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students will have opportunities to do real-world work and create documents 
and materials that the students can include in their portfolios. Although this 
type of experience is important for interns, a consequence of such position-
ing is that they come to a limited view of professionalization. Specifically, they 
see professionalization as tied to hard or quantifiable work and thus focus 
their efforts on perfecting that type of work. Ultimately, in limiting their focus, 
interns fail to recognize other nonquantifiable professionalization opportuni-
ties such as leadership development in their internships. As the @SEA interns’ 
advisors and mentors, we witnessed an initial inability to recognize leadership 
as an important, professional skill they could develop. At the beginning of the 
semester, leadership for them was simply a matter of directing or dictating 
their employees’ actions to achieve or complete a final, quantifiable or material 
product for their client. Over time though, the interns began to see leadership 
more broadly, and more importantly, as something integral to their profes-
sional development.

Regarding graduate student development toward becoming professional 
scholars during the @SEA semester, we turn to the work of Ann Austin and Ben-
ita J. Barnes (2005) who argue that “what doctoral students learn in graduate 
school will affect how they do their work as faculty members” (p. 288). Though 
this claim is obvious on its face, this experience as a supervisor positioned the 
graduate students to rethink how they would present internship and service 
learning opportunities for students. Namely, the worksites students will enter 
are much different from those in the recent past, especially in that manage-
ment structures are more flattened. Internship and service learning sites at the 
local level typically reflect this flattened structure, and students ought to be 
prepared to enter those worksites and know how to discern leadership oppor-
tunities therein. Sustainable community engagement will depend on student 
ability both to recognize these leadership opportunities and assume the role of 
a leader in rhetorically sophisticated ways. A project like @SEA offers an effec-
tive model for preparing students in this manner.

Integrating Curriculum Innovation
English 420 Business Writing is a service course offered by the Professional 
Writing program open to all majors. This section reports the experience of one 
of the graduate student instructors who brought the @SEA experience into the 
technical writing service classroom.

The final assignment in English 420 is typically a community engage-
ment project where groups of students in each class work with a local 
nonprofit agency or small local business to produce documents for them. 
Although not originally intending to recreate @SEA, upon reflection I can see 
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how I implemented lessons learned during the @SEA semester in my commu-
nity engagement assignment for English 420. The @SEA semester also made it 
easier to see the limitations of the typical single class, single project formula for 
service learning projects. 

Instructors handle the English 420 service learning assignment in a number 
of ways. Some choose one client and have teams of students complete versions 
of the same product; the client selects the version she likes the best, and in 
some cases, the group that produced the chosen item earn the highest grade 
on the assignment. Other instructors will locate a different client for each group, 
but in many cases, student groups are charged with locating a qualifying client 
on their own. These models mimic the classical internship model. I located a 
single small business with a variety of project needs for my class. The company 
was a locally-owned fitness center whose owner needed various documents 
redesigned such as a new member packet, brochures for various fitness classes, 
a trifold informational brochure, and suggestions for improving the company’s 
website. This single business with an assortment of projects resembled @SEA’s 
arrangement with the TCHA. Although this project centered on a small business 
rather than a not-for-profit, in a small community such as ours, small businesses 
need the expertise and assistance of the local university. At Purdue, community 
engagement and service learning are closely intertwined; both actually fall 
under the auspices of the same office. Thus, work with small businesses can 
sometime emulate service learning.

Because I allowed students to negotiate group membership on a previous 
project, I decided to assign them to groups. I explained that usually they would 
be collaborating on workplace projects with fellow employees, and thus their ex-
perience would emulate workplace experience. When creating the groups, I took 
into account such factors as the personality, work ethic, and drive of the students 
as revealed in their previously completed assignments. I was aware that some 
students had taken advantage of their previous group, and this demonstration of 
a poor work ethic concerned me. Grouping those few underperforming students 
allowed me to give them a lower stakes project that required less interaction 
with the client; this is similar to what happened during the @SEA semester, when 
the more motivated students were selected to interact with the client.

Similar to how other teaching assistants and I started our work with TCHA, 
I met with the owner of the company at the start of the project. The owner was 
a graduate of Purdue and had previous positive experiences collaborating with 
Purdue students; in fact, his current business logo had been designed by a Purdue 
student. He stated that he wanted to help students learn how to work in a real 
world environment in exchange for their work on his projects—a relatively benign 
attitude found in most internship relationships and one that lines up with the 
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traditional internship described earlier where it is expected that discrete job skills 
will be taught. We met on a Wednesday and arranged for the client to speak to the 
entire class the following Monday. I left with sample documents for each team. 

In my relationship with student groups, I attempted to establish a simi-
lar relationship that I had with the @SEA students, where I was in more of a 
management rather than teacher role. Much as a manager communicates with 
staff, I gave each team a memo explaining their broadly defined project and 
outlining due dates. I encouraged them to start by conducting basic research 
on the company’s website or possibly taking a tour of the facility, but they were 
cautioned to be respectful of the client’s time. Each group was left to determine 
group leaders, work styles, and project specifics.

During his presentation, the client provided information on the club’s facili-
ties, local competition, his vision for the business, and budget limits. I asked a 
couple of questions to guide the discussion, although I was hoping that the 
students would take the lead in this area. The English 420 students’ apparent 
reticence was a contrast to the enthusiasm of the @SEA students, who came 
prepared to talk to their client at TCHA and not merely listen. It was another ex-
ample of how students are accustomed to pseudotransactionality, as Spinnuzi 
(1996) described student relationships with clients and teachers. 

The next phase required each team to craft a proposal detailing the scope 
and the specifics of their projects. The primary audience for this document 
was the client, but when I reviewed the drafts there were two surprises. The 
team asked to redesign a new member welcome packet was counting on the 
client buying a new color printer, something the client had made clear he was 
not able to do. Additionally, the team asked to conduct research about social 
networking had misinterpreted those instructions to mean redesigning the 
client’s website. As the instructor, I had more authority to intervene here as well 
as an obligation to maintain a level of quality for the client. But my experience 
with the @SEA internship did help me learn when patience is appropriate and 
when intervention is required. It was a challenge to guide them without being 
overly directive, so I made suggestions that required them to reconsider the 
information the client had presented to the class and reduce the purchase of 
a color printer to a suggestion, with appropriate purchasing information to be 
provided if it was to remain in their project’s purview. This approach was not 
how we addressed a similar situation in the @SEA project that allowed students 
more latitude with their projects. One @SEA team was quite attached to their 
vision to create a storybook for young children, even though this project was 
only mentioned in passing by the TCHA director. This was a risk that the @SEA 
project was able to take, but the English 420 class was not.

One key way that my relationship with the @SEA interns differed from my 
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relationship with English 420 students was how I evaluated student perfor-
mance. The @SEA students received two evaluations from me, one at midterm 
and then at the end of the semester, but I was evaluating broad areas and skills, 
not assignments and coursework. At first, this method may have been intimi-
dating for the @SEA interns; in fact, they seemed to expect that only the instruc-
tor of record would be evaluating them, not the teaching assistants. Evaluating 
skills in this way was both challenging and liberating. As a teaching assistant, 
I found it challenging to observe and take note of how the @SEA interns were 
showing skills like leadership and initiative. Simultaneously, my experience was 
liberating in that I wasn’t constrained to solely evaluatie their writing. Many 
times, effort and growth on the part of the student cannot be recorded if an 
instructor only remarks on the writing at hand, as in the case of an ESL student, 
who may be investing a great deal of work and making progress, but may still 
have some structural issues, I learned how to enact holistic evaluation and 
found myself striving to integrate this new awareness into my own class. In 
English 420, I still needed to assign each student a grade based primarily on the 
final product, but I was sensitive to more variables in my evaluation.

At the end of this service assignment, the client wrote a letter to the direc-
tor of the professional writing program noting his positive experience with 
the class. Yet, I do not feel I was able to deploy many of the more successful or 
interesting aspects of the @SEA semester into the final project of English 420. 
Johndan Johnson-Eiola (2004) urged professional writers to reposition their 
roles from one of support to that of symbolic-analytic work. Symbolic-analytic 
workers “possess the abilities to identify, rearrange, circulate, abstract, and 
broker information” (p. 182). This new role will require professional writers to 
acquire a wide range of skills in areas beyond writing. He noted that 

communicators cannot focus simply on applying simple, universal 
principles to documents but must instead begin a recursive project 
of expansion and contraction, in which they investigate concrete 
local contexts and, in doing so, think about the broad projects in 
which those users are engaged. (p. 185) 

To prepare technical and professional writers for this sort of work, Johnson-
Eilola named experimentation, collaboration, abstraction, and system think-
ing as four key areas on which their education should focus. The final project 
of English 420 enabled students to dabble in some of these practices. For 
example, the English 420 groups conducted usability studies on their products 
(experimentation), and because they worked in groups, they could not escape 
collaboration. These students got a sample of real world work and ended up 
with documents that could be included in their portfolios. The structure of the 
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@SEA enabled students to get more thorough practice in all four of these areas 
and more experience doing symbolic-analytic work. 

