
their major projects, the service-learning project, is a lootlative one, it is also
important to have workshop days when they can meet with their enowg do
communicate about their service-learning projects and to work onngvrihem
together.

| have noticed a big improvement in student attendance and participgaring
writing workshops since | began asking individual students to voluntgeptade the

class with background music on those days. It is a simple ided, ag changed the
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atmosphere of the class tremendously. | find that more studentsaibrir computers
until the end of the class when | must now remind them to leaveebdfemext class
period begins. They more fully participate during the workshops and haneraased
sense of ownership in the class. They are taking the responsibitiglping to create
their classroom environment.

Another area in which RDP can play a large role in helping teaser student
ownership and participation involves the online composition classroom. Students
distance learning courses must take more responsibility fardhe learning because
they do not meet face to face with a teacher and other stumlematsegular basis. For
this reason it is urgent that online composition instructors cr@attong sense of
community within their online courses as a means to keep studerggeeingnd to
prevent students from dropping out of the course, which is sometirpesbiem in
online courses. Discussion board and chat room assignments in digt@amieg
composition courses function to create a greater sense of comniomitystance-
learning students and an increased sense of ownership of the@idise instructors
differ in large degree on how much they should participate in and thed#rection of
online dialogue within discussion forums. As an RDP instructor, | giverga broad,
open-ended writing prompt, in which | ask students to post any questiesponse to
the particular reading assignment and to post two responses tol#ssimates’ posts.
Then, | depend on the students to guide their own discussion, and | gederalbt
participate at all. My goal is to help students to feel thatdiscussion forums are their

own, that they are free to express themselves openly and honestly, ahdréna not a
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particular response that | expect from them. What | have fourithisby using this

RDP approach to facilitating discussion within the online compositiassgbom
students often post many more times than required, which indideéshey are
engaged and taking ownership of the forum. | have been happy to withess how
effectively students work collaboratively and think criticallytim these discussion
forums. For example, in the following discussion thread, several ssudeoitk
collaboratively to explain what Brent Staples meant in his es&gck Men and
Public Space,” when he claimed that as a black man he oftenedhigtien he passed
white women who were walking in the city at night, and for him ttas the equivalent

of a “cowbell that hikers wear when they know they are in bear country”:

Beth: What do you think Staples meant when he said, “It is my equivalené of
cowbell that hikers wear when they know they are in bear country”?

Meg: A hiker would wear a cowbell so that any bears that atlkerarea could
hear them coming and be warded off. In the same way, perhapssStdpsties

to ward off any fear that might enter the minds of the peoplesrviinity,
people who might take him as a threat.

Tony: [. . .] His whistling is a way without talking to say: i’ just here to get
somewhere, and | am not a threat.”

Martin : Ladies and gentlemen, this is “bear” country, vicious angry bear
country, vicious bears that will attack any innocent bystandieinvrong place

at the wrong time. Why would an intelligent human intrude on bears
unannounced knowing their vicious nature. In that same sense why would an
intelligent black man walk the streets of America and intrude auac&sians
unannounced. | believe you're all in the ballpark, but what you assimgi here

is the underlying context. When a hiker wears a cow bell ibiscare the
vicious bears away. In that same way Staples is not the beénebpbtential
victim of the bears. He is whistling for his protection, not theirs.

Beth: Thank you, Martin. | do believe that you got it right!

Mandy: We all have to remember that in life we are the samdeang . .] He
whistles the familiar tunes to distract the eye from thevard differences [. . .]
Great job Martin.
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Initially in this discussion, the students suggest that Staplestlwgiss a way to make
sure others whom he is passing are not threatened by him.nterssting that it is
Martin, an African-American student, (I know the student’s racaum he has posted
his picture to the class), who offers a different perspectiveStiagles whistles because
he is the one threatened, not the people he is passing on theNawigt.helps the
other students understand how terrifying it can be for a black mafirwvasohimself “in
the wrong place at the wrong time,” much like a hiker findimgdalf among “vicious”
bears. Furthermore, | should add that Martin became so engagetigipgaiang in this
discussion forum that he posted many more times than he was dedpyir¢he
assignment. This discussion thread, and Martin’s as well as dtiiemss’ committed
participation, is an example of how students in an RDP online caanselearn
effectively and collaboratively in a student-led discussion forunmjrggaicritical insight
into challenging questions on their own.

