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ABSTRACT

“We Can Construct What Needs to Still be Done”: Reformulating the Politics and Pedagogies of
Academic Writing Programs in Higher Education
by

Katherine H. Lee

This dissertation examines the challenges academic writing programs in higher education
have faced in serving students of color and low-income students. Although there is a growing
recognition in the field of writing studies that the disciplinary frameworks and ideologies that
structure academic writing classes have historically disenfranchised students of color, the field
continues to struggle to find ways to address this problem effectively. Efforts to adopt diversity,
equity, and inclusion initiatives have focused largely on curricular and pedagogical change, but
these add-on approaches still rely on using disciplinary standards and frameworks that reproduce
racial inequities. This study challenges the assumption that change in academic writing programs
must begin with classroom pedagogy and argues that pedagogical change cannot be understood
or implemented apart from critical analysis of the institutional and ideological contexts that
structure both universities and academic writing programs. This study examines the specific
institutional, ideological, and disciplinary contexts in which composition programs’ relationship
with racial inequities must be understood. It specifically focuses on the roles that neoliberalism,
the merit and “teaching excellence” review process, stratified labor structures, and the ongoing
standardization of learning outcomes play in reproducing inequities in academic writing classes
along racial and economic lines. Taking the University of California (UC) as a case study, this
dissertation analyzes how the UC writing programs in particular have worked within these

institutional, economic, disciplinary, and ideological constraints.
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The chapters in this dissertation demonstrate that while the field of writing studies has
struggled to break free of these dominant frameworks, there is a long history of instructors and
students who have directly challenged the racial power structures that shape university writing
programs and the larger field of writing studies. Many of these histories, however, have been left
out of or rewritten in the field’s dominant narratives. This dissertation recovers the forgotten
history of the key role that ethnic studies programs have played in redefining and reenvisioning
the work and politics of academic writing, with particular attention to the long fight in the UC
Berkeley Asian American Studies program to build and teach its own writing classes. These
stories of instructor and student resistance, both past and present, offer alternative models,
pedagogies, and methodologies for academic writing instruction. By recovering these histories
and instructors’ structural analysis of the disciplinary and institutional frameworks that
reproduce racial inequities in academic writing classes, this dissertation reveals that the analytical
tools, methodologies, and visions needed to bring new possibilities for the field into being have

always existed.
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Introduction

On February 19, 2009, one year after severe budget cuts had decimated the Asian
language courses in the UC Berkeley Department of East Asian Languages and Cultures
(EALC), the UC Berkeley student group Asian Pacific Islander Education and Languages NOW
(APIEL NOW) hosted a public forum to make visible the university’s ongoing disinvestment in
Asian and Pacific Islander language (API) education on campus. Although UC Berkeley had
opened the new C.V. Starr East Asian Library in 2008, which merged the extensive language
holdings of the East Asian Library and the Center for Chinese Studies Library, the university
had been diverting resources away from API language education for years through reduced
course offerings, increasingly precarious funding, and little job security for the language lecturers.
Recognizing the need for the campus community to see API languages as more than “service
education,” APIEL NOW called for the formation of a task force comprised of faculty,
students, and community members that would engage in campus- and community-based
organizing efforts to demonstrate that API languages were an essential part of a contemporary,
interdisciplinary education for a 21st century world. Among APIEL NOW’s goals were to
highlight the relevance of API languages as living, local, and global languages; to push for
institutional support for the formation and sustained growth of API language majors, minors,
course offerings, and graduate programs; and to fight for job security for API language
instructors. As the student, faculty, and community panelists made clear, this was just one part
of what had been and would continue to be an ongoing fight to transform the perception on
campus that API languages were a marginal and expendable form of service education. Both
Ling-chi Wang and Elaine Kim argued that for API languages to be seen as a vital part of a
university education, the university would need to throw away the anachronistic, liberal arts

belief that heritage languages were less important than ancient European languages. Pointing to



UC Berkeley’s university writing requirement — formerly known as the Subject A requirement
— as one example of the university’s long history of seeing bilingualism as detrimental to
students’ education, Kim argued that language study in fact encompassed more than just the
language itself: language study was central to the study of culture, literature, history, politics, and
education, and thus was integral to the interdisciplinary work that students, faculty, and
community members were doing outside of the EALC department. In order to build forms of
education capable of serving contemporary community needs in the twenty-first century, the
university would have to transform how it thought about API language education and
curriculum. According to Kim, student activism and the organizing efforts of APIEL NOW
would be critical for precipitating these much-needed ideological and structural changes in
language education at Berkeley.