Conclusion
By creating a common space for work, inquiry, research, and community build-
ing, our Semester @SEA sought to create commitment and attention to com-
munity projects that cannot be addressed during regular semester structures 
where students are in unrelated and unlinked classes. Semester @SEA reverses 
the classroom-centered structure of the curriculum, even if just for this final 
advanced semester, to focus student attention on local community issues. 
These challenges can be addressed by building student confidence and exper-
tise as well as providing opportunities to engage their communities. Faculty 
were recruited to teach each of the classes that formulate the Semester @ SEA 
program due to their willingness to more flexibly accommodate projects of 
community interest whose scope is beyond that of regular classroom structure, 
and due to their expressed interest and expertise in community engagement. 
Collaboration here was key; one of the most significant personal results was the 
development of more collaborative pedagogical approaches at the program 
level among both faculty and graduate instructors. 

As a result of @SEA, our work with TCHA has extended to other classes, 
where the relationship has been allowed to grow. TCHA hosted a professional 
writing intern the following year after the @SEA program, and that intern had 
a successful experience largely due to the intensive, reputation-building work 
that the @SEA students did with the organization. In the spring of 2010, a 
graduate course in archival theory, co-taught by Professor Bay, worked in-
tensely for TCHA, and in the summer of 2010, TCHA hosted a graduate intern 
who continued the work of the archives class. In our assessment of the pro-
gram, students learned how to intensely work with one client, but we have 
also learned that a programmatic relationship with a community partner is one 
that must grow over multiple and varied experiences with students. As such, 
the assessment of such a program cannot occur only at the end of an experi-
ence, but should happen over a longer term. For example, while we received an 
enthusiastic assessment of the @SEA student work from TCHA’s Board of Direc-
tors at the end of the semester, and we assessed the students’ work according 
to class requirements, it was only this semester in Professor Bay’s work with 
the organization that we discovered what worked long-term. One of the @SEA 
exhibits, for instance, was removed from the Web after two years because of a 
complaint of inaccuracy from a board member. Similarly, it was discovered that 
the TCHA website had utilized the @SEA student web design, but in a different 
way from what we had envisioned. One conclusion we have drawn from these 
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revelations is that end-of-the-semester evaluations of such community-driven 
projects are not necessarily as useful as assessments that happen over the long-
term. Perhaps part of this realization is that the instructor has the opportunity 
to develop a closer relationship with the community partner over multiple 
courses, so that the community partner’s voice shows up in new ways (see 
Stoecker& Tryon, 2009). And of course, those long range assessments cannot 
happen without a sustained relationship with community partners.

Finally, we do not offer @SEA as a model to emulate, but as a case study 
based on a desire for change with an accounting of resources brought to bear 
on the context in which the program exists. Our goal has been to articulate the 
conditions of innovation as well as to marshal resources that made the program 
possible. We assert that similar resources exist, although scattered and some-
times camouflaged on most campuses, even in challenging economic times. 
The first step toward realizing positive change is taking stock in and articulating 
context, followed by identifying potential partners and collaborators. Following 
the steps outlined here as if it were instructional would be a mistake; rather, as 
Sullivan and Porter (1997) argued in Opening Spaces: 

This notion sees methodology as heuristic rather than a priori de-
termining; in this view methodology intersects with and is perhaps 
changed by practice; it is more than simply a formula used in the 
course of reporting on practice. (p. 46)

As professional and technical writing programs continue to emerge in the new 
millennium, we wish to call attention to this distinction between reporting and 
prescribing. While reporting our experience, we do not seek to offer a roadmap, 
but rather a travelogue. We encourage others to take similar voyages, prepared 
with their own goals, and return prepared to narrate their own stories, articulat-
ing their own unique programs and innovations. 
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Absract.     The Writing Studies major (with emphases in Professional Writing and in Journalism) at 
the University of Minnesota Duluth marks a curricular innovation. This article traces the intellectual 
arguments that defined Writing Studies as one of the disciplines defined by its object (akin to American 
Studies, Women’s Studies, and so on). The object of Writing Studies at UMD is writing, defined as a 
practice, a tool for cognition and social action, and a force for sociocultural change. These arguments are 
manifest in the core curriculum of the major (16 credits across four years of student coursework) and 
serve as grounds for the Professional Writing curriculum. That Professional Writing curriculum places 
exploration of and practice in writing in specific cultural contexts as the central skill set of a professional 
writing major rooted in the disciplinary home of Writing Studies.
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T    his article explicates the intellectual arguments for an emphasis in 
Professional Writing within the Writing Studies major at the University 
of Minnesota Duluth. Unlike similar majors at other institutions (housed 

in English Departments, typically), this major merges the innovations of the 
new disciplinary field of Writing Studies with the skills necessary to succeed 
in technical and professional communication careers. What emerges, then, is 
something new and different—a curricular innovation. 

The emerging field of Writing Studies enabled us to redefine work within 
one of the disciplines defined by its object (akin to American Studies, Women’s 
Studies, and so on). The object of Writing Studies at UMD is writing, defined as a 
practice, as a tool for both cognition and for social action, and as a force for so-
ciocultural change. These arguments are manifest in the core curriculum of the 
major (16 credits across all four years of student coursework). These six cours-
es, required of all majors in Writing Studies, represent the common core 
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of intellectual work in our department. In addition to completing this core, 
students select an emphasis in either Journalism or Professional Writing. Those 
emphases explore the theoretical, practical, and sociocultural issues of writ-
ing in two contemporary contexts (the media and the workplace). This article 
focuses specifically on the Professional Writing emphasis: the core courses and 
electives that define professional writing skills within our disciplinary frame.

This article, then, makes three moves: it articulates the institutional resourc-
es available for the construction of our major (because, after all, curriculum is 
local), it defines the core Writing Studies courses in that major, and it outlines 
the courses required and/or available in the Professional Writing curriculum, 
including the nature and content of those courses, especially as inflected by our 
foundation in Writing Studies.1

The Local Context for the New Major: 
A Department of Writing Studies 
This new major in Writing Studies was born from two decades of evolution into 
a freestanding Department of Writing Studies, formerly Department of Com-
position. The Department of Composition separated, administratively, from the 
Department of English in 1988. At that point, the split was amicable, rooted in 
a largely budgetary desire to separate the costs of the first-year composition 
program from the costs of the English major.

At the undergraduate level, the two departments developed independently. 
The split,  rooted largely in administrative, rather than intellectual, reasons, result-
ed in an odd amalgamation of programs that grew increasingly diversified. Over 
time, the Department of Composition came to house the following programs:

•	 First-Year Composition (an integral part of the liberal education program)
•	 Advanced Composition (Professional Writing, courses that serve 

multiple majors for accreditation and professional development) 
•	 An undergraduate minor in Information Design (a selection of 

courses in web design and digital culture studies)
•	 An undergraduate minor in Linguistics
•	 An undergraduate minor in Professional Writing and Communication 
•	 An undergraduate minor in Journalism 

1	 This article describes our program monolithically; in fact, it is a complex melding of inter-
disciplinary perspectives that will inevitably result in overlaps, distinctions, and disagree-
ments in the meaning of curriculum. I played a key role in synthesizing materials, such as 
course proposals, for the aggregate major proposal, giving me a bird’s eye perspective 
on the process and a role in fashioning a whole from the parts. But in the end, this article 
speaks from that limited perspective. 
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Some of these programs developed due to faculty strengths (minors in Linguis-
tics and Information Design). Some programs developed due to collaboration 
with other departments (minors in Professional Writing and Communication 
were developed with the Department of Communication). And one program 
was inherited as a legacy (the Journalism program migrated from the Depart-
ment of English to the Department of Communication to the Department of 
Composition).

At the graduate level, the membership in the MA program in English was 
composed of faculty in both the English and Composition departments. This 
arrangement was both fiscal (because the teaching assistantships remained 
rooted in the Composition program) and intellectual. Over the decades, the 
Department of Composition faculty would increase intellectual contributions 
to the graduate program.