While the major emphasis within this project has been on the usenotes
learning as an effective RDP teaching method, there are a nwhléner types of
public writing projects that can help instructors to create a meneocratic learning
environment, which benefits students and increases the effectivedn@gsrall student
learning. These methods merit further attention by compositiomists could be
productive areas for future research, including webfolio writing @heér web-based
writing projects as well as discussion board and chat room wntitigin online
courses. As | continue my teaching and research in composition studiisremain

committed to developing and to implementing RDP methods that exgmstudents to
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have an increased sense of ownership of the class, an increasedfs&sponsibility
for their work, and an emotional involvement in their work in addition tmgnitive
one because | have seen how this kind of pedagogy functions to imgiolent
motivation, the quality of student work, and the meaning that studeot¥ has for

them.
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A CHRONOLOGY OF ROGERS’ MAJOR WORKS AND THEIR
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Rogers, Carl RMeasuringPersonality Adjustment in Children Nine to Thirteen Years
of Age.New York: Teachers College, 193PAC

---, The Clinical Treatment of the Problem ChiBbston: Houghton Mifflin, 1939.

CTPC

---, Counseling and Psychotherapy: New Concepts in Praddioston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1942. CP

---, Counseling With Returned Servicem®@fashington, DC: United Services
Organization, 1943CWRS

---, ClientCentered Therapy: Its Current Practices, Implications, and Thébew
York: Houghton Mifflin, 1951 CCT

---, and Rosalind F. Dymond, ed®sychotherapy and Personality Chan@icago:
University Press, 195#£PC

---, On Becoming A PersoBoston: Houghton Mifflin, 19610BP

---, et al.The Therapeutic Relationship and Its Impact: A Study of Psychotherapy with
SchizophrenicaVadison: University of Wisconsin Press, 196RII

---, and B. Steveng.he Problem with Being Humabafayette, California: Real People
Press, 1968?BH

---, and W. Coulson, edslan and The Science of Mabolumbus, Ohio. Charles
Merrill, 1968.MSM

---, Freedom to Learn: A View of What Education Might Becddmdumbus, Ohio:
Charles Merrill, 1969FL69

---, On Encounter GroupsNew York: Harper and Row, 1970EG
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---, Becoming Partners: Marriage and Its Alternativégew York: Delacorte Press,
1972.BP

---, On Personal Power: Inner Strength and Its Revolutionary Impéetv York:
Delacorte Press, 1970PP

---, A Way of BeingBoston: Houghton Mifflin, 1980//B

---, Freedom to Learn in the 80€olumbus, OH: Charles Merrill, 1988L80
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ROGERS’ THEORY OF PERSONALITY
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Every individual exists in a continually changing world of experience of
which he is the center.

Il. The organism reacts to the field as it is experienced and perceived. This
perceptual field is, for the individual, “reality.”

II. The organism reacts as an organized whole to this phenomenal field.

V. The organism has one basic tendency and striving—to actualize, maintain,
and enhance the experiencing organism.

V. Behavior is basically the goal directed attempt of the organism toysggisf
needs as experienced, in the field as perceived.

VI. Emotion accompanies and in general facilitates such goal-directed drehavi
the kind of emotion being related to the seeking versus the consummatory
aspects of the behavior, and the intensity of the emotion being related to the
perceived significance of the behavior for the maintenance and enhancement
of the organism.

VII.  The best vantage point for understanding behavior is from the internal frame
of reference of the individual himself.

VIIl. A portion of the total perceptual field gradually becomes differentiated as
the self.

IX. As a result of interaction with the environment, and particularly as a césult
evaluational interaction with others, the structure of self is formed—an

organized, fluid, but consistent conceptual pattern of perceptions of
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XI.

XIl.

XL,

XIV.

characteristics and relationships of the “I” or the “me,” together withegalu
attached to these concepts.

The values attached to experiences, and the values which are a part of the
self structure, in some instances are values experienced directly by the
organism, and in some instances are values introjected or taken over from
others, but perceived in distorted fashion, as if they had been experienced
directly.

As experiences occur in the life of the individual, they are either (a)
symbolized, perceived, and organized into some relationship to the self, (b)
ignored because there is no perceived relationship to the self-structure, (c)
denied symbolization or given a distorted symbolization because the
experience is inconsistent with the structure of the self.

