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TEACHING PHILOSOPHY 

 

During the summer of 2013 I took a temporary position as a clinician for a 

learning center. It began with an intensive training in research-based, clinical programs 

aimed to stimulate areas of the brain responsible for sensory-cognitive processes which 

are linked to literacy and language development. Our training stressed interactive 

approaches meant to assist students with difficulties in expressive fluency and reading 

comprehension, with ages ranging from as young as six to sixteen. These learning 

differences, as they were called in combination, were usually symptomatic of various 

other developmental or behavioral conditions. 

By now, the difficulty in diagnosing developmental conditions in children is well-

known. Even most of our own students’ diagnoses were nebulous at best, whose 

parents were at enough of a financial advantage to keep cognitive health professionals 

on call. Because the learning center focused on corollary issues of language 

development and reading comprehension, we clinicians could tackle the actual 

mechanics of learning, an approach vastly different from tutoring for knowledge. 

During my tenure, I was met with such a varying degree of talents and abilities 

that my old understandings of intelligence and learning were unsettled. To witness a 

twelve-year-old articulate the finer-points of advanced mathematics but struggling to 

focus on the retention exercises at hand, was educational to say the least. These 

experiences led me to think back on all the students with whom I had shared the same 

schooling up through college. Realizing how the most minor misunderstandings about 

small differences in our brains could determine the prospects of a single student has 

been the most significant influence on my own prospects as an educator, not to mention 

the systemic pressures ranging from the ethnic to the socioeconomic. These can bear 

equal, if not more, weight on the future of individual students.  

When I began to teach college composition, several approaches appealed to me. 

These approaches accounted for all the shades of literacy and learning differences 

among college students. Universal Design in the classroom, for instance, is one such 

approach that addresses issues of difference and inclusion. As a writer and son of a 

metropolis built upon the multiplicity of cultures and languages, I have a direct pulse on 

the rapid unfolding of English.  And yet, I respect the need to accommodate the 

language to practical needs and communities all in the name of greater communication.  

Universal Design calls for multiple means of representation, action, and 

expression in the classroom, ranging from accessibility issues on campus to making 

sure different sensory and linguistic strengths are accounted for in classroom 

technology. Coupled with a care for the trials of second-language students engaging 

with different kinds of English(es), eased by trans-lingual approaches to writing and 



rhetoric, Universal Design becomes the most responsible model for the composition 

classroom. There is no better ground for these pedagogical innovations than FIU. Of 

course, my own exposure to the multiplicity of English is not enough to steer student 

composition. For this reason, I look to Pual Kei Matsuda’s “The Myth of Linguistic 

Homogeneity in U.S College Composition” as a confirmation of my own experience. As 

Matsuda puts it, “the assumption that college students are by default native speakers of 

a privileged variety of English is seriously out of sync with the sociolinguistic reality of 

today’s U.S. higher education as well as of U.S. society at large” (Matsuda, 452). 

I also believe that my own experience as a writer outside of academic 

composition will fundamentally inform my teaching. I can shed insight where textbooks 

may fall short. I conducted several community poetry workshops in homes for the 

elderly and after-school care programs in underserved districts. In these workshops, I 

learned how to help people discover their own expressive fluency beyond academic 

boundaries. When I return to more academic settings, I bear the intuitive inventiveness 

of imaginative writing on the course design of Writing and Rhetoric. The writer’s belief in 

integrating critical thinking with writing as proposed by John C. Bean in Engaging 

Ideas accommodates this notion: 

 

[…] writing is closely linked with thinking and that in presenting students with 

significant problems to write about––and creating an environment that demands 

their best writing––we can promote their general cognitive and intellectual 

growth. (Bean, xvi) 

 

The steps proposed in problem-based assignments in ENC 1101 and 1102: Writing & 

Rhetoric classes are indispensable. The most effective way to promote both critical 

thought with the most inclusive pedagogical practice is to expose students to these very 

problems directly and to allow them their own critical journeys. Thus, many of the 

reading and instructional materials I assign come from a variety of backgrounds, and 

often take writing, ethnicity, learning, and culture, and the diversity of cultures as their 

topics. With these pedagogical devices, I hope I can help students cultivate an 

intellectual and literary life not divorced from who they are as particular persons and 

increase their prospects as global citizens.  
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