We had achieved the dream: a freestanding department with autonomy 
in research, funding, and tenure decisions. In 2008, we sought to be renamed 
the Department of Writing Studies, a term that at once differentiated us from 
our past (as a department with a largely service orientation) and that better 
collected the various strands of research extant in the Department. At the same 
time, we were independent yet entangled, freestanding yet intersecting with 
other departments and university-wide curriculum. These were the raw materi-
als from which the major in Writing Studies would be built. 

The Disciplinary Context for the New Major: 
Writing Studies 
To articulate our new major, we needed a project that could unify the diverse 
interests of the department—that could pull the course offerings and the fac-
ulty into a single project. This project was important both for the culture of the 
department and for its public face within the University. “Writing Studies” was 
that public face. 

Writing Studies is structured like similar disciplines with similar titles, de-
fined by a newly recognized and important object of study. Similar disciplines 
include American Studies, Women’s Studies, Ethnic Studies (African-American 
Studies, Asian-American Studies, and so on), Library and Information Studies, 
and Cultural Studies. 

The appearance of these disciplines was an act of legitimating the object 
of study. It’s not that America was not the object of scholarly reflection prior to 
the rise of American Studies departments, but that its centrality as an object 
of study was established when those departments were established. These 
departments are also different from older, more traditional departments in 
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that they unite diverse methodological approaches in the study of the object. 
American Studies departments include literature scholars, historians, sociolo-
gists, art historians, and other scholars, united by their interest in a common 
object of study.

Our argument is that writing is now poised to take its place alongside those 
objects of study at the core of a discipline. In making that claim, we are depen-
dent on and build on the ground broken by Charles Bazerman (2002), who 
claimed that “Writing Studies is the study of writing—its production, its circula-
tion, its uses, its role in the development of individuals, societies and cultures” 
(p. 32). For our purposes, then, we understand writing in three ways. Each way 
shapes our curriculum and defines our claims to disciplinary status at Duluth. 
We research and teach writing as a practice (with its own theoretical grounds), 
as a tool (used in a variety of human activities), and as a historically embedded 
phenomenon that has transformed sociocultural structures.

The Study of Writing as a Practice 
Our roots in composition studies mark our commitment to the study of writing 
as a practice. The major curriculum is built on the study and execution of the 
practice of writing. Positioned at the heart of the core curriculum is Introduction 
to Writing Studies (WRIT 2506). This course is both an introduction to theories 
of the writing process (rhetorical, humanistic, and social scientific) and an explo-
ration of the writing process for students in the major. The theory of writing is 
explored through practice.2

The Study of Writing as a Tool
We research and teach writing as a tool. This perspective entails a complex 
hybrid perspective, combining insights from rhetorical theory and linguistics to 
argue that writing is a tool for cognition.

From rhetorical theory, Andrea Lunsford (2006) has recently thought think 
through this perspective of writing as well as articulated the ways in which writ-
ing is a technology for thinking. According to Lunsford, writing is

a technology for creating conceptual frameworks and creating, 
sustaining, and performing lines of thought within those frame-
works, drawing from and expanding on existing conventions and 
genres, utilizing signs and symbols, incorporating materials drawn 
from multiple sources, and taking advantage of the resources of a 
full range of media. (p. 171) 

2	 This course was developed by Juli Parrish (PhD, English, University of Pittsburgh), an 
accomplished scholar and teacher of diverse forms of writing practice from professional 
writing to the amateur writing (fan fiction) that is the core of her research project.
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Lunsford provides a fresh articulation of the key insight that writing is a tool 
for thinking. From collaboration with faculty in Linguistics (also housed in the 
Department of Writing Studies), we understand that the features of language 
map onto the processes of mind. Linguistics is therefore understood not just as 
the study of language as spoken practice (the perspective of sociolinguistics, a 
perspective that has been a part of composition studies since the 1970s). The 
core curriculum includes a course (LING 2506 Introduction to Language and 
Writing) that helps majors in Writing Studies connect diction and syntax to criti-
cal thinking and cognition.3 

Writing and the Development of Human Societies
Writing has led to immense sociocultural change. We see this claim in the 
works of early scholars of literacy in the ancient world (Havelock, 1986; Chay-
tor, 1945; and Ong, 1982) who noted the transformative power of the written 
word in ancient Greece. We also see this claim in the works of media ecologists 
like Elizabeth Eisenstein (2005), who noted the transformation of Renaissance 
culture after the development of printing; Benedict Anderson (1983), who con-
nected printing technologies to the development of nation states; Harold Innis 
(1986), who connected those same printing technologies to the development 
of empire; and Bolter and Grusin (1999), who explored the implications of on-
line writing for an “electronically constituted society” at the turn of the twenti-
eth century. Today, we find writing in politics, corporate life, journalism, edu-
cation, online communities, photocopied zines on sale in record shops, and 
scrapbooks that map the lived experiences of families. Writing is embedded in 
these human activities and, in some cases, is constitutive of these activities. 

Our curriculum reflects both the historical consciousness that stems from 
these important precedents in media ecology studies and a firm grasp of the 
contextualized nature of contemporary writing. Undecided students enter 
the major through a liberal education humanities course, Literacy, Technology 
and Society (WRIT 1506), which traces the social impact of writing on human 
sociocultural institutions.4 In exploring the complexities of the contemporary 
context, Media Law and Ethics (JOUR 3700) explores the current context for 
writing practice: issues of free speech, intellectual property, and the place of 
writing in contemporary legal and professional institutions. (The lower division 
core courses were the subject of a reflective essay in Composition Forum, vol. 21, 
Spring 2010.) 

3	 This course was developed by Chongwon Park (PhD, Linguistics, University of Illinois), a 
theoretical and computational linguist.

4	 This course was designed by noted Walter Ong scholar Thomas Farrell, who taught 
courses in both Writing Studies and Cultural Studies prior to his retirement.
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From the Foundation of Writing Studies: 
A Major in Professional Writing
From this foundational core, outlining for students the object of study (writing) 
from three fundamental perspectives, the major proceeds to advanced study of 
writing in context. Students explore the way that writing as a practice changes as 
the context for writing changes (for example, as students move into networked 
workplace environments). They explore the diversity of ways writing can be used 
as a tool as writers change contexts. And, they explore the ways writing contin-
ues to play a role in defining contemporary human institutions. This exploration 
begins with four core courses and continues across four elective courses. 

At the core of the curriculum is the professional writing course at the 
junior/senior level (designated as an advanced writing course for many disci-
plines). This course introduces the contexts, strategies, and practices of work-
place writing. Students select from courses focusing on writing in engineering, 
the social sciences, the sciences, the human service professions, and the arts, 
studying the context of writing from within a particular profession. 

Explicit study of the interaction between “Writing and Cultures” (WRIT 
4200) occurs in the course by that same name. In this course, literacy is studied 
as a component of a diversity of cultural backdrops: from rural (Shirley Brice 
Heath’s Ways with Words) to urban settings (Ralph Cintron’s Angel’s Town); 
from professional (Dorothy Winsor’s Writing Like an Engineer) to virtual settings 
(Henry Jenkins’ Convergence Culture). Building on the historical perspective of 
writing in human cultural institutions established in Literacy, Technology and 
Society, this course furthers exploration of contemporary sociocultural commu-
nities and creates more versatile writers across those communities.5

By exploring the relationship between “Visual Rhetoric and Culture” (WRIT 
4260), students move beyond maxims for efficient visual communication that 
typically come packed into textbooks. Students enrolled in this course recog-
nize that we live, work, and play in a variety of visual cultures. In that sense, our 
strategies for visual communication must go beyond effective software usage 
for efficient displays of information; it must assess the cultural norms for visual 
display. Then, as we expect effective professional writers to write with a sensitiv-
ity to the context of language use, we also expect effective professional writers 
to communicate visually with the same sensitivity.

Finally, the course “Research Methods for the Study of Writing” (WRIT 4300) 
places students in positions as critics and consultants, assessing writing in con-
text. Students explore writing (as practice, tool, and sociocultural force) from the 

5	 This course was developed by Kenneth Marunowski (PhD, Kent State University) and 
reflects his enthusiasm for and expertise in the study of writing in and across cultures.
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diversity of research perspectives in the department: qualitative, quantitative, and 
humanistic methods of research. These advanced tools for reflecting on the prac-
tice of writing in context helps move students closer to the ideal of the reflective 
practitioner. 