Most of the ways of behaving which are adopted by the organism are those
which are consistent with the concept of self.

Behavior may, in some instances, be brought about by organic experiences
and needs which have not been symbolized. Such behavior may be
inconsistent with the structure of the self, but in such instances the behavior
is not “owned” by the individual.

Psychological maladjustment exists when the organism denies to awareness
significant sensory and visceral experiences, which consequently are not
symbolized and organized into the gestalt of the self-structure. When this

situation exists, there is a basic or potential psychological tension.
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XV. Psychological adjustment exists when the concept of the self is such that all
the sensory and visceral experiences of the organism are, or may be,
assimilated on a symbolic level into a consistent relationship with the
concept of self.

XVI.  Any experience which is inconsistent with the organization or structure of
self may be perceived as a threat, and the more of these perceptions there
are, the more rigidly the self-structure is organized to maintain. itself

XVII.  Under certain conditions, involving primarily complete absence of any threat
to the self-structure, experiences which are inconsistent with it may be
perceived, and examined, and the structure of self revised to assimilate and
include such experiences.

XVIIl. When the individual perceives and accepts into one consistent and integrated
system all his sensory and visceral experiences, then he is necessagily
understanding of others and is more accepting of others as separate
individuals.

XIX. As the individual perceives and accepts into his self-structure more of his
organic experiences, he finds that he is replacing his present value system—
based so largely upon introjections which have been distortedly

symbolized—with a continuing organismic valuing process.
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A SERVICE-LEARNING, COMPOSITION CLASS SYLLABUS
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English 1302 Ciritical Thinking, Reading, and Writing Il

Course Requirements
Fall 2006
Section 022, 11:00-12:20 RH 311B
Section 024, 12:30-1:50 RH 311B

Texts and Materials

Wood, Nancy VPerspectives on Argumeiith edition
A handbook of your choice

A dictionary of your choice

A jump drive

Course Objectives

The purpose of this course is to sharpen your ability to read critically, to tliticklby,

and to express your opinions in writing and in discussion about subjects that are still at
issue. The emphasis is on argument as it functions in a democratic society. Inol302, y
will learn to understand and to participate in argument, and since argument occurs
everywhere, the material you learn in this course will be useful to you oobthat |

home, at school, and in a variety of other private and public spheres. You will publish
your work in an electronic portfolio, or a webfolio, on your own student website, which
you will develop using Microsoft FrontPage. In addition to FrontPage, you witl lea
how to use Microsoft PowerPoint in order to compose a presentation at the end of the
term. You may also gain experience using Microsoft Publisher to complatécese
learning project.

This class contains a service-learning component, which will provide you vati a
rhetorical situation for your writing. You will write with purpose for a reatlience and
provide a service to the community at the same time. You will also gain solidgwrit
experience that you can include on your resume. Some examples of servicgtlearnin
writing projects include designing brochures, creating fliers, desigmehgpages,

writing press releases, applying for grants, or creating PowerPoinh{ziéses. You

will contact the agency of your choice to arrange your own communityceamviting
project. If you do not wish to participate in the service-learning component of the
course, you can complete an alternate persuasive writing project, and it will not
adversely affect your grade.

Course Policies

Requirements: You will be required to complete all writing assignments that you will
submit in an online portfolio, a webfolio, and you must also attend one mandatory
conference.
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Conference:l will require at least one conference with each of you, and you wil sign

up for this later in the term. The conference will last about 15 minutes, and itka&ill ta
place before you submit your final webfolio. During your conference, you lmeusble

to explain to me how you plan to revise your papers before you submit them in the final
webfolio. | am available for additional conferences by appointment.

The Webfoliois a portfolio of your work that you will publish on your own website,
which you will create using Microsoft Front Page. Tiyjge of assessment gives you an
opportunity to revise your work before you submit it for a grade at the end of the term
You will receive feedback from your peers and from me, which you will use to guide
you during your process of revision. | believe that we learn the most about how to
improve our writing by revising it, and with webfolio assessment | can ggacbn an
individual level to help you do this. You will not receive a grade on your writing until
the end of the term, but because you will get plenty of feedback on your wrding, y
will probably be well aware of your progress throughout the semesteandime

you are uncertain about your progress, please speak to me about this.