As a relatively new lecturer in the UC Berkeley College Writing Programs at the time
with little knowledge of the overlapping history of academic writing on campus and the
administration’s ongoing disinvestment in Asian and Southeast Asian languages, I was struck as 1
listened to the APIEL NOW speakers by the extent to which they still perceived the Subject A
writing requirement as linked to the ongoing problems that EALC lecturers and language classes
faced. The University of California had long eliminated remedial courses from its course
offerings under the 1990 “Gardner Initiative” (Stanley, 2010, p. 131). For well over fifteen years,
the College Writing Programs had offered a 6-unit writing class that combined its Subject A for
Non-native Speakers (SANSE) course with its entry-level university writing course in an effort to
remove the stigmas of remediation and English as a Second Language (ESL) from academic
writing (Stanley, 2010). By eliminating the distinction between ESL, “remedial,” and “regular”
students and by hiring writing instructors who not only specialized in working with multilingual
students but who also valued students” home languages and cultures, the College Writing

Programs had seemed to align their values and visions for students of color with those of
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APIEL NOW and EALC language lecturers. Both programs were fighting to ensure their work
would not be restricted to the constraints of service education and prerequisites and, moreover,
were trying to build the language and literacy foundations they each felt students of color and
multilingual students would need to pursue their interests across disciplines and outside of the
university. Yet, despite the improvements the College Writing Programs had made, APIEL
NOW recognized that the writing program’s underlying charge to help students master standard
English and reproduce disciplinary norms in academic writing was still at odds with APIEL
NOW?’s belief that multilingualism was central to a contemporary, relevant education for the 21st
century.

In the weeks following the forum, I began to attend and participate in the weekly APIEL
NOW organizing meetings and watched as the student participants began to design the
analytical, conceptual, and practical tools they needed to demonstrate the important role that
Asian, South Asian, and Southeast Asian languages played in their education. They worked
together to link their understanding of community languages to other issues on campus, putting
into practice each week what they, Kim, and Wang had stated in the forum: that community
languages encompassed more than just the language itself and were essential for building an
interdisciplinary education that would be relevant to students, communities, and the changing
world. As I worked with the students to build political analysis and observed how they
connected the struggles of the EALC language classes to other struggles on campus — budget
cuts, labor issues, admissions policy changes, disciplinary standards, and more — I began to
wonder about the College Writing Programs’ silence. Forum participants had publicly named the
university writing requirement as something that continued to reinforce negative perceptions of
bilingualism and multilingualism on campus, but the writing program had not made a concerted
effort to meet with the students or to join APIEL NOW’s open organizing meetings to engage

with, learn from, and work with them to address their concerns or to reconceptualize the
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program’s practices. Through their work on language education on campus and their efforts to
build novel analysis and connections between seemingly disparate events in the university, the
students in APIEL NOW were making visible many of the limitations of the performance
standards university writing instructors were expected to help their students meet. Yet, much of
this important work was seemingly never seen or recognized by the College Writing Programs or
by university administrators. What was lost because of this missed opportunity for the writing
program to be in conversation with the students, EALC lecturers, and ethnic studies faculty
about their shared interests in supporting students of color? Why and how were the methods
that the university writing program had adopted to serve students of color inadequate? What
were the ideological and methodological frameworks that would have helped to transform
writing classes so that students could see them as spaces that, like API languages, were
foundational to their educations rather than ones that undermined their cross-disciplinary
interests?

The underlying problem that motivates this study is how writing instructors can better
understand the contexts, histories, and ideological frameworks that are essential for working
more effectively with students of color in academic writing classes. As the APIEL NOW forum
demonstrates, there has been a persistent disconnect between the ideologies that structure the
work of writing programs in higher education and how low-income students and students of
color experience those classes. English language, literacy, and academic writing have long been
used to disenfranchise communities of color through literacy tests, conflicts over bilingual
education, the denigration of dialects and “non-standard” forms of English, and the use of
disciplinary standards as a gatekeeping mechanism. The reading and writing skills that students
are expected to master in academic writing classes are presented as neutral and objective when in
fact they often reproduce disciplinary standards that limit what counts as knowledge and that

force students to assimilate to dominant logics and linguistic forms. Although many university
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writing programs have since adopted diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives, and have readily
embraced efforts to move away from remediation via blended reading, writing, and ESL classes,
they arguably still use curriculum, pedagogies, and disciplinary standards that continue to
reproduce racial inequities. This study seeks to understand how and why university writing
programs consistently fall short of being sites where students of color can engage in the
struggle for racial justice.

