
Analysis of Intrapersonal Knowledge 

 

CDA of Evidence of Intrapersonal Knowledge: 

Of the three tutors studied, Jen was most able to critically evaluate the way she presented 

herself within the session she recorded. Stanza 8 of her reflection details her response to viewing 

herself on the video, particularly the sound of her voice and non-verbal interactions, which were 

the aspects of her tutoring I found most troubling and was hoping she would evaluate: 

While watching this video, I felt like I came off as very fake. I don’t know if it’s 

because I hate my voice and it just sounds fake and annoying to me, or if it was 

something about my body language and my diction that seemed fake. I became super 

aware of how I talk after watching the video, so much so that I found myself thinking 

about it in all of my other sessions. Do I sound annoying? Do I sound generally 

uninterested? Do I come off as fake to the students I’m working with? Another thing I 

noticed in the video was I seemed to make little eye contact. I know a lot of the session 

involves looking at the screen while the student or tutor reads the paper, but even outside 

of that, when I was trying to talk to her about parts of her paper, I was looking at the 

screen a lot instead of looking at her. I feel like I could have made more eye contact in 

order to maybe make her feel more comfortable or like I care more.   

These questions indicate a very productive grappling with how she might seem to 

students in sessions, something Jen was not at all aware of before she saw herself in her video.  

When Jen and I discussed her discomfort with her affect in sessions, one of the challenges we 

identified in enacting the kind of collaborative identity that she clearly understood intellectually 

is her personality: She is a quiet and introspective person; she is friendly but not outgoing; she is 



very comfortable with people she knows, but is often restrained with those she doesn’t. The 

student she was working with appeared to have the same quiet affect, so neither could reach out 

in an expansive enough way to the other to make the session as comfortably collaborative as 

others of Jen’s sessions have been. With more gregarious students, Jen easily matches the 

students’ more outgoing behavior. So while Jen indicates that she highly values collaboration, 

her tendency toward shyness and possible lack of confidence in her own knowledge sometimes 

makes it challenging for her to enact it. The very explicit intrapersonal awareness of these issues 

she gained from viewing, reflecting on, and discussing her video allowed her to come up with 

strategies for helping herself feel more comfortable in tutoring situations that would otherwise 

have been awkward or difficult for her.  

Another important aspect of self-knowledge is flexibility, the ability to reposition oneself 

based on the needs and expertise of the student. For example, Lori was able to change her role 

from a take-charge deliverer of information in her first recorded session to a supportive 

collaborator in her second session. She describes this role in the seventh and final stanza of her 

second reflection: “The experience of working with a student who was an extremely capable 

writer who was writing a scientific research paper was interesting. I enjoyed helping her make 

her own decisions and it allowed me to see why tutors can be essential in the self-editing 

process.” By positioning the student as an expert, Lori changed her role from a teacher of basic 

writing strategies to a co-expert in writing at the university level. This allowed her to come to the 

realization that even capable writers can benefit from talking to someone about their writing, an 

idea that is at the heart of writing center discourse, and to see herself as someone who was able 

to be a facilitator. This realization again illustrates the overlap between interpersonal and 

intrapersonal knowledge: Lori was willing to accept this facilitator role because the student was 



capable. On the other hand, it was helpful for Lori to see how her positioning of Student B as a 

novice encouraged Lori to do more of the intellectual work in the session than was conducive to 

this student’s learning.  

Kate, on the other hand, seems to have the most difficulty with intrapersonal knowledge, 

as she is reluctant to see herself as being inappropriately authoritative in a way that was likely 

contributing to the unhelpful dynamic that had developed with Student D. Throughout her two 

reflections, and even more so in her second reflection, Kate seems more concerned about 

defending her position of authority than she is in honestly exploring why the relationship she had 

with this student had developed in this way. Rather than attempting to build a self-aware, 

reflexive identity, Kate appears to be attempting to build her identity as a competent and 

knowledgeable tutor who is struggling with a problem student. This instinct for self-preservation 

is understandable, but was not particularly helpful for Kate, as she indicates in the third stanza of 

her second reflection: 

Last time I found that I was teaching this student more than I should have because 

she presents herself as needing an immense amount of help. This time I caught myself 

over-explaining once, but then I had her answer her own questions by asking “Well, what 

do you think?” If her explanations were correct, I would agree with her, but if they were 

not, I would re-explain why she was wrong so that she understood the correct 

grammar/usage/etc. Previously, I had thought that my use of “I think” and “I would” was 

shaping the way in which she regarded my role as her tutor and our services as a Writing 

Center; however, I did change the way in which I stated my opinion. In one scenario, I 

said to the student, “I think it’d benefit your writing if you…” In this way, I expressed 

both that it was my opinion but in a way that suggested that she should not be meeting 



my standards for what I think is good but for what will improve her writing as a whole. It 

has seemed that she seeks my approval blindly without questioning whether or not I was 

correct or what the professor wanted. 

Kate seems to be unaware that she is sending conflicting signals to the student, possibly because 

she is conflicted herself about the level of authority she wants to have, the level of authority that 

the student’s behavior seems to call for, and the level of authority she knows would theoretically 

be more appropriate or helpful to have in these sessions. In particular, when she discusses her use 

of “I think” and “I would” to provide direction to Student D, she is referencing a suggestion I 

had made to her during one of our many conversations about her frustration with this student. I 

suggested that she frame discussions more in terms of genre conventions than her own opinion. 

While she agreed to try a new way of phrasing, she still presented the information as her opinion, 

something she does not seem to be aware of, based on this reflection: “In this way, I expressed 

both that it was my opinion but in a way that suggested that she should not be meeting my 

standards for what I think is good but for what will improve her writing as a whole.” This 

indicates that Kate had only a superficial understanding of how she was presenting herself as an 

authority on writing to Student D. Developing more deeper intrapersonal knowledge would 

ideally allow Kate to see her own motivations, desires, and expectations more clearly. Possibly, 

giving Kate the resources to do her own CDA of her reflection might have encouraged more 

productive reflexivity. 

 

 