The elective curriculum, in the meantime, takes advantage of the im-
mense strengths of the Journalism curriculum—a sophisticated exploration of 
multiple media (broadcast, print, and, new media) for use in a variety of public 
writing contexts. These electives include the courses Reporting and Writing, 
Copy Editing and Layout, News Photography, Community and Journalism, and 
History of American Journalism. The elective curriculum also takes advantage 
of courses in linguistics of use to professional writers, including Introduction to 
Syntax (for advanced study of the relationship between language and mind) 
and Sociolinguistics (for the study of language variation across human commu-
nities). Finally, electives also draw from advanced courses in professional writing 
(Introduction to Grant Writing and Project Planning) and information design 
(Document Design and Graphics and Web Design and Digital Culture) and a 
seminar in The Rhetoric of Popular Culture—an array of courses that continues 
the exploration of writing from our three perspectives. 

All students complete the curriculum with the course New Media Writing 
(WRIT 4250), which pushes students to explore the transformations in writing 
that occur within the new media environment, and with a one-credit portfolio 
preparation that pulls their various projects across each class into a clear dem-
onstration of their versatility as professional writers.6

A Major in Professional Writing 
Can Be a Technical Writing Program
Readers of Programmatic Perspectives might well wonder whether this major con-
stitutes a true technical communication major, or whether the varieties of writing 
in which students engage are too diverse to count as technical communication, or 
whether the focus on writing in the curriculum takes away from the traditionally 
interdisciplinary work of technical communication majors. But we find that our 
curriculum remains in line with the seminal definitions of technical communica-
tion programs, including the definition advanced by Wahlstrom and Meese (1988):

The best of the new programs offer more than instruction in writing, 
choosing to see technical communication as a broader field requir-
ing training in visual and oral communication; skills associated with 
printing, graphic design, and publication management; information 
management; communications technologies; and often laboratory 

6	 The one-credit portfolio experience derives from the research expertise in portfolio as-
sessment of Department Head Jill Jenson (EdD, University of Minnesota). 
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or production experiences in nonprint media, including video. (p. 33)

Although formal training in oral communication remains the domain of Com-
munication Studies at UMD, it is clear that visual communication, communica-
tions technologies, and information management are essential to the required 
curriculum in Professional Writing. Meanwhile, our colleagues in Journalism 
bring to the table a highly refined pedagogy for publications management and 
production experiences in audio, video, and new media platforms. The major 
in Writing Studies achieves the goals of the major in technical communication, 
built from a slightly different pool of resources.

Conclusion
The core curriculum in Writing Studies reflects a new public face for the de-
partment—a distinction between the old Department of Composition (filling 
a primarily service role in the institution) and the new Department of Writing 
Studies. The emphasis on writing as a practice, a tool, and a force for change in 
human communities defines Writing Studies in our intellectual context. 

A major in Professional Writing in the Department of Writing Studies is built 
upon a three-part foundation. The student experience is enhanced in particular 
by the advanced study of writing in professional contexts. It is complicated and 
enriched by reflection on and practice in generating texts within the diversity 
of print and visual cultures, including formal study of research methods for the 
study of writing in context. These courses, taken in tandem with a sophisticated 
array of electives in both Professional Writing and Journalism, achieve the goals 
typically set for a program in technical communication. Whether this model 
advances substantially and is transferable to other institutions or contexts is an 
open question and one we look forward to exploring.
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Some Thoughts on Emerging                     
Programmatic Phenomena 
Professional Certification and Online Technical and 
Scientific Communication Programs

Bill Williamson
Saginaw Valley State University

Discussions of programmatic and professional standards and certifica-
tions have been a recurring element of the CPTSC conversation. My 
position on such matters has always been to move with what I per-

ceived as the prevailing perspective of the organization’s leading voices—that 
protecting local values and programmatic diversity is more important than 
identifying and codifying universal standards. In light of our programmatic vari-
ety and struggles even for consistent nomenclature, certification seems on first 
glance to be potentially limiting of possibility, even exclusionary. I do not mean 
to equate certification of individual professionals with the assessment of whole 
programs; I do recognize the linkages between them, however.

Recent events inspire a return for me to such topics. Although the thoughts 
gathered here remain exploratory, they are steps along a more carefully consid-
ered path than I have walked before. If there is a call to action here, it is this: the 
general membership of the CPTSC must join this discussion, rather than leave it 
for consideration by the few who have so far lead the way, or by other organiza-
tions entirely.

Several events converge for me on this professional moment, but three 
events are key: my participation in the launch of a new academic department 
and subsequent election to the position of Chair for that unit; the emerging co-
herence of the long-developing Body of Knowledge project fostered by the So-
ciety for Technical Communication; and my consultation with a student seeking 
an appropriate online program at which she might complete her professional 
and technical writing degree. The first of these is significant, of course, given 
that the new department—Rhetoric and Professional Writing—is anchored by 
an undergraduate PTW program. As the coordinator for that program, I must be 
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proactive in building and maintaining the program’s integrity for the good of its 
faculty, students, and graduates. But the other two events provide focus for this 
discussion.

Steven Jong’s June article in Intercom—“A Monumental Day Dawns for 
Technical Communicators: Certification!”—reported that the Society for Techni-
cal Communication will implement during the next year a portfolio-driven cer-
tification system for the profession. Professionals will be evaluated in six areas: 
user analysis, document design, project management, authoring, delivery, and 
quality assurance (6). Although these competencies will be used to assess indi-
vidual professionals, program coordinators ought to think strategically about 
certification.

The program I coordinate builds knowledge in all six areas of competency. 
However, we will highlight these areas during our upcoming assessments to 
determine where (if anywhere) we need to place greater emphasis. Regardless 
of the long-term effectiveness of this STC project, I can acknowledge the value 
of a proposed standard that has been developed by a representative element 
of my greater professional community. The framework for certification is broad 
enough that I do not fear it alone will demand that I sacrifice any local values to 
remain aligned with the core competencies. Of course, I need to see the specific 
criteria by which professionals will be evaluated within those broad knowledge 
areas before I can determine real impact with any confidence. Nevertheless, 
this is the kind of standard my local university administrators prefer to use as a 
baseline for judging the merit of academic programs at my home institution. 

The difference between the first two events I have considered here and the 
third is that my student consultation yielded surprises for me. Perhaps it should 
not have, but nonetheless, I was not prepared for the results of researching 
online programs. This moment is straightforward enough. A student from the 
undergraduate program I coordinate needed to move before she could com-
plete her degree. Because she cannot predict how long she will be in residence 
for any program in which she might enroll for the short term, she asked me to 
review three online programs with her. None of the three are tied to established 
on-ground curricula; all three are online only. All three are promoted as tech-
nical writing or technical communication programs. All offered courses with 
appropriate titles, but with course descriptions that suggest little emphasis on 
writing, and significant emphasis on production software. (Further research 
would clearly be required to determine actual course content. I merely note 
that the courses and programs were advertised as technical rather than writing 
experiences, suggesting that such knowledge is not only appropriate but also 
very marketable.) The surprise, however, was that none of the three programs 
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listed a single faculty member with any obvious credential or professional 
experience of core relevance to the world of professional and technical writing. 
I acknowledge that this may be no more than a problem stemming from poorly 
executed program promotion, but I remain skeptical of the quality of these 
programs.

My review of online professional and technical writing programs reinforces 
the possibilities for professional legitimacy offered by the Body of Knowledge 
project and by professional certification. Graduates of well-designed programs 
would, we hope, be able to distinguish themselves from graduates of poorly 
designed programs. Such changes of professional culture take time to become 
integrated in daily practice, so only time will determine the level of success of 
this move by the Society for Technical Communication. My review of online 
programs perhaps has deeper implications as well for administrative work 
in general. I will note that each of the three online programs I reviewed only 
communicated emphasis in three areas of competence framed by the Body of 
Knowledge project—the same for all—document design, authoring, and de-
livery. None of the three explicitly identified emphasis on user analysis, project 
management, or quality assurance.

I am cautiously optimistic for the potentially positive long-term impact 
of the STC’s proposed framework for evaluating professional and technical 
communicators. However, I feel compelled as well to propose a complemen-
tary stance for the professional community at large. Some who express doubt 
about the ethics and effectiveness of certification emphasize the policing 
function such processes can take on. Certification can be viewed as (and used 
as) a mechanism for exclusion. However, if the professional community and the 
professional cultures within which our graduates pursue their careers ulti-
mately embrace certification, then that cultural transformation demands that 
the CPTSC consider how it might navigate this new reality. More specifically, 
what projects might the CPTSC promote to further elevate the overall quality of 
academic programs, and thus respond programmatically to this shift in profes-
sional culture?

