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concerns at the level of individual faculty rather than macro level concerns such

as naming the relationship of WAC with upper administration on campuses.
Over two decades later, Cox, Galin, and Melzer (2018) add that little has changed,
and WAC has continued to focus on adapting composition theories to the needs
of individual contexts. WAC is often seen as a pedagogical approach that can be
adapted to each campus and able to work with writing in any course (Russell, 2002;
Zawacki & Rogers, 2012). Much of WAC work (including the work I have done in
WAC) aims toward affecting already interested faculty to make a small change to one
or two of their courses they will teach in the immediate future.

Yet, when I think about WAC, I am inspired to think big. As I am sure others
have, when I hear “Writing Across the Curriculum” I imagine effective writing peda-
gogy spreading across the entire campus, and the impact that would have both on
campus and in wider communities as students graduate. I see this idea of “writing”
as being a gateway for all communication practices, effective teaching practices, and
even greater inclusivity and access, not just the named writing skills taught in a single
lesson. I hope to both assist students from all backgrounds in gaining access into
disciplinary communities while also helping those communities alter their discourses
and practices to reflect the diversity of their community. While these are extremely
lofty ideals, I remain hopeful that WAC has the power to enact macro level change
toward linguistic justice on campuses.

Though current WAC scholarship has the building blocks to help us get here,
I aim in this article to name a central theoretical framing for how we could reach
these lofty goals. Much of WAC scholarship focuses on adapting composition theo-
ries for curriculum across the campus, such as writing to learn, the writing process,
genre theory, and grading and feedback practices (Carter, et al., 2007; Russell, 2002;
Zawacki & Rogers, 2012). This type of scholarship can lead to great micro level
change, helping to affect change on the level of individual faculty members’ teach-

In 1996, Walvoord suggested that WAC scholarship had focused on micro level

ing practices such as assignments or assessment. However, it does not theorize the
administration of WAC and thus does not help WAC administrators move toward
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macro level change, or affect the way the institution fundamentally views and teaches
writing (Cox et al., 2018). To make macro level change, we need a theoretical fram-
ing that names the ideological shift we hope to enact and how we can enact this
change across the entire campus in a sustainable manner. Naming our goals toward
an inclusive, linguistic justice informed practice should be central to what it means to
do WAC so that it becomes truly fundamental in everything we do.

As I am working toward this theoretical frame in this article, I have decided to
organize everything around the what, the how, and the why questions of WAC. Most
broadly: What is WAC? How do we do the work of WAC? Finally, why do we do
the work of WAC? I argue that scholarship has explored the what questions as we
have been defining the movement, and the how questions as we have been doing our
work, but often leaves the why questions out of our work entirely, almost as if why
answers are assumed in the what and how.

In order to develop the theory that I am looking for of WAC, I will build this
up in the other direction, starting by answering why we do WAC and then going to
how and ending with a new definition of what WAC is under this framing. My lofty
goals for WAC include affecting language ideologies across campus to work toward
access and inclusivity. By starting from a stronger why statement that names this as
the central mission for WAC, this will help name how to do the work and what our
work in WAC even is, and thus guide the decisions I make as a WAC administrator.

Theory of WAC

I am by no means the first person to call for a theory of WAC. Walvoord (1996)
noted this lack of theory 25 years ago, and so she used social movement theory to
analyze the ways WAC has responded to a wide range of challenges. Walvoord argued
that much of the work WAC administrators do functions on the micro level, activi-
ties such as workshops that work toward changing individual faculty, but that little
work is done at the macro level to create more systemic change, through activities
such as defining WACs relationship with institutional administration. She concludes
with the argument that WAC has power as a movement and that WAC must mature
as an organization.

Cox et al. (2018) point to Walvoord’s piece to show how the WAC movement is
still functioning the same ways over 20 years later. They argue that WAC literature
focuses not on the macro level discussions of the complexity of higher education,
but on writing pedagogies applied through WAC work on the micro level. In their
book, Sustainable WAC, Cox et al. develop a theoretical framework that can help
explain the structure of WAC programs and the moves that WAC administrators
make to develop and sustain programs on various campuses. Their framework then
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aims to provide a comprehensive theoretical framework, methodology, and strategies
for WAC administrators to develop, revitalize, and sustain WAC programs.