I move beyond the common assumption that change in writing programs must start with
pedagogical practice in the classroom and instead examine how pedagogical transformation
cannot be understood or implemented apart from critical and sustained analysis of the
structural, institutional, and ideological contexts that structure academic writing in higher
education. As such, this dissertation examines the overlooked histories, institutional practices,
and interdisciplinary contexts that are critical for understanding why academic writing programs
have faced ongoing difficulties both in identifying and serving the needs of low-income and
underrepresented students of color in higher education. These contexts include the rise of
neoliberalism in higher education, the administrative push to link pedagogical practice in
academic writing instruction to the notion of “teaching excellence” and standardized learning
outcomes, and the ongoing institutional labor struggles that writing instructors face as they try
to serve students of color. Composition rarely links these contexts to racial justice in academic
writing programs; however, they reveal that larger economic structures, ideologies, disciplinary
standards, and labor structures within universities are not neutral. They are designed to prioritize
market-based efficiency and directly impact how writing programs and writing instructors work
both within and against disciplinary frameworks as they help students of color. My study
demonstrates that the field has paid insufficient attention to these forces when considering how
best to serve and support underrepresented students in academic writing classes. The tendency

to focus exclusively on pedagogical change comes at the expense of critically examining how



universities are structured to reproduce racial disparities through seemingly race-neutral learning
outcomes, assessment standards, reward systems, and labor structures.

While describing how university writing programs and the field of composition studies
continue to be structured by dominant frameworks and methodologies, this study also
demonstrates that these dominant frameworks have never been stable or inevitable. Although
university writing programs are charged with teaching students to master skills in reading,
writing, and language that will serve them in their academic and professional careers, these goals
and standards are not the only ways that composition has been defined or imagined. Catherine
Prendergast (2003) argues that “if literacy has been the site of struggle for racial justice since the
civil rights movement, it is because it has been for so many years the site of racial injustice in
America” (p. 2). Her work reminds us that the racial hierarchies and disciplinary norms that
structure literacy both in and outside of the academy are always contested — that the politics
and work of academic writing, and that dominant literacy standards, are continuously challenged,
dismantled, reconceptualized, and reconfigured by those who are disenfranchised by these
norms. My study builds on the work of Carmen Kynard (2013) and Haivan Hoang (2015),
whose research demonstrates that the foundational role that Black and Asian American student
activists played in transforming academic writing classes in the 1960s and 1970s has largely been
erased by the dominant narrative of composition studies. Kynard and Hoang show that Black
and Asian American students created their own forms of literacy and education to challenge
racist practices and expectations in writing classes, and in so doing, built spaces outside of
writing classes where they could simultaneously practice writing as a vehicle for social and
political change while also pressuring university writing programs to reassess their ideological
and pedagogical methods. Hoang’s and Kynard’s work locates student literacy and political

activities outside of the writing classroom (including their active participation in self-sponsored



publications and social movements) as the critical drivers that forced university writing programs
to change their pedagogies.

To build on Hoang’s and Kynard’s work, I recover the history of how Black and Asian
students and instructors at UC Berkeley fought to design and control their own academic writing
classes within the university in the newly formed Ethnic Studies department in the late 1960s
and early 1970s. Although UC Berkeley’s Native American Studies and Chicana/o and Latina/o
Studies programs also established their own reading and composition courses, this study
specifically focuses on the early efforts of UC Berkeley’s Afro-American Student Union (AASU)
and Asian Studies division (now the Asian American and Asian Diaspora Studies program) to
establish the groundbreaking visions for academic writing that the Chicana/o and Latina/o
Studies and Native American Studies programs would eventually adopt. The AASU, Asian
Studies division, and Black and Asian students and instructors at UC Berkeley were the first to
name the racist ideologies, practices, and policies that structured the Subject A writing
requirement on campus and became the de facto leaders who not only exposed the damaging
impacts of Subject A for students of color, immigrant students, and multilingual students, but
who also took the lead in reconceptualizing academic writing pedagogies and policies on
campus. Instructors and students in the Asian Studies division in particular reenvisioned and
redefined the work of academic writing so that students could use it to develop solutions for the
urgent problems their communities faced. I demonstrate that in order to understand why
academic writing programs continue to struggle to serve students of color, researchers, writing
instructors, and administrators must examine the sites where students and instructors have
resisted the constraints of the discourses they have been expected to adopt. There is a long and
rich history of ethnic studies programs redefining the politics of academic writing and using
academic writing as a tool to change the material circumstances in which low-income