The CPTSC has sponsored several initiatives to bolster the resources avail-
able to program administrators. The organization’s support of programmatic 
research (through Research Grants), its building of administrative resources 
(through the Research Assessment Project), its expanding emphasis on partici-
pating in international discourse on program administration, and its backing 
of Programmatic Perspectives are but four such projects aimed at enriching the 
intellectual exchange about academic programs, their development, and their 
sustainability. Although the program assessment process remains underutilized 
by the community, it too offers local administrators the means by which they 
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might examine their efforts through the eyes of colleagues who represent the 
administrative culture in TSC. I hope we see continued growth and maturation 
of these initiatives in coming years. Any or all might provide appropriate fora for 
examining issues such as those I identify here.

However, such resources cannot replace face-to-face dialog. It is perhaps 
time for the CPTSC once more to reach out to programs who have not been 
recently represented or who have never been represented at meetings of 
the Council. With the steady creation of new programs, especially new online 
programs that do not grow out of established undergraduate programs, it 
seems there is a generation of program administrators emerging that likely has 
little sense of our community history, values, or intellectual engagements. The 
convergence of events I have explored here may provide appropriate exigence 
and opportunity for the community itself to grow, and if necessary, to evolve.
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“Have Rhetoric, Will Travel”
A Tribute to Stuart Brown

Patti Wojahn 
New Mexico State University

If any of you happened to look at the New Mexico State University depart-
mental website over the past few years, you might have been struck by one 
professor’s list of specializations: “rhetoric and composition, rhetorical theory, 

creative nonfiction, business and technical communication, writing program ad-
ministration.”  You might have wondered about a person who could legitimately 
list expertise in each of these areas.  Stuart Brown was such a person and more.  

The introduction to one of the many collections Stuart edited with col-
leagues aptly describes the work of many in our field: “Rhetoricians study the 
ways people use language to construct knowledge and to do things in the 
world.” Yet Stuart’s contributions to both of these activities are immeasurable. 
As a person who studied the “ways people use language to construct knowl-
edge,” Stuart was a dedicated instructor and administrator, teaching at all 
levels of the curriculum for two decades and directing the general education 
writing programs at NMSU for a full decade. Stuart co-edited nine collections 
and wrote over forty-five articles, book chapters, reviews, and technical reports 
in rhetoric, composition, and professional communication. Stuart believed in 
professional service and was recognized for his numerous contributions to na-
tional and local, academic and community-based initiatives. As can be seen in 
the many thoughts people shared about Stuart before his memorial, Program-
matic Perspectives is a fitting site for reflections both on Stuart’s shaping of 
writing programs, writing courses, and writing program administration, and on 
how he enriched the lives of those affiliated with these endeavors. Stuart was 
immersed in the administration and work of writing programs for decades, and 
his influence remains active and engaged in the local and broader community, 
in academic as well as professional values.  

In reviewing comments from Stuart’s family, colleagues, and friends, several 
themes about Stuart emerge, suggesting ways of being in the world that 
helped make Stuart a program director of consequence. First, Stuart possessed 
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a sense of humor, albeit a wry and dry humor, that allowed him to comment 
on the world in unique and memorable ways; second, Stuart was devoted to 
people and communities, academic and personal; and third, Stuart loved learn-
ing and passing on what he learned, which he did both widely and generously. 
To capture all of this requires multiple voices; therefore, multiple reflections are 
shared below in an attempt to highlight his contributions as they relate to us 
and our programs, personally and professionally.

First, Stuart’s humor. Several weeks after taking 
over for Stuart as writing program administrator, I 
sent a warning to the teaching associates about a 
raging person headed their way. I described what 
the student was wearing, described what she was 
saying and doing, and explained that the police 
department wanted to be phoned immediately if 
the student’s rage continued. A few minutes later, a 
3-word email from Stuart arrived in my Inbox: “Hav-
ing fun yet?”  Having been in the position for the 
previous ten years, he knew. At the same time, Stu-
art was the type of professor that students could 

adore even while he pushed them toward their best work. One such graduate 
student made Stuart an ink pad with a stamp that said “So What?” – a question 
Stuart was known to ask when urging students to expand and clarify their work. 
I do not know if Stuart ever used the stamp on students’ papers, but I do know 
that he continued to encourage students to write for true audiences, with real 
purpose, with sincere relevance. Colleagues and others from our field shared the 
following anecdotes about Stuart and his wry humor that surfaced even after his 
diagnosis with terminal cancer:

I last saw Stuart at the 4Cs/ATTW conference in New Orleans a few 
years ago. I had heard how sick he was a few months prior to that and 
certainly didn’t expect to run into him at the conference. When I heard 
a familiar voice say “Hi Julie” at the gate, I was shocked! It was Stuart, 
and . . . he looked really good! After I collected myself and told him 
how sorry I’d been to hear about his health, he shrugged and said, “It 
gets me out of department meetings.” – Julie Dyke Ford

Stuart was a realist who could laugh at himself. When I saw him a few 
years ago at 4Cs in Chicago he had already outlived his doctors’ time-
line. I told him I was happy to see him and in characteristic fashion he 
replied, “I know. I’m supposed to be dead by now.” – Ken Baake

Stuart Brown
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I roomed with Stuart at the AP readings for the last few years and will 
mourn his loss in a very personal way. When I greeted him last sum-
mer, I asked him how he was doing. “I’m dying,” he said, as if it were 
a matter of common conversation. “C’mon now,” I replied, “we’re all 
dying.”  He responded, matter-of-factly, “But I’m dying SOON.” That 
certain knowledge did not crimp his style: energetic, cheerful, witty, 
responsible. Models for living are all about us, but Stuart was that rare 
one, a model for dying. – Ed White

Commitments to people and to communities also marked Stuart’s life. In 
the academic field and “in the field” of our New Mexico communities, Stuart 
was known as a master of “emergency rhetoric.” Beyond his full-time career as 
scholar, instructor, administrator, researcher, and active university committee 
member, Stuart served his own home communities as a volunteer fire fighter, 
an emergency medical technician (EMT), an EMT instructor, and a grant writer 
seeking funding for equipment for fire fighters and others who save lives. I still 
recall his office being filled with many boxes of smoke alarms he had procured 
through a grant for distribution among people who could not afford them.

If asked, he would never admit to the levels of care and concern his ac-
tions revealed. Yet Stuart’s actions spoke.  When I was troubled by a night class 
student’s death, Stuart waited three hours after work to walk with me from the 
classroom to my car—a quiet kindness that teaches softly and by example. 
As to what he claimed—or wouldn’t proclaim—about his level of concern for 
others, the following examples of Stuart’s commitments show he surely did 
not fool anyone. 

I was told by my senior colleagues that I while I was doing excellent 
work as the writing center director, I needed to start working steadily 
on publications.  Shortly after, Stuart asked me to join him and Teresa 
Enos on an updated survey of PhD programs in Rhetoric and Com-
position. I did. Later, he asked me to contribute a chapter to his WPA 
Resource Guide. I did that too. I also began to venture out on my own. 
When I left New Mexico State to move closer to my family in Texas, I 
did so knowing that it was Stuart who had prepared me to do so. 
– Rebecca Jackson

Connected.  Stuart could not go to a conference and actually make it 
to a paper or workshop.  Not because he didn’t want to, or didn’t think 
they were valuable, but because he could not get through the halls 
without getting tied into conversations.  Everybody knew of, knew, 
and wanted to talk with Stuart. – Chris Burnham
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I knew him for twenty years and considered him to be one of the most 
ethical professors on campus. He was never afraid to call out adminis-
trative shenanigans. He stood up for what was right and was a great 
friend. – Kenneth L. Hacker

When we talked last week at his house in Las Cruces, Stuart was still 
talking about projects he had in mind with the doctoral consortium to 
improve the status of our field and our teaching. – Stephen A. Bernhardt

His honesty, dedication, and wry sense of humor helped me make the 
transition from journalism to academia. I could tell he cared deeply 
about the students and department. As I recall, he also did volunteer 
work for the New Mexico rescue squad and approached that work 
with the same sense of service. He loved the mountains and the people 
and pace of life there. – Ken Baake

Stuart was also the epitome of a life-long learner. Besides his passion for 
education and emergency medicine, Stuart was a lover of the beauty of the 
natural world, especially of New Mexico’s rich landscape.  He loved learning 
from neighbors and others ways to improve and apply his carpentry skills and 
reportedly gained much from the dogs and horses he enjoyed raising with 
his wife Leslie. When our university experienced a number of alcohol-related 
deaths, he learned more about the problem and shared information and advice 
with the instructors who most likely interacted with the most students: first-year 
writing instructors. In this and other efforts, he noticed needs, learned about 
them, and addressed them in the best ways his own positioning could allow. 
Others noticed his love for learning and generosity for sharing that learning.

