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Kapp and Bangeni describe the humanities education of twenty first-year students at the 

University of Cape Town. The students were entering an alien culture and the program 

sought to help them become comfortable with the discourse practices by offering 

considerable support at first and then removing that support as the course went along. 

The descriptions of how students were changed by their education lets readers see 

students’ mixed feelings about leaving one world to join another.

QUOTES AND QUESTIONS

1. “Through an exploration of its strengths and weaknesses, we argue that while a genre approach is a key resource for providing metaknowledge of the discourse conventions, it does not provide the necessary exploratory talking and writing space to enable students from outside the dominant discourses to become critical participants” (110).

These writers follow Cope and Kalantzis who “emphasize the need to facilitate access to dominant discourses by teaching explicitly the text types that characterize the discourse” by an apprentice model using scaffolding, an introduction to metalanguage and an emphasis on the transactional, arguing “that genre teaching has to go beyond focusing on how texts function to teaching the ideological underpinnings of form (the ‘why’)” (111).
What are some examples of teaching “the why” in the WID course assignments?

2. “While we have found the genre approach enormously valuable in its conceptualization of the student-teacher relationship as an apprenticeship that focuses on the explicit teaching of the manner in which texts are structured and on their social purposes, the outright dismissal of process pedagogies, and the denial of the possibility for students to be critical participants (by some genre theorists), seems problematic in our context”  
And later—“If students are to become critical members of, and contributors to, the discourse, rather than instrumental reproducers, they have to be allowed the time and space to engage with the messy process of exploring (through talking, reading, and writing) who they are (and who they are becoming) in relation to the authoritative voices in the field” (112).

“We believe that the process of learning/acquiring the discourse must include space for students to explore who they are and who they are becoming. However, for a variety of reasons, students may choose to distance themselves from such exploration. This also constitutes an acceptable position” (124).  

And later—“. . . we concluded that the contradictory positions in students’ self-representation are often the results of their own ambivalence about who they are and where they belong. It is also the result of an anxiety produced by the negative feedback they receive on their writing. Many feel that it is easier to assimilate to the dominant discourses than to try to be critical participants” (124). 

In this example, the students were coming into a new world, an alien culture. How can we use this as a metaphor for our students? Is it metaphor or reality? Is this a better mirror of our freshmen or does it apply to our 3rd year students as well? What assignments can let our students see themselves as becoming “authoritative voices” while they are still students? 

3. “Reading and writing skills are taught using debates about culture and cross-cultural contact. This is an important principle: content and skills are viewed as inseparable since the ways of knowing in the social sciences are inextricably linked to the forms of expression” (114).

“Because of financial pressures from home, university education is a means to an instrumental end for Babalwa, and the academic debate is far removed from the reality of needing to pass in order to make a living” (125). 
In what ways can that “inseparable” claim be made about the ways of knowing and the forms of expression in other fields? Is it less true in some fields? How do we help students see the need for the underpinnings when many are concerned only with the degree and paycheck that follows?
4. “Britton, whose work is often associated with process approaches, stresses the value of helping students to connect what they know with the unfamiliar through exploratory talk. He writes about students using their ‘inner reflections upon experience’ as a means toward ‘interpreting the new and re-interpreting the familiar’ (1986, 108). By the time students reach the Culture module, they are sufficiently comfortable with each other to engage in this kind of exploration. This is significant because, as our interviews showed, even students who were quite confident in our small-group discussions seldom spoke in their other classes during their first semester” (118). 

What is the value of reflection in our WID courses? How can we build in opportunities for reflection, not just on their writing, but on their understanding of the culture of their fields?

5.        The writers describe their last module as one in which they “reduce the scaffolding   

substantially and students have to work through the reading and writing process far more independently. This is part of reinforcing the need to internalize the methods of the course and to transfer and apply this knowledge to their other learning contexts. Students engage in exploratory talk. . .drawing on their earlier discussions. . . .They use their metaknowledge of genre to engage in close critical analysis of the readings and to present their observations to their peers. The process of analyzing the essay topic, producing drafts, and writing final essays is similarly informed by peer dialogue. We assist with guidance and feedback only when asked to do so” (125).

I see this happening quite clearly in freshman comp., but how do we structure assignments in WID courses to remove the scaffolding?