communities and students of color live and work. Recovering the history of the extensive work
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that ethnic studies programs like UC Berkeley’s African American Studies and Asian American
Studies programs have done to challenge the dominant disciplinary practices in writing studies
reveals that academic writing programs themselves have played important roles in creating and
exacerbating the challenges they now face in meeting students of color’s needs: academic writing
programs have consistently ignored the alternative models, pedagogies, and methodologies for
academic writing instruction that ethnic studies programs and writing instructors have developed
over the past fifty years. Emerging examples of fruitful collaboration between Ethnic Studies
departments and composition programs, such as the work being done at San Francisco State
University, suggest that university writing programs need to engage in sustained, cross-
disciplinary collaboration with ethnic studies programs to serve students more effectively.!
Although my study examines and exposes many problems with how academic writing
classes are taught, I am not necessarily criticizing the value of writing classes or writing
instruction. My intent is to show how current institutional priorities as well as the economic
constraints and disciplinary frameworks within which writing programs are expected to operate
reproduce values and skills that are presented as race-neutral, but that have historically forced
students of color to assimilate to dominant literacy standards while using deficit logics to explain
what are in fact structural and ideological problems. I show in this study that there are other
pedagogies and ways of thinking about the work of academic writing that allow students of
color to work on projects that are meaningful to them and that have real stakes in their lives.

These forms of writing instruction work against the politics of remediation and assimilation,

1 At San Francisco State University’s (SFSU) Center for Equity and Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CEETL),
faculty from SFSU’s Writing Across the Curticulum/Writing in the Disciplines (WAC/WID) program and faculty
from the Asian American Studies department have collaboratively designed an institute to help faculty learn how to
teach writing using anti-racist pedagogies. The institute has been redesigned so that faculty learn how to teach
writing using writing pedagogies from ethnic studies. I discuss this collaborative work between Wei Ming Dariotis
(Faculty Director of CEETL), Juliana Van Olphen (SFSU’s Writing Director), and Jolie Goorjian (SFSU’s Writing
Associate Director) in Chapter Five of this dissertation.



and instead demonstrate that academic writing can be used for social change and for solving

problems that communities of color face.

Why the University of California?

I focus on the University of California (UC) system for this study. I look specifically at
the diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives that the system has developed over the years and
analyze how these initiatives have shaped the learning outcomes and pedagogical practices in the
writing programs at different UC campuses. While these standards and commitments to teaching
writing to diverse student populations are specific to the UC system, they also shape the ways
that other educational institutions approach academic writing, Faculty within the UC system,
including Dana Ferris, Margi Wald, Linda Adler-Kassner, Jan Frodesen, Iris Ruiz, Chatles
Bazerman, and others are regarded as leaders in theoretical and praxis-based research in the
fields of composition studies, applied linguistics, and Teaching English to Speakers of Other
Languages (TESOL). Their theoretical research and applied approaches to working with
students in composition and ESL classrooms have not only shaped pedagogical practices and
disciplinary frameworks in the field, but have also played key roles in moving writing instructors
away from deficit models of instruction by transforming how they perceive and work with
multilingual students and students of color. Adler-Kassner and Bazerman in particular have
been central in helping to define the core principles, guiding concepts, practices, and theories in
composition studies in Nawing What We Know: Threshold Concepts of Writing Studies (Adler-Kassner
& Wardle, 2016). The threshold concepts in that book have not only influenced how
composition faculty and students across the country understand disciplinary frameworks of
academic writing, but have also shaped how faculty and students experience and engage with
writing in the writing classes. When considered alongside the articulation agreements that the

UC system maintains with community colleges and other accredited colleges and universities
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(which determine which courses are transferrable when students transfer to UC campuses, and
which thus heavily influence course design in California community colleges), these guiding
principles and threshold concepts demonstrate that UC faculty have taken a lead in shaping the
work of academic writing programs and instruction in higher education.

