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Introduction  

This paper intends to present some lines of empiric analysis of the research project entitled “Characteristics and conditions in the appropriation of tools of intellectual work at the university", carried out at the School of Psychology and the School of Humanities and Sciences of Education of the University of the Republic (Montevideo - Uruguay). One of the theoretical frames that nurtures the project is represented by the sociocultural proposal developed mainly from J. Werstch, as well as certain aspects of Bakhtine´s work on discoursive processes. Also we take into account Latin American authors that study the peculiarities of our University in the context of new sociocultural conditions. 

In this work we are interested in presenting several results related to the appropriation of what we call tools of intellectual work. We define them as those mediators that take part in the practices associated to thinking, studying and producing texts and discourse in the context of academic communities at different university schools. In particular, we aim to investigate the context of text production, study activities and the representations associated to the position of such mediators. Starting from a sample of students of Psychology, we will try to outline some of the questions connected to the creation of students’ learning conditions and attitudes toward knowledge. 

Appropriation of tools at the University  

To start with, we consider that during the course of the university education an intricate series of appropriation processes that go from simple habits to complex modalities of composing the professional role to perform in the future are developed. The modality of participation in practices of text or discourse production is one of the privileged activities at the University.These modalities contribute to the generation of conditions to fulfill basic functions, such as serving to the production, transmission and diffusion of knowledge. The situation of the Latin American University is also influenced by the enormous disproportion between assigned financial resources and the large student contingents coming from different social sectors that enter the university. This situation implies the necessity of reflection regarding the generation of educational decisions that allow to overcome old educational habits coming from the education strategies developed under other conditions. The teaching practices suppose rules and implicit procedures, attitudes, values and different priority orders that are related with social and cultural conditions of belonging. 

This complex game of relationships could be found in the base of any explicit intent of composing "styles" that involve the making and thinking inside each academic community. These styles reveal not only ways of establishing limits and differentiating frontiers in each institutional and disciplinary space, but also ways of modeling forms of action in the field of different paradigms in the educational community. This could imply discoursive genres understood as semiotic tools that are the object of appropriation during the university education. The discourse genres, according to the interpretation of Bakhtine (1961), keep a deep relationship to contextual determination. It seems interesting to ask about the “opportunities” students have to appropiate those genres, that is to say, make them their own in spite of their educational conditions. This is achieved by means of teaching practices that make them available through oral and written text practices. We could suppose that a common place to think about this depends on what happens in any contextual experience of such sort, particularly if no reflection about the characteristics implied in their acquisition is made. Nevertheless, this situation isn’t relevant enough to explain the degree of ‘effectiveness’ with which the appropriation processes take place.  However, a way of thinking and building meanings that is resistant and not optional is developed as part of the prevalence of certain generic forms. 

In this work we intend to take an approach that allows us to capture aspects of the intersection of some of these variables, making this intent compatible with the contributions of a permeable sociocultural psychology. 

Methodology  

The methodology of this work is contextualized in a research project that seeks to study two moments of the professional education of three university centers differentiated by the institutional, disciplinarian and academic space. The main work have taken the first year and the final year students course, but particularly in this work we analyze a third sample belonging to 3rd year of the School of Psychology.  

Here, we analyze a written corpus and the answers to a questionnaire proposed as a task in a regular course of the general curriculum. The written production is obtained from a home evaluation done one month and a half after the classes started. Our intention with this proposal is to offer an instrument of learning and at the same time to make the students familiar with contents that will be worked later on in the class. We also intend to use it as a diagnostic, formative and research evaluation tool.

The task that they have to carry out consists of a subtask series centered in the analysis of a short text (a whole article or part of it). We divide the population in two groups, one that has to make as central activity a synthesis of the text and the other one that is proposed to make a free theme starting from the base text. In total we collected 23 synthesis productions and 23 theme productions. 

We gave the students a series of guidelines with general instructions to follow, but without indications of how to carry them out. The global task included a questionnaire about general students’ data and questions looking for global appreciations about the task, preferences regarding the subtasks and the ways students followed to resolve the different parts, besides their representations of the synthesis and topic definitions. The selected base text for this work is a section of a chapter about the concept of ideology from a sociocognitive perspective. The students were very familiarized with this concept from other courses, although starting from other conceptions (psychoanalytical, social, etc); despite they were not used to it in the way it is worked in our course (until the moment of the evaluation). Inasmuch as it is a subject of polemic social content, we thought that this material was good to promote motivation on the task and to produce spontaneous associations between knowledge and their own experiences.

For the analysis, we asked ourselves about how the voices function in the text in each of the two main tasks: the synthesis and the theme production. In both cases we considered as a provisional hypothesis that the specificity of each of the suggested textual patterns could suppose different kinds of texts done by the students and an excellent opportunity of analyzing the different operations used by them in each case. We were, in this sense, also interested in inquiring about the students’ representations of each text type reflected in the definitions they gave of each. 
We have raised several questions that we will not be able to respond thoroughly in this work, such as:

· How do the voices represented in each type of text behave?

· What relation can be established between the student’s voice and the authorial source used in terms of the distance between them?

· What are the ways in which the voice of the student predominantely exercises itself in the synthesis and themes production of texts?

· How do the students interpret the text production? Are they able to evaluate its semiotic potential?

· What general considerations can be made about the mediation tools available in the professional and academic communities and their influence in the university education?

We proceeded to the comparison (i.e. differential comparative pattern) between the two types of texts starting by defining what we refer as the discrimination of the voices present in each kind of text. We tryied to see how the voices function in the text and how the different voices are identifiable, in particular the author and the students’ voices. We sought to analyze as well the degree of what we defined in another article (Boces, Peluso and Torres, 1999) as “mimetic attitude", given by the direct or barely paraphrased copy of the basic text.  