Your final Webfolio must include the following items:

e The annotated bibliography of seven sources

e The exploratory paper

e The community service writing project or alternate writing
project and a copy of the email confirming its electronic
submission.

e The Rogerian rhetoric project

e The position paper

e The Toulmin analysis project

In addition to the Webfolio, you must complete the following:

e An introduction to the portfolio (You will complete this in-class
writing at the time you submit your portfolio)
e A self-evaluation of your portfolio

Reading QuizzesYou will take very informal quizzes over all assigned reading
material. If you read closely, you should do well on these. | give quizzes to ageour

you to complete the reading assignments, and the questions on these quizzes concern
main ideas from your reading assignments. Unless you have extenuatingstaroces,

| will not allow students to make up missed quizzes; however, | do drop the lowest quiz
grade before averaging the rest.

Grades: To pass the course and earn three credit hours, you must complete all
assignments. Your course grade will be determined as follows:

e Portfolio 60%

e Quizzes 15%
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e Presentations (one PowerPoint and one oral) 15%
e Participation in group work (in collaborative writing project and
in several peer writing review groups) 10%

Your final grade will be A, B, C, Z, or F. The English Department does ngnassi
the grade of D for first year English. If you complete all of the course

work but have a final average below C, you will be given a Z (which has no
effect on your GPA) and allowed to repeat the course for credit. If you do

not complete all of the course work and do not drop the course before the

last drop date you will receive an F.

The Z Grade: The Z grade is reserved for those students who turn in their work in a
timely manner and participate in the class, but whose grades are still bekngpa

The "Z" grade means that you must repeat the course. It does not affect yalir ove
GPA. An"F"is given to a student only if he or she does not complete the course
requirements.

Save all of the work you have completed in this class until you receive yougriaasd
from the university.
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Week 1

T 8/29

TH 8/31

Week 2

T 9/5

TH 9/7

Week 3

T9/12

TH 9/14

Week 4

T 9/19

TH 9/21

Week 5

T 9/26

TH 9/28

Week 6

T 10/3

Class Schedule Fall 2006

Introduction to the course. WebCT activity.

ReadPerspectives on Argume@hapter 1; In class: Assign issue
proposal, an in-class writing

Meet in the Central Library rm. B20: Avoiding Plagiarism. Gretchen
Trkay

ReadPerspectives on Argume@hapter 2
In class: Quiz over Chapters 1 and 2; Write the issue proposal.

In class: Begin work on service writing projects within collaborative
learning groups.

Read: POA Chapter 3
In class: Quiz over chapter 3; Assign Annotated bibliography; Discuss
the rhetorical situation

Read: Chapter 4
In Class: Quiz over this chapter. Exploratory paper assigned.

Meet in the Central Library rm. B20: Researching Your Topic. Gretche
Trkay

In class: Work on the exploratory paper and the annotated bibliography

Due: Peer Group draft of exploratory paper and annotated bibliography.

Read: Chapter 5
In class: Discuss Toulmin analysis; Assign Toulmin analysis projects
Due: Exploratory Paper and Annotated Bibliography
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TH 10/5

Week 7

T 10/10

TH 10/12

Week 8

T 10/17

TH 10/19

Week 9

T 10/24

TH 10/26

Week 10

T 10/31

TH 11/2

Week 11

T11/7

TH 11/9

Week 12

T 11/14

TH 11/16

Quiz over this chapter.

Due: Toulmin analysis projects

In class: Presentations of Toulmin analysis projects
Read: Chapters 6, 7 and 8

In class: Quiz over these chapters.

Read: Chapters 10, 11 and 12

In class: Quiz over these chapters. Assign Position paper.
In class: Writing Workshop for position papers and/or service projects
Due: Peer Group Draft of the Position paper.

In class: Peer group review of the position paper.

Due: Position paper.

Read: Chapter 9
In class: Rogerian rhetoric project assigned

Due: Peer group draft of the Rogerian rhetoric project.

Due: Rogerian rhetoric project.

Due: Peer review draft of the service-writing project

In class: conferences and writing workshop; focus on revision.

In class: conferences and writing workshop; focus on revision. Service-
projects must be submitted electronically to service partners by today!!!

Due: Final Webfolio.
In class: Write the introduction to the portfolio.
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Week 13

T11/21

TH 11/23

Week 14

T 11/28

TH 11/30

Week 15

T12/5

TH 12/7

In class: Prepare for the debate. Assign Powerpoint presentations.