The UC system has also been the site of significant inequities when it comes to
remediation and writing instruction. It has had a writing placement exam (what was formerly
known as Subject A and now known as the Analytical Writing Placement Exam) and writing
requirement (what is currently known as the Entry-Level Writing Requirement) for over 150
years, which have been consistently used to separate students deemed “proficient” according to
the UC’s standards from those who need to develop their composition skills further. Deficit
assumptions about students have always accompanied the UC system’s use of this placement
exam (Stanley, 2010), thus making the UC an important case study because it enables
compositionists to study longitudinally why the system’s academic writing programs have
struggled to engage students of color in effective ways. Since the first Subject A requirement was
implemented at UC Berkeley in 1869, students have been “held” for remedial writing courses
each semester, with as many as 50% of UC Berkeley’s students being held for Subject A in the
1970s (Stanley, 2010, p. 5) and over 55% of its students in the 1980s (Stanley, 2010, p. 106). Jane
Stanley (2010) meticulously documents how remediation in the UC system and at UC Berkeley
in particular has long served as a rhetorical tool with which the UC can demonstrate its ability as
a public institution to educate all students regardless of skill level while simultaneously using
high Subject A failure rates as evidence of its high standards as an “elite” public university
system. At many moments in UC Berkeley’s history, students held for Subject A have
disproportionately been students of color, with the class curricula and pedagogies also reflecting
racial and linguistic bias. In the late 1960s and eatly 1970s, the high numbers of Asian immigrant

and Asian American students who were held for Subject A at UC Berkeley drove instructors in
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the newly formed Asian Studies division to begin designing and teaching their own academic
writing classes. Their efforts, alongside the efforts of members of the Afro-American Student
Union to bring African American literature to writing classes, led the UC Berkeley Asian Studies
division to build multiple academic writing classes that would be controlled by the Asian Studies
division, taught with ethnic studies pedagogies, and situated in the study of both domestic and
international social and political contexts. The division’s courses were among the first on campus
to challenge the racism of Subject A and to reject academic writing as purely a tool for
assimilation and remediation. The division redefined academic writing as an integral part of
helping students of color to build the historical, literary, linguistic, and analytical foundations
they would need to solve problems in their communities. The critical analysis the division had
generated to expose the racist underpinnings of Berkeley’s Subject A program would later
reemerge in the 1980s when Asian American students and instructors argued that the university’s
SANSE program reproduced racial hierarchies that disproportionately impacted Asian and Asian
American students. The rich history of academic writing in UC Berkeley’s Ethnic Studies
department thus offers important opportunities to examine examples of student- and instructor-
led resistance in response to the white supremacist ideologies that have structured its university
academic writing program. As UC writing requirements and student demographics have evolved,
and as the institution has moved away from remediation and towards equity and inclusion
initiatives to support students of color in composition classes, the forms of resistance both
within UC Berkeley’s Ethnic Studies programs and within the UC system’s university writing
programs have changed in important ways.

Studying how and why the UC system has consistently fallen short of creating academic
writing programs that empower students of color and their communities is also a deeply
personal project. My work with low-income students of color within the UC system who are

enrolled in academic writing classes began over fifteen years ago when I became a writing tutor
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at UC Berkeley’s Student Learning Center and worked with UC Berkeley’s Summer Bridge
program while I was an undergraduate. Although the positions I held changed over the years, by
the time I left the UC, I was able to see from the perspective of a tutor, a tutoring program
administrator, and a writing instructor that the work of academic writing has consistently been
conceptualized administratively and pedagogically as a technical set of skills and conventions
that students must master. As such, any difficulties students of color face in this process are
commonly viewed as a failure on the part of the student, with little recognition that the
conventions and skills themselves as well as the larger pedagogical and institutional contexts in
which writing is taught are premised on the reproduction of racial inequities. While writing
program administrators, tutoring centers, and writing program instructors may challenge the
assumptions and values that structure the field, attempts to do so have been easily suppressed
because of the precarious positions that writing instructors, tutors, staff, and even writing
program administrators hold in the UC system. Yet, my work with students at UC Berkeley and
UC Merced made clear to me that we must continue to fight for structural change. For eight
summers, I was able to bear witness through my work with Berkeley’s Summer Bridge program
to what was possible when instructors made visible to students the politics of academic writing
as an assimilationist project that reinforces racial and economic stratification, and when they
made this the central focus of the writing curriculum and class discussions. Through APIEL
NOW, I saw how students of color could build sophisticated and interdisciplinary forms of
analysis in order to expose the institutional barriers to their education. These experiences
confirmed that it was possible for the UC system to create spaces where academic writing could
be more than skills-based work: these spaces already existed in Summer Bridge, and students like
the student organizers in APIEL NOW had a long history of creating their own spaces to do