We selected some contextualized variables of the profile of the students, such as sex, age, other tertiary education, work, only to the effects of having a description of the sample.   

Description and data analysis

The analysis of the data clearly revealed differences between the production of the synthesis and the production of the theme. We verified differences with regard to the discrimination and attitudes attributed to voices as well as the modalities of text organization used in each case. This allowed us to consider the hypothesis that different discoursive genres were represented and that they were used by the students with different degree of control. 

The pattern differences could be clearly discriminated in the case of the more prototypical texts of each modality. The prototypical synthesis texts presented a structure of summary of the original text, with no exogenous or intertextual reference connected to the student’s experience. They were made by means of a reproductive strategy of the author’s word of the primary source with very litte paraphrasing. Seventy per cent of the texts of the theme series tended to take as the core of the production some of the conceptual terms belonging to the source text, but without establishing explicit connections with the source author’s materials along all the text. In this case, it was easier to find other voices adopting an argumentative, descriptive or narrative form. The other thirty per cent didn’t show such form of composition. In that group, 35% of the students made a text in the same way the major part of the other sample made the synthesis, that is to say, using the summary structure of the source text on the basis of a reproductive mechanism.

We think that in any of the two situations a problem regarding the use of the author's word could be detected. It was felt as an alienate word instead of a word “half ours and a half of the others". This situation seemed to show a marked distance between the student ’s voice and the one of the source text. This, if proved to be right with other samples and designs, poses doubts about the content of the processes of appropriation of tools by the university students and makes visible and controversial certain outcomes 

These considerations keep relation also to the characteristics and potentialities of the evaluation tool used for the analysis of the productions. This allows us to think about its degree of generality or contextualization with respect to other usual resources by which the student produces texts and discourses. We offered the students a tool that is not familiar to them because of the tasks and efforts implied in it, for example the reflection processes that it stirs up. Even when some aspects of the task have been exercised previously by the students, for example, the production of the synthesis and topics, there exists a "non familiar" situation connected to the change of the context of presentation of the tool that cannot be reduced to working with a new author or a new conceptual content. In this sense we are sure of the interest in evaluating the “contextualizing-decontextualizing” potential of the tool proposed to students. We think that this is relevant in order to come close to one of the possible intersections between the explicit and implicit knowledge implied in all taught content. In this case, we believe that this evaluation tool contibutes to a development of consciousness about the way of approaching texts, that means the tool promotes procedures and composition patterns associated with the academic texts. This process may lead the student to exercise new abilities that question automated habits that have not been reflected upon previously. For this reason, this tool offers the opportunity to explore the abilities of the students and makes it possible to exploit its diagnostic potential. Also, at the same time it allows us to think about its potential as mediator directed to the creation and reflection of new conditions of making and thinking at the University.  

Maybe these data reflect a paradox in which good part of the pedagogical discourse that seeks to inspire critical values in the students falls: the tension between the authority that the educational context and discourse themselves promotes, and the appropriation the students can make of a position in discourse. Such position implies to place their voices in the scenario of different discourses. The paradox is that while a legitimate and “authoritative” resource is used, it is intended to create the conditions to produce a “critical attitude”, so the tension can give priority to the free game of meanings on the part of the student´s voice, with few regulative criteria about the delimitation that different reference frames produce. One of the possible ways of reaching a critical attitude, whithout giving priority to the voice of textual authority, can be to facilitate control criteria that would probably allow, with a bigger effort, a polemical attitude. 

This kind of considerations must be taken into account in a remarkable way to deepen into the analysis of the results. Two lines can be followed in this endeavor.  One of these lines takes as its object several aspects of the “tools” that the students have developed, for example, their written production, related in this case with an evaluation tool that at the same time is part of the resources students receive during university education. The other line has to do with diacronic dimension, asking about the acquisition of tool that have already become available and those that can be developed from pedagogical tools, like the one we have used. 

Final comments
In this work we are interested in some characteristics of the student’s textual production, but we tried to move away from a good deal of reports of the last decades, dedicated to the study of writing in the Univesity. Among these works, a quite central axis has been put on the verification of the existence of some difficulties that the students present to cope with flexibility and competence in the production of the prototypical texts of the university education. The habitual trend of these studies was centered in the inventory of the “mistakes” the students made. On the contrary, we were interested in a kind of analysis that seeks to recover other dimensions of university education such as those implied in appropiation of tools, discoursive genres, and discoursive voices.
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Abstract

El trabajo que presentamos tiene como objetivo mostrar algunas de las líneas de análisis posibilitadas en el marco del proyecto que venimos llevando adelante sobre apropiación de instrumentos de trabajo intelectual en la Universidad.

Priorizamos el tratamiento de algunas consideraciones asociadas a los resultados del análisis de producciones escritas y cuestionarios realizados a estudiantes que cursan el 3er año de la formación de grado en Psicología. Los estudiantes producen textos a partir de la propuesta de un instrumento de evaluación en el marco de un curso de la formación de pregrado, que orienta la realización de dos géneros textuales diferentes. Nos preguntamos sobre el lugar que asume la voz del estudiante en cada uno de los tipos de producción, el papel que juega el instrumento de evaluación propuesto, y las implicancias que pueden quedar sugeridas a partir de estos resultados.

Pretendemos discutir algunos de los resultados obtenidos y presentar algunas reflexiones en torno a los procesos de apropiación instrumental en el dominio del trabajo intelectual, por parte de dichos estudiantes.