These characteristics come to mind when I think of Stuart: innova-
tive, generous, connected.  Stuart detected opportunities or needs 
while others were simply treading water, or complaining that some-
thing was wrong, that something needed to be done.  How many 
times was he able to bring people together to work on projects not 
previously imagined? Many of his projects were dedicated or “special 
editions.” He wrote on “Green Culture” when it was still a seedling.  
And all his rhetoric was “New Rhetoric.”   And to students his gener-
osity was legend.  How many did he invite to participate in projects 
that subsequently became their first co-authored publication?  
– Chris Burnham
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Stuart seemed like a person who didn’t want to be confined by one 
particular role or even discipline. His educational background reflects 
that of course, but I was struck by it repeatedly in conversations I 
had with him. I will never forget when I saw him while he was on his 
sabbatical and asked him how he was spending his time. He prob-
ably glossed over whatever brilliant book project he was working on 
to excitedly tell me “Tomorrow my neighbor is going to show me how 
to use dynamite!!!” I loved that he would share this detail and be so 
unabashedly excited about it. – Julie Dyke Ford

Our community has lost a great person and a top-notch educator. 
Saw him about a month ago at the DACC parking lot . . . returning 
from a class (Fire) that he was taking.  He was a fighter. – Hiranya S. 
Roychowdhury

It is quite unusual to hear an engineer say that one of the most influ-
ential people in her life was an English Professor. But that’s how I felt 
about Stuart.  It is equally unusual to see a Business Administration 
and Economics PhD transcript with a minor area in Rhetoric.  I have 
Stuart to thank for that (as well as the years of explaining exactly how 
this happened.) . . . [My vitae] is peppered with seemingly out of place 
publications with Stuart, as well as research that brought us to the 
most remote corners of the Navajo Reservation and from there, to the 
inner sanctums of the National Laboratories. – Linda A. Riley

[A week before his death], We reminisced about projects we had done 
together--and he spoke with a clear sense of the work remaining. 
– Stephen A. Bernhardt

There is indeed much work remaining. In the final note from the Rhetoric of 
Healthcare collection, Stuart and co-editor Barbara Heifferon wrote about roles 
for rhetoricians in the health professions, suggesting a model for our studies 
across multiple disciplines: “Health care rhetoricians are positioned to make sig-
nificant contributions both within and outside of the academy. Such engaged 
scholarship aimed at this specific locus not only contributes to the rhetoric of 
science, but revitalizes the study of rhetoric, especially as a situated practice. To 
come full circle and use those analyses to reconstruct the rhetoric of health care 
from scientistic to a more humanistic and ethical one is the ultimate goal” (12).  

With this as one of his many goals, it is easy to see why our writing program 
has dedicated our custom text, the Paideia, to its founder Stuart Brown. It was 
Stuart who brought the concept of “paideia” to the forefront of our writing pro-
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grams. As Stuart used it, the term encompassed the education of citizens not so 
much with an eye to learning tools of a trade or career but instead with an aim 
to prepare people to be ethical citizens, to act justly, to make decisions through 
informed analysis, and to consider the communities in which they live. On his 
department website, Stuart posted the following:  “Since discovering the study 
of rhetoric in my first year teaching composition at the University of Arizona, 
I’ve wanted a business card that reads “’Have Rhetoric, Will Travel.’” Fortunately 
for us, Stuart did indeed do just that.

Stuart Brown
Stephen A. Bernhardt 
University of Delaware

After completing his MFA and PhD at the University of Arizona, Stuart 
Brown spent his career at New Mexico State University in the English 
Department, teaching, researching, and administering writing pro-

grams for 20 years. I was fortunate to spend 11 of those years with him as a 
colleague, collaborator, and friend. Stuart was a fine, generous, gracious person. 
I miss him, and the field of composition will continue to miss him.

In his scholarship, Stuart, was above all, an editor, someone able to develop 
ideas for essay collections and coordinate the work of multiple authors to cre-
ate volumes with solid integrity and value. I tried co-editing one such collection 
and found it such a headache that I vowed never again, but Stuart was good at 
it and our field is richer for his work. Stuart found ways to work with co-editors 
and sustain relationships that were important to him across his career, often 
with people he learned from and worked with at Arizona including Duane 
Roen, Theresa Enos, Tom Miller, Barbara Heifferon, and Shane Borrowman. 
The familiar titles of his co-edited collections have high resonance in our field: 
Professing the New Rhetorics, Defining the New Rhetorics, Green Culture, A Writing 
Program Administrator’s Sourcebook, Living Rhetoric and Composition, the Writer’s 
Toolbox, The Rhetoric of Healthcare, Renewing Rhetoric’s Relation to Composition. 
Stuart never tired of editing: of working with writers, coaching others through 
his editorial skills, and nurturing relationships with publishers. That was his 
special gift as a scholar.

Many of Stuart’s articles and book chapters focused either on environmen-
tal rhetoric or, importantly, on our field and the ways we teach and administer 

Programmatic Perspectives, 2(2), September 2010: 199–201. Contact author: 
‹sab@udel.edu›.
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writing programs. Stuart had a highly attuned sense of professional ethics. He 
worked to bring respect to the teaching of writing, to see that programs were ad-
ministered with integrity and that instructors were well prepared, compensated, 
and respected for the hard work they do. At NMSU, Stuart labored without pause 
to create a strong writing program that was responsive to interdisciplinary needs, 
valued within the department, and professionally conducted in all respects. He 
was a fierce advocate for the interests of graduate teaching assistants, and a sym-
pathetic and supportive administrator who believed in treating all instructors 
fairly, whether they were full time or part time, continuing or temporary.

Stuart lived a life of service, enacted particularly in the ways he helped 
students be successful. He involved them in his work, created apprenticeships, 
and helped them develop their teaching and scholarship. He took the lead in 
consolidating information about graduate programs in rhetoric and compo-
sition, so students could choose wisely and so that the field would have an 
accurate understanding of the range and growth of our programs. He was a 
leader in the Consortium of Doctoral Programs, where work continues to gain 
appropriate recognition for composition and rhetoric programs and to coor-
dinate the work we do across many campuses. Stuart was infamous at NMSU 
for his dark vision of the field of English studies, and he was always honest with 
PhD students about what he often saw as dim prospects for good tenure-track 
placements. He worried about the job market and overproduction of PhDs. 
But he never quit working on behalf of students, using his network of professional 
connections, encouraging their professional development, and working closely with 
them throughout their job searches.

Over several years, Stuart and I worked together on economic develop-
ment projects in Arizona and northern New Mexico, forming teams with 
business and engineering professors to consult with pueblos and tribes. We 
spent long hours traveling, analyzing, meeting, writing, presenting, and report-
ing. He always had a slightly wry, ironic take on life. He could always see that 
people and goals and realities were slightly out of kilter. Life’s ironies were a 
source of continual amusement to Stuart, and a slight smile typically played at 
the corners of his mouth.  He was great company, a wonderful companion for 
rambling conversations down long highways with distant horizons.

To Stuart, it was all rhetoric, and he never tired of saying so. He didn’t just 
mean argument, though he knew how deeply argument penetrates discourse. 
He meant rhetoric more inclusively, as the key to motives, to action, to ethical 
activity, to the constuction of identity and community. His wry, ironic detach-
ment was probably a reflection of his rhetorical take on life, on people, and on 
events; he enjoyed watching conflicts unfold and analyzing the play of motives, 
strategies, and outcomes.
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I was lucky to sit with Stuart a week before he died last spring. He was 
weak, enervated by the lung cancer that was claiming its due. But we laughed 
about recent events, and we enjoyed reminiscing about people and projects 
we had been involved with together. He told me of projects he was working on, 
of new initiatives on behalf of the Consortium, of ideas he had for new courses. 
He talked about our field, about rhetoric and composition, and he did so with 
relish, with a glint in his eye and a continuing sense of passion and commit-
ment. 
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Graduate students struggling to understand points of distinction be-
tween Vygotsky’s Hegelian synthesis and Latour’s Deleuzean ontol-
ogy will find Clay Spinuzzi’s 2008 book Network: Theorizing Knowledge 

Work in Telecommunications very useful. Administrators of undergraduate and 
graduate technical communication programs may find Network equally useful, 
and not just for pedagogical reasons. Network applies theory to concrete situa-
tions of organizational growth that administrators can extrapolate to changing 
dynamics in their department, college, or university. In Network, Spinuzzi casts 
everyday situations in actor-network (ANT) and activity theory (AT) frames, 
shifting between the two with the skilled hand of an activity theorist comfort-
ably steeped in Latourean ontology. Spinuzzi’s book is not a serious ANT or AT 
investigation of the telecom industry, but its strengths are patent: readers seek-
ing an introduction to AT or ANT, a thorough discussion of the philosophical 
underpinning of each theory, an informative cross-comparison of the theories, 
or a thoughtful application of each theory to a historical narrative will relish 
Spinuzzi’s work.