this work. Why had the UC’s academic writing programs, for all of their interest in empowering
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students of color and in equipping them with analytical and conceptual tools, never become
generative spaces for students of color in these ways?

When I began teaching writing classes at UC Merced in 2013, I saw that few of the
lessons and knowledge that the other UC campuses had accumulated over the past 150 years on
how to address racial inequities in writing instruction had been applied at the newest campus.
UC Merced served predominately low-income students and students of color?, and because of
its original charge to serve the students and communities of the San Joaquin Valley, it
presumably would lead the charge to transform education in ways that would benefit students of
color. However, when I arrived at UC Merced, I discovered that there were many structural
barriers, disciplinary frameworks, and ideologies in place that reinforced notions of writing as
remediation, deficit models of education, and product-driven pedagogy. The difficulties that my
colleagues and I faced in challenging these ideologies and structural inequities were compounded
by the high percentages of incoming freshmen who were required to take UC Merced’s entry-
level writing course (Writing 1). While campuses like UC Berkeley managed over the years to
decrease the percentage of students held for Subject A from 50% of its students to 20% by
2010 (Stanley, 2010, p. 5), UC Merced regularly holds a significant portion of its incoming
students for the entry-level writing requirement. In Fall 2020 alone, for instance, UC Merced
offered 75 sections of Writing 1 (UC Merced Class Schedule, 2020). Out of the 1500 open seats
in these sections, 1271 seats were filled (UC Merced Class Schedule, 2020). As a point of
comparison, there were 2,154 students in UC Merced’s incoming freshmen class in Fall 2020
(University of California Infocenter, 2020a). UC Merced struggles with similar structural and
racial problems in writing instruction that UC Berkeley had long struggled with (and in many

cases, actively fostered for the institution’s political benefit). This has come at the expense of the
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students themselves, many of whom recognized during my time there that the education they
were receiving was the product of systemic racism and the ongoing institutional neglect of
students of color.

My study of the UC system is thus an attempt to understand how the UC system and
writing programs have been able to maintain the ongoing reproduction of racial disparities when
it comes to academic writing instruction, even as they embrace equity and inclusion initiatives. It
is also an attempt to situate my own students’ and colleagues’ attempts to challenge disciplinary
norms in academic writing within a longer but forgotten history of student- and instructor-led
resistance with the hope that, by recovering these histories and reading about them alongside
institutional and structural analysis, we will be better positioned to transform the work of

academic writing,

Methodology and Data

In order to build institutional analysis that reflects the complexities of academic writing
instruction in higher education and within the UC system in particular, I have approached this
research from several angles. My research focuses not only on composition studies, but also
connects to ethnic studies, critical university studies, and academic labor studies. I build layered
contexts in order to examine the many facets of student and instructor experiences in academic
writing programs, including pedagogical methods, institutional structures, labor structures,
assessment practices and standards, and ideological and pedagogical conflicts with other fields
of study. In doing so, I have been able to make sense of how these seemingly disparate areas
intersect and are all critical for understanding why composition classes have been and continue
to be sites of struggle for students and faculty of color. Researching the intersection of
composition classes and academic labor is not new, but when considered in relation to the ways

that learning outcomes and teaching evaluation practices are used to reproduce racial inequities
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in the field, these multiple, intersecting analytical frameworks allow me to examine how the
reproduction of racial hierarchies happens across multiple dimensions and contexts.