No Class. Thanksgiving Break

In class: Debate

In class: Powerpoint presentations

In class: Powerpoint presentations

Feedback on Webfolios returned.
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APPENDIX D

WRITING PROMPT FOR STUDENT REFLECTION AND SELF-EVALUATION
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S. Thorne; Spring 2004
English 1301; Sections 17 & 20

Reflective Writing and Self-Evaluation

If you give your consent, | will use your responses for my research ingdive
effectiveness of certain teaching methods, specifically serviagngaand Rogerian
pedagogy. If I discuss your specific responses in my dissertation, or i@ futur
publications such as journal articles or books, | will make certain that youitydsiht
not be revealed.

| do/donot give myconsentfor my responses to the following questions to be used
for research purposes

Signature Date

Part | Service-Learning Project/Optional Project

1. Describe your service project or your optional project. If you worked

collaboratively, describe how you contributed to the project.

If you worked collaboratively, what did you learn from this experience?

What were the challenges of working collaboratively?

What were the benefits of working collaboratively?

Please describe in as much detail as possible what you learned from working on

this service-learning/optional project.

Do you feel that you had the authority to direct your own service-

learning/optional project? What effect, if any, did your autonomy or youtyabili

to direct your own project have on your learning? What kinds of emotional

responses did you have to this experience?

7. Has your thinking about a specific social issuesiiginged as a result of your
service/optional project, and if so, how has it changed?

8. What difficulties did you experience while completing this project?

9. What were the benefits and successes of participating in this service-
learning/optional project.

10.Would you be interested in taking another service-learning course in the future?

11.Do you think you might do service work or volunteer work in the future?

abrwn

o

Part Il Student-Directed Learning

1. Describe in as much detail as possible what you thought about the amount of
autonomy/authority you had in this class. What did you think about being
involved in the decision-making process regarding course policies, reading
assignments, writing assignments, due dates, etc. Did you learn from this
experience? If so, what did you learn?
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Has this experience affected the way you conceive your role as studemt? If
how?

What kinds of emotional responses did you have to your student-directed
learning? Did you feel disoriented? Liberated? To what degree, if any, did this
kind of pedagogy contribute to your sense of personal “ownership” of or
“investment” in the success of the course?

Do you think that this kind of classroom pedagogy is common at UTA? Do you
think it should be common, or even could be common?

Describe your experience of participating in the evaluation process obwwour
work as well as the work of other students. Did you learn from this experience?
If so, what did you learn?

Has your thinking about this type of learning environment changed throughout
the semester? If so, please describe your initial impressions of being a
participant in this type of learning environment, and also describe how your
thoughts may have changed about it throughout the course.

Part IIl. Self-Evaluation

w

No ok

o

9.

How have you utilized your opportunity to revise your work this semester?
What specific changes did you make to each of your projects/assignments?
How has your writing changed over the course of the semester? Has it
improved? If so, in what way(s)?

Has your thinking about what it means to be a “writer” changed over the course
of the semester? If so, how has it changed?

What are the strengths of your portfolio?

What are the weaknesses of your portfolio?

What would you do to improve your portfolio if you had the time?

Have you have met the minimum requirements of the assignments in this
portfolio?

Have you exceeded the minimum requirements for any of the assignments
included in the portfolio?

What grade do you think your portfolio deserves, and why do you think you
deserve that grade?

10. To what extent, if any, should “effort” be factored into your grade? If you

believe effort should be factored into your group, how do you think your effort
is made evident in your work? How would you go about assessing your effort?

11.What grade do you think you deserve for your participation in the class,

including your participation in class discussion, peer review of projects, peer
evaluation, and by your class attendance in general. Why do you think you
deserve this grade?

12.What grade do you think you deserve for your presentation, and why do you

think you deserve this grade?
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13. Calculate your grade. If the portfolio is worth 80% of your grade, partioipati
is worth 10%, and the presentation is worth 10% of your grade, what grade do
you feel you deserve for the course? (A=4, B=3, C=2, Z=1, F=0. Multiply your
portfolio grade by .80. Multiply your participation grade by .10. Multiply your
presentation grade by .10. Add those three numbers together. )

14.Do you agree with the weighting of the grades, so that the portfolio is worth
80%, participation is worth 10%, and the presentation is worth 10%? If so, why?
If not, what changes would you make to the weighting, and why would you
make those changes?
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