Network depicts a telecom company rounding the technoindustrial apex 
of the 20th century. Telecorp (Spinuzzi’s pseudonym for a Texas telecommunica-
tions company) is expanding faster than its infrastructure can handle. Legisla-
tive changes in the mid-1990s have provided it with access to its competitor’s 
physical network. Emerging internet and voice technologies are expanding its 

Programmatic Perspectives, 2(2), September 2010: 202–205. Contact author: 
‹jprenosi@purdue.edu›. 
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business and private customer base, and the resulting growth has increased 
employee turnover as departments are created, expanded, and integrated. 
Because it leases network space from its larger competitor—BigTel—Telecorp 
shares information with a company it also vies against for customers. Expan-
sion and an elaborately structured telecom industry force Telecorp to amass its 
employees at the border of interaction with its public and competitors. Telecorp 
is unable to form a “black box,” a coherent and contained mechanism that oper-
ates behind the curtain of industry (pp. 52–53). 

Program administrators who read Network will likely recognize similari-
ties between Spinuzzi’s Telecorp and contemporary local/regional learning 
institutions. Schools that once (and perhaps still) compete for students now 
share facilities, instructors, and courses to cut costs. Meanwhile, a “battered” US 
workforce is flocking to local schools in order to update skills and credentials. 
Undergraduatess are staying in school longer to avoid job hunting, expanding 
the market for practical MA and MS programs. Spinuzzi never directly compares 
telecom and technical communication administration, but the dynamics that 
he describes present a familiar paradigm for administrators, instructors and 
students. Telecorp’s workers, “find themselves in a constant state of ‘metastabil-
ity’… characterized by constant forging and testing of relationships” (p. 174). 
Workers must constantly update outmoded skills and associations to stay 
relevant to a rapidly-changing workplace. 

Administrators at growing institutions may also recognize Spinuzzi’s “four 
disruptions,” the four characteristic conflicts that erupt in the wake of the rapidly 
expanding organization. At Telecorp, sales and customer service represen-
tatives quibble over mundane responsibilities. Sales and credit argue over 
whether a client is trustworthy. A manager threatens to sanction employees 
if they ignore a computer-based genre, and two departments use the same 
terms for different entities. Spinuzzi establishes these four disruptions early in 
the book as foils for theory discussion. He winds the theoretical threads of his 
project—Vygotsky, Engeström, Latour, and Bahktin—around the four conflicts, 
introducing the basic disagreements between AT and ANT as apologetics for 
their respective emphases. Spinuzzi juxtaposes the human-nonhuman sym-
metry of ANT with the remnant humanism of AT as he sets the scene for finer 
delineations of the two theories.

In Chapter 3, Spinuzzi develops the ‘God terms’ of his comparison in the 
most pedagogically friendly section of the book. Activity theorists, he argues, 
tend to view actions as weaves, movements of atomistic humans gaining 
competency. Weaves are based in conflict and subsequent, irreversible evolu-
tion that resolves the conflict. For activity theorists, “development precedes and 
underpins political-rhetorical interests” (p. 67). Splicing, the operative metaphor 
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for ANT, organizes phenomena in alliances of humans and nonhumans that 
continually form and end. For actor-network theorists, Spinuzzi posits, “political-
rhetorical interests precede and underpin development” (67). Actor-network 
theory explains power relations as a consequence of a system while activity 
theory explains the system as an exercise of human power. 

Telecom technology, Spinuzzi contends, creates a spliced environment. In 
that environment, “organizational, spatial, and temporal boundaries become 
less important than… fluctuating networked connections” (p. 144). At Telecorp, 
the seemingly simple act of ordering phone service creates a gamut of genre 
transactions that workers and technology perform in dizzying dispersals of 
customer information. Spinuzzi retraces familiar ground here, demonstrating 
the circulation of genres in organizations. He adeptly follows multiple genre 
substitutions as workers and machines exchange artifacts for operational reso-
lution, adapting language practices in a rhetorical jungle. Spinuzzi shows that 
networks do not necessarily “develop;” they simply form and reform. Relations 
in the Telecorp network are always contingent and transformative. 

Nonetheless, Spinuzzi posits that individual humans do gain skills and 
exercise agency. In Chapter 6, workers in a shifting environment use a variety of 
mediational tools to adapt to local circumstances. Spinuzzi describes the ways 
that employees use workplace lore, existing genres, and keen observations 
to acquire new skills. According to Spinuzzi, these skills are “supported almost 
wholly by informal, contingent ways of learning” (p. 189). Employees at Telecorp 
move across multiple departments and workgroups through self-training. 
Though Spinuzzi’s Telecorp is disorganized, workers make integral connections 
that allow the company to continue its knowledge work. 

The most profound administrative implications of Network come in the 
final chapters of the book. Where industries are changing, Spinuzzi argues, the 
most important skills a worker can possess are not those that allow them to 
start performing a job immediately, but those that allow them to learn genres 
and praxes in novel circumstances (p. 202). Spinuzzi’s conclusions imply pro-
vocative programmatic changes: We should structure technical communication 
programs not to teach skills that students can plug into a priori job roles. Rather, 
we should teach students methodologies that prepare them to learn how asso-
ciations and genres work at specific sites. Indeed, Spinuzzi argues, “Net workers 
need to become strong rhetors…they must persuade locals to show them the 
hidden passes that allow them to accomplish their work” (p. 201). Students 
above all need to learn how they learn, how to teach themselves, and how to 
learn from and cooperate effectively with others. 

Spinuzzi builds an important narrative that may illuminate the dynamics 
in changing tech comm. programs and learning institutions. Further, Spinuzzi 
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explains the applicability of ANT and AT as he gently goads activity theory into 
developing more a comprehensive account of emergent phenomena. Spinuzzi 
repeatedly acknowledges that ANT and AT are productive for different purpos-
es, and he grounds the discussion of those purposes in each theory’s historical 
ecology. Spinuzzi’s cross-comparison of AT and ANT is as helpful for its theoreti-
cal exploration as for its practical descriptions of organizational transformation. 
His book serves as a gateway to understand complicated theories and work 
structures as the “black box” of a once cohesive telecom organization opens for 
change.

Author information
Joshua Prenosil is a PhD candidate in Rhetoric and Composition at Purdue University, 
where he is writing his dissertation on the rhetoric and technology of social move-
ments. Joshua is the co-founder and general editor of Present Tense: A Journal of Rhetoric 
in Society (‹http://www.presenttensejournal.org›). He recently published an article, “The 
Children of Aramis,” in the Journal of Technical Writing and Communication with Michael 
Salvo and Ehren Pflugfelder. His academic interests include public rhetoric, professional 
writing, actor-network theory, and speculative realism.
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It’s Time To Renew Your CPTSC 
Membership for 2010–11

To All Members,

Your $20 Membership Fee for 2010–11 is Due by 
September 30.

Membership renewals for the 2010–2011 dues year, which runs from October 
1, 2010 to September 30, 2011, are now due.  Please take a moment to read the 
information below and submit your dues and updated contact information by 
the end of September to maintain your membership. 

Who Needs to Renew: All Current & Past Members

What Are the Options for Paying:

Option #1. Payment as part of conference registration: 
If you are attending the 2010 CPTSC meeting in Boise, your registration 
fee for the meeting includes and will cover your individual annual dues of 
$20 for 2010–11, so you need not pay dues separately. Please note that all 
conference attendees must be current CPTSC members.

Option #2.  Direct Payment:  
If you are NOT attending the 2010 CPTSC meeting, please go to the CPTSC 
website and download, print, and complete the “Membership Application 
& Dues Renewal Form.” Send the form, along with your check for $20 made 
out to CPTSC, to CPTSC Treasurer, Karen Schnakenberg, at the address listed 
below.

What if I’ve Paid Dues Within the Last Six Months?
Dues paid between January and July 2010 were credited to the 2009-10 dues 
year, so even members who have paid dues relatively recently still need to 
renew now for the 2010-10 membership year. Be sure that the address includes 
“Department of English” so that the letter is properly routed.
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What are the Benefits of Membership?
Membership in CPTSC provides full access to the CPTSC website and our new 
online journal, Programmatic Perspectives; qualifies individual members to ap-
ply for CPTSC research grants; and supports the organization’s work in program 
development, research support, and assessment. Both individual and insti-
tutional members are welcome, and individual members are encouraged to 
suggest that their departments become institutional members.