Using this multidisciplinary method has also allowed me to bring scholarship on
composition studies in dialogue with reports and archival materials that document the history of
the Third World Strike at UC Berkeley; the long and complex history of Subject A and remedial
writing instruction in the UC Berkeley writing program; and the history of writing instruction
within the African American Studies, Asian American Studies, Native American Studies, and
Chicana/o and Latina/o Studies programs at Berkeley. I conducted extensive archival research
for two months in the Bancroft Library at UC Berkeley as well as in the archives at the UC
Berkeley Ethnic Studies Library in order to construct a more complete history of writing
instruction at the University of California in the 1960s and 1970s. Jane Stanley’s (2010)
meticulously researched history of remediation in writing instruction at the University of
California draws from nearly the same archival material from the Bancroft Library that I
examined, including the University of California Office of the President Records (Permanent
Files 1952-1975), the Academic Senate Berkeley Division Records (1869-ongoing), Records of
the Office of the Chancellor at UC Berkeley (1952-ongoing), and the Commission on Responses
to a Changing Student Body (1987-1990). Yet, unlike Stanley’s work, my analysis of these
archival records specifically centers the histories and work of the UC Berkeley ethnic studies
programs and student protesters in the Third World Liberation Front, the Afro-American
Student Union, and the Asian Studies division. Although the UC Berkeley Ethnic Studies
department’s efforts to address racial inequities in writing instruction have been presented in
published studies as largely peripheral to the decades-long efforts to address the problems with
Subject A within the UC system (Stanley, 2010) or excluded altogether, my analysis of these
archival records demonstrates that the Ethnic Studies department’s work around writing

instruction has in fact been much more extensive and important to the field of composition
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than is commonly understood. Re-examining these archival materials alongside published
histories and recently published reports are crucial to my analysis, allowing me to track which
perspectives have been excluded from dominant narratives in composition studies and how these
exclusions have shaped the trajectory both of composition studies and of academic writing in
the ethnic studies programs themselves.

I supplement my archival and text-based research with interviews with current and
former writing instructors and stakeholders in postsecondary colleges and universities who see
writing classrooms as spaces where they and their students can work towards racial and social
justice. Using purposive snowball sampling, I interviewed six participants from June 2019
through present. To preserve the anonymity of participants who requested that their names not
be used, I used pseudonyms or descriptors that they had selected or approved. Other
participants voluntarily asked or agreed to be referred to by their full names. Interviews were
scheduled to be two hours in length, during which participants were asked to respond to several
semi-structured interview questions. The semi-structured questions asked participants to reflect
on how they had come to understand race and social inequities, their work with students of
color in academic writing classes, the contexts they believed were critical for understanding their
work with students of color, and their experiences working as a composition instructor both in
their home department and in their larger institution. The interviews lasted for as little as one
hour or as long as two four-hour sessions. In many cases, participants chose to share
information and to explain things to me that were not necessarily responses to the questions I
had prepared, but which they believed were important for me to understand about their
experiences or about the larger contexts I was researching. Participants were given the option of
whether they wanted their interviews recorded or not. Only two full sessions and one partial
session were recorded; the rest were documented through my handwritten notes during and

immediately after the interviews took place. Participants had the opportunity to engage with me
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in voluntary follow-up discussions. One participant spoke with me on a regular basis in the
weeks and months following their formal interview:.

Joao Costa Vargas (2000) discusses the limitations of using handwritten notes to
document and reconstruct conversations and describes that in his study, he only used dialogues
“that happened more than once or that were typical of the interaction I had with different
persons” (p. 34). One participant in my study made clear their concerns about the dangers of
fetishizing the text of transcribed interviews and specifically requested that I refrain from
quoting excessively from their interview recordings. They asked that I instead present a
characterization of what they had explained — focusing more on presenting the main concepts
and assertions they were making rather than focusing extensively on direct quotes that they
believed would mean little (or whose meaning would be overdetermined) without the
appropriate context. With the participant’s permission, I used Vargas’s approach for selecting
which parts of my notes and recording to present and write about in this study. Following
Vargas’s method, I only wrote about and discussed points that the participant had discussed on
multiple occasions in our conversations and follow-up discussions, and attempted to write about
these points in ways that reflected typical explanations or assertions they would make. All
participants, including this participant, were given the opportunity to read and comment on a
draft of the chapter(s) in which I analyzed and presented their stories to ensure that my
presentation and characterization of their responses and arguments were accurate.

