NEW DIRECTIONS FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING

Strengthening Programs
for Writing Across
the Curriculum

Susan H. McLeod, Editor






























































































24

Linked Courses. A umber of community colleges offer linked or
team-taught subject- om esition courses to address the twe-year ¢ rricu-
lar limitation. Among the e colleges are Richland College and Houston

mmunity College in Texas, Fullerton College in California, Johnson
County Community College in Kansa , Bucks County Community Col-
lege in Pennsylvania, Monroe Community Cellege in ew York, and
Harford and Prince Georges community colleges in Maryland. At Prince
Georges, paired sections of Psychology 101 with English 101 and of His-
tory 101 with English 101 are offered. Students enroll in both classes, and
assignments in the English composition course are directly connected
with the psychology or history ourse. The instructors each receive three
hours of released time during the planning semester to develop their
team approach.

The Technical and Vocational Curriculum

Many community college faculty seem to believe that technical and
vocational courses are not compatible with writing. In the survey, 154
respondents checked “curricula in which writing is not usually assigned”’
as an impediment to WAC on their campuses. Again and again, com-
ments such as these appeared: “Community college vocational program
have few academic courses in their urricula and little oppertunity for
writing in vocational courses,” and “WAC seems le s adaptable to
technologies.”

These responses reflect a misunderstanding of major WAC principles,
especially the cencept of writing as an instrument of learning in any
subject. They also indicate the persistence of the assumption that tradi-
tional assignments, such as the research paper, are the only way to put
writing into a course. In addition, these comment eem to deny the
importance of writing in many ef the careers for which community col-
lege students are being educated.

WAC advocates believe that career cour es can (and sheuld) prepare
graduates for on-the-job writing. Cosgrove (1986) netes that community
cellege graduates perform a variety of writing tasks and that they find
“two-year college courses in their major to be the most helpful to present
work-related writing, * with “English courses most helpful to academic
and domestic writing” (p. iii). WAC programs can erve the technical
and vocational curricula integral to community colleges by emphasizing
writing to learn and writing that is likely to help graduates become
promotable employees.

For example, one of the country’s strongest WAC programs deals
directly with technical classes. This program, Writing and Reading in
the Technologies (WRIT), is at Queensborough Community College
(QCC) in  ew York. WRIT has now expanded inio the liberal arts at
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points out, writing is the technology of the intellect. Although Englt h
departments certainly don’t own writing by default and lack of interest
elsewhere they do currently monopolize the pedagogical tools for coach-
ing the writing proces in general and for sensitizing students to the
available choices in prose with such discipline-specific explanatory cate-
gories of their own a diction, yntax, imagery, voice, and documentation
styles.

Team Teaching or Adjunct Courses. A h brid arran ement has been

tried at a few re earch universities—for iversity of Wash-
ington and the niv "~ of Cullen, 1985)—
butiti con iderably more ex dva tages, how-
ever, of providinga ~ instructor is that
it automatically a per onal con-
ultant on how t at further course
objectives, for pr nerally will not

attend workshops
e e e e e e e is till out on the proper
1€ blwungmnlmllim program within a university
(Blair, 1988; mith, 1988). One recent study (White, 1987) suggests that
“campu leadership and demonstrated expertness in composition” by a
trong Engli h department i related more closely to improved tudent
writing than i responsibility diffu ed through departments (p. 2). But
“campu leader hip” I predicated on trong institutional support for a
vital, well-funded, and conspicuous department or program such as the
support for the writing program at Washington tate niverstty. More-
over, ‘‘demonstrated expertness in composition’ require an unusual—
and often expensive—writing faculty, one with an ethnographic interest
in the writing done in departments other than English or with profes-
sional experience (degrees and qualifications) other than that received by
traditionally trained English department professor

Pressures on Faculty

The profe ional lives of faculty at a research university are governed
by the need 10 publi h their research and by opportunities to augment
their incomes, prestige, and influence through off-campus con ulting.
They are ought out for their specialized knowledge, and they fly around
the country, if not the globe, to solve problems. Thi ituation influence
WAC in four ways, illuminating one problem, twe potential advantages,
and one rather subtle and ophisticated implication about epistemology.

The Problem. Many re earch university faculty find any notion of
WAC threatening. They are preoccupied with having enough time for
their re earch and their need to publish it for tenure or promotion and
with a corresponding sense of obligation to their subject. Faculty at all
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From the Editor’s Notes

Much has happened in the writing across the curriculum
(WAC) movement since the publication of C. W. Griffin’s
Teaching Writing in All Disciplines just six years ago.

A recent survey, the results of which are given in the
appendix of this sourcebook, shows that, of those
institutions responding, half had brand-new WAC programs
and half had programs that had been in existence for three
years or more—long enough to be considered “second-
stage” programs. Such programs show the continuing
success of using writing in all disciplines, but they also
mean new challenges for the directors and administrators
of these programs. The chapters in this volume of New
Directions for Teaching and Learning deal with the most
common problems faced by directors of maturing WAC
programs.

JOSSEY-BASS