How Can my Department Become an Institutional Member?
When you renew your own membership you might also consider asking your 
department to join CPTSC as an institutional member. Institutional member-
ships are $100 per year and help to support our research grants and confer-
ence fees for graduate students volunteering at the annual meeting as well as 
CPTSC programming and assessment activities. An Institutional Membership 
Form is also available on the CPTSC website.

If you’re unsure of your membership status, please contact

Karen Schnakenberg
CPTSC Treasurer

Department of English
Carnegie Mellon University
5000 Forbes Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15213
‹krs@cmu.edu›
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Call for Papers 
Special Issue of Computers and Composition

New Literacy Narratives: Stories about Reading and  
Writing in a Digital Age
Guest editors:  Sally Chandler and John Scenters-Zapico

From their inception, literacy narratives have provided powerful means for 
documenting the complex, social and material interactions that orchestrate 
both who we are as writers and the world where we write.  Literacy narratives 
created through interviews have supported landmark studies of reading and 
writing in the culture at large, within particular identity groups, and in as-
sociation with changing technologies (Brandt, 2001, 2009; Selfe & Hawisher, 
2004; Sohn, 2006; Young, 2004 ); reflective, analytic narratives composed in the 
classroom have played an important role in helping students become bet-
ter writers and in training future teachers (Corkery, 2005; McVee, 2004; Rabin, 
2008). It is no surprise that digital technologies are changing not only the 
content of subjects’ stories about reading and writing, but also the forms these 
stories can take.

In today’s world, new literacy narratives – detailed reflective stories about 
reading, writing, and communication technologies - exist not only as alphabetic 
texts but as videos, digital stories, mash-ups, and animations.  The creation of 
the Digital Archive of Literacy Narratives (‹http://daln.osu.edu/›) and tools for 
accessing, searching and categorizing these new narratives  offer exciting new 
opportunities for scholarly work.  New literacy narratives demand new defini-
tions for “reading and writing”; new methods for creating, archiving, and study-
ing stories about literacies; and new pedagogical theory and practice to realize 
the opportunities they present in the classroom. 

In this special issue, we invite contributors to share theories, experiences, 
and news  about  their work with new literacy narratives - within research proj-
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ects and in the classroom.  We are particularly interested in essays that identify 
questions, pose theory, and/or offer reflections relevant to:

•	 how new communication technologies are re-defining what 
counts as a literacy narrative 

•	 the potential value and use of emerging practices for composing, 
representing, analyzing, archiving, or disseminating new literacy 
narratives

•	 explorations of pedagogies and projects associated with new 
literacy narratives in the classroom

•	 the changing ethics of literacy narratives gone digital – in the 
classroom and in the archive

•	 studies of new literacy narratives outside of the classroom in 
understudied niche ecologies

•	 new literacy narratives created by individuals from different 
generations

•	 the consequences of accessibility to technologies necessary to 
create new literacy narratives

•	 the role of new literacy sponsors—from within educational walls 
and outside them

•	 new literacy narratives and experiences in the workplace

Guest editors invite proposals that explore these and other questions sur-
rounding the use of new literacy narratives in teaching and research.  Proposals 
should be one page, single-spaced (approximately 500 words) with a separate 
page for references.  

Deadline for proposals is March 1, 2011. Authors will be notified of acceptance 
by May 1, 2011; complete manuscripts will be due September 1, 2011.  Send 
proposals by email to Sally Chandler at ‹schandle@kean.edu› or John Scenters-
Zapico at ‹jscenters@utep.edu›.  Queries are welcome.  
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Call for Papers 
Special Issue of Rhetoric, Professional Communication 
and Globalization

Navigating the Global Training Terrain: New Literacies, 
Competencies, and Practices
Guest editors:  Pam Brewer, Jim Melton, and Joo-Seng Tan

The twenty-first century has been characterized by rapid transformation—
technological, social, cultural, environmental, economic, and scientific.  In 
this changing milieu, organizations and individuals must continually acquire 
new knowledge and abilities or be left behind.  Influential entities such as the 
United Nations strongly advocate the pursuit of lifelong learning for individu-
als, while leading companies, government agencies, and non-governmental 
organizations seek to become what scholars such as Peter Senge have called 
“learning organizations” that can transform themselves through the learning 
of their members at all levels.   

Training, or the structured development of skills, competencies, and up-
to-date knowledge, is an increasingly important element in these pursuits. The 
shape of training may vary—formal or informal, face-to-face or technologically 
mediated, short-term or long-term—but the end purpose is always the same: 
to facilitate learning by individuals or groups, usually with the larger purpose of 
enhancing organizational quality.  

Training is vital to the success of globally connected organizations and 
individuals, but success requires the trainers’ effective bridging of linguistic, cul-
tural, and social distances.  Only teams and individuals with facility in navigating 
diverse languages, cultures, technologies, educational practices, and rhetorical 
traditions will be able to successfully provide training to global audiences.  

Professional communicators, whose discipline claims expertise in several 
areas relevant to training—including oral, written, and visual rhetoric, usability, 
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information architecture, electronic collaboration, intercultural communication, 
and collaboration with translators—are well positioned to contribute to global 
training efforts or take on the role of trainers themselves.  Yet, despite these 
advantages, the pool of research on training in global audiences is limited, 
especially within the field of professional communication.   

This special issue of the Journal of Rhetoric, Professional Communication, 
and Globalization seeks to address this need by providing a space for scholarly 
research and best practices on the topic of global, organizational training.  
The issue, entitled Navigating the Global Training Terrain: New Literacies, 
Competencies, and Practices will focus on training in global contexts from the 
perspective of both those who train and those who learn, including current 
research and best practices.  The special issue will also cast an eye toward orga-
nizational training as it is evolving towards the future.  

Submissions
The editors of the special issue welcome submissions from a variety of perspec-
tives including business, science, humanitarian practice, health, social advocacy, 
education, and government. 

Possible topics pertaining to the theory, teaching, and practice of training 
in global contexts include the following, among others: 

•	 Intercultural considerations in the design and delivery of training
•	 Training and the social web
•	 Cultural intelligence for trainers and training audiences
•	 Language use and translation in training contexts
•	 Meta-communication and training
•	 Communities of practice
•	 Legal issues in global training
•	 Economic aspects of global training
•	 Assessment of global training
•	 Training from a distance

Proposals (up to 500 words) for research papers, short best practices pieces*, 
and tutorials are due by October 10th, 2010.  Review criteria can be found on 
the Journal’s website at ‹www.rpcg.org›.  Proposals should be sent as an email 
attachment to one of the guest editors of the special issue:

Pam Brewer, Appalachian State University: ‹brewerpe@appstate.edu›

Jim Melton, Central Michigan University: ‹james.melton@cmich.edu›

Joo-Seng Tan, Nanyang Technological University: ‹ajstan@ntu.edu.sg›
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*We strongly encourage practitioners to submit best practices pieces on any of 
the topics identified in this CFP or on related topics.  Best practices describe the 
training strategies, approaches, or methods that work in a particular situation 
or environment.  What has worked and why?  What has not worked so well, and 
what could work better?  Authors may use the following optional framework 
for best practices pieces:  title, description, methods used, results, technologies 
used, and lessons learned.  While the proposal and review process is the same 
for research papers, tutorials, and best practices pieces, final manuscripts for 
best practices should be shorter:  approximately 1000 to 3000 words in length.  

About the Journal 
The Journal of Rhetoric, Professional Communication, and Globalization publishes 
articles on the theory, practice, and teaching of technical and professional 
communication in critical global and intercultural contexts such as busi-
ness, manufacturing, environment, information technology, and others.  As a 
global initiative, the Journal welcomes manuscripts with diverse approaches 
and contexts of research, but manuscripts are to be submitted in English and 
grounded in relevant theory and appropriate research methods. The Journal 
is peer reviewed with an editorial board consisting of experienced researchers 
and practitioners from over 20 countries.  

The Journal is free or “open access,” using PKP open source software and 
housed at East Carolina University.  The first edition is planned for September 
2010, and it will be published thereafter on a quarterly basis.  For more informa-
tion, see ‹www.rpcg.org›.
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CPTSC Award for Excellence in 
Program Assessment

We are delighted to announce the 2010 Award for Excellence in Program As-
sessment recipients:  Margaret Hundleby and Jo Allen, editors of Baywood’s 
Assessment in Technical Communication. I want to thank Kathy Northcut and 
Bill Williamson for excellent and fast turnaround of reviews—three of the four 
assessment committee members were contributors to the volume and thereby 
unable to review.

On behalf of the Commitee,

Nancy Coppolla

 