Davydd J. Greenwood’s (2008) definition of action research has also shaped my
approaches for designing and deciding the scope of this study. According to Greenwood, action
research is guided through collective efforts between social scientists and local stakeholders to
build a project collaboratively from start to finish. Stakeholders define the problems they face
and want to address. They not only contribute knowledge to the project, but also become active

participants and researchers in the project. This means that stakeholders work with the
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researcher to design the research methodology and to interpret the data while also creating new
solutions and assessment processes in order to address the problems they are facing and to
achieve the outcomes they set out to accomplish. According to Greenwood, action research is
“built ... on the belief that no one, no matter how much social science training and professional
authority he or she has, is as much of an ‘expert’ in the lives of the local stakeholders as the
stakeholders themselves” (p. 330). This forces the researcher to build shared projects with
stakeholders where the primary goal is “to pursue collectively desired outcomes” (p. 330) and
that will lead to what the stakeholders feel is a “meaningful approach to the problem —
empirically, theoretically, methodologically” (p. 331).

Much of the foundational work that I did with stakeholders to prepare for this study
began while I was still a writing lecturer in the UC system. I taught in the writing programs at
UC Berkeley and UC Merced for five years, building not only institutional knowledge of how
academic writing was taught and conceptualized on each campus and in each program, but also
building connections and shared understandings with my colleagues through our collective
academic and political work. While my prior experiences and observations as a writing lecturer
were not a formal part of this study, they were critical in helping me build key insights about the
politics of academic writing and writing pedagogy, and later allowed me to gain the trust of and
access to study participants. While I was a lecturer, I worked closely with stakeholders, including
lecturers, professors, students, and staff. At both UC Merced and UC Berkeley, my colleagues
and I regularly engaged in discussions and analysis about academic writing in formal classroom
settings, on program committees, and in professional development groups. As part of our
formal performance review processes and our informal efforts to improve our teaching during
the academic year, I observed my colleagues’ classes and teaching pedagogies and was also
observed by them regularly. I organized with students, staff, senate faculty, and lecturers at UC

Berkeley outside of the classroom through APIEL NOW and through the many organizing
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groups that formed during the protests against tuition increases and budget cuts during the
2009-2010 academic year. I attended weekly meetings, organized alongside staff and students,
worked with them to develop analysis about institutional policies, attended and participated in
rallies and actions, and engaged in ongoing conversations and discussions with various
stakeholders as we built contexts and understandings together. Although these interactions took
place years before I designed this study and no formal data was collected, my work with these
groups was critical for helping me to understand not only the important contexts we needed to
analyze the problems we were facing, but also how to identify and name these problems. We had
to learn how to build dynamic and multidisciplinary forms of analysis that were at once flexible
enough to contain and reflect the connections between widely disparate experiences within a
shared institutional framework, but also precise enough to allow different stakeholders to assess
the particularities of their own experiences. During my time as a lecturer, I also spent three
summers working with lecturers, professors, and K-12 instructors to design curricula, to review
and assess teaching practices, and to build and test new pedagogical practices and theories that
we designed together. This preparatory work would shape and inform our work throughout the
academic year, while also helping us to build shared contexts and ways of defining and
addressing the problems we were seeing in our classes, in the university, and in the field of
composition studies. The insights we came to through our collaborations and the work that we
saw still needed to be done have all formed the basis of the questions and contexts that this
study raises and builds, as well as the problems it tries to address.

Where this study deviates from the principles Greenwood (2008) has laid out in his
definition of action research is in the degree to which early stakeholders in the project continued
to be active participants and contributors to the study over time. It is important to note that the
stakeholders in the project with whom I worked eatly on to name the problems we were facing

and to construct contexts for understanding these problems were not necessarily comfortable
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becoming participants in the study. Although they continue to be active interlocutors with me
and have spent significant time working with me over the past four years to continue co-
constructing frameworks, practices, methodologies, and analysis that work towards our shared
visions for the future of academic writing and education, many chose not to participate formally
in the study itself. In other cases, I had to make decisions as a researcher about the scope of the
project and what was possible to accomplish within the restrictions of research that is carried
out under institutional constraints. Students and staff, for example, were key collaborators who
helped me build the conceptual foundations that I needed