While the WAC movement has been celebrated for being flexible and adapting
to each campus, these calls for sustainability and theoretical framing are requests for
structure within the flexibility. WAC is easily adaptable because it is something that
can be layered upon existing structures. If we are hoping to enact macro change,
we need to rethink how WAC can be adaptable to various contexts but also call
for greater change within the institution while doing so. While theoretical framings
from existing scholarship (Cox et al., 2018; McLeod et al., 2001; Tarabochia, 2017;
Walvoord, 1996) move us toward describing the work of a WAC administrator, I am
left without a full understanding about why we do the work of WAC, especially in
a description that somehow addresses the assimilationist critiques of WAC. Naming
access and inclusivity as central to why we do WAC can give us this central goal that,
while still adapting to different contexts, will name what macro change we are hop-
ing for as we integrate WAC more fully onto our campuses.

Why WAC

The easy answer for why we teach writing across the curriculum is simply so that
students learn through the act of writing and learn to write in their disciplines, essen-
tially write-to-learn and learn-to-write, core fundamental ideas to the WAC move-
ment (see Carter et al., 2007; McLeod et al., 2001; Russell, 2002). However, this
is still missing why writing is essential for all students, or why we focus on writing
specifically as the skill that needs to be developed and why this benefits our students.

It is logical to start to look for this why in the foundation of the WAC move-
ment. As we have probably all read, much of all composition studies has a history of
being started out of concerns for falling literacy rates of college students, coinciding
with increased admission of students from a greater variety of social classes and back-
grounds (Russell, 2002). The WAC movement can be traced to a specific moment of
increased literacy concerns in the 1970s, where open admissions and racial integra-
tion led to more students from marginalized backgrounds attending college than in
previous decades (Russell, 2002). Walvoord (2000) describes the beginning of the
WAC program on her campus, “We started, as many such groups still do, with a con-
cern that our students could not write papers that met our expectations for thought,
organization, or mechanics” (p. 13). While each program has a unique reason for
beginning, it seems to be a pattern that WAC programs start as a response to some
sense of a lack of ability in students’ language skills as campuses continue to increase
in student body and diversity.

As scholars have begun to question the nature of why we are doing WAC work,
many explore whether our work is more assimilationist versus truly inclusive. The
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WAC movement has “been critiqued for its tendency to standardize, accommodate,
and lose critical reflexivity” (Geller 2011, drawing from Kells, 2007; LeCourt, 1996;
Mahala, 1991; Schroeder, Fox, Bizzell, 2002; Villanueva, 2001). LeCourt (1996)
argued for a third stage of WAC in which we would remedy the problems of assimi-
lating students into existing standards and thus silencing their differences. She argues
that the focus on learning content through writing and learning to write through
disciplinary conventions are ways to enculturate students into the existing linguistic
conventions across the curriculum. She adds that students are often eager for accep-
tance and validation in their chosen fields and thus will internalize the ways of think-
ing of that discipline rather than draw from the ways of thinking they already possess.

However, twenty-eight years later, scholars continue to call for similar transfor-
mations to occur. As scholars like Hebbard and Herndndez (2020) and Green and
Condon (2020) argue, we are still in the early stages of developing ways for students
from diverse linguistic backgrounds to use their full linguistic resources effectively
and productively in courses across the curriculum.

In summary, the traditional answer to why we do WAC is assumed in the descrip-
tion of what it is, we do WAC so students learn about writing. When further ques-
tions are raised about why WAC is done, we are then led to these questions of whether
traditional models of WAC are assimilationist in nature. Scholars are critiquing why
we should do WAC if all it does is assimilate students into the existing discourses and
structures of the disciplines rather than allowing students to use their full linguistic
repertoires and ways of knowing. As a response to these critiques, I offer linguistic
justice as an answer for why we do WAC.

Offering Linguistic Justice as Why for WAC

To fully explore a theoretical framing for WAC that is not assimilationist in nature,
I turn to the ideology of linguistic justice, as have many others in composition stud-
ies (see Baker-Bell, 2020; Frost et al., 2020; Perryman-Clark, 2021; Schreiber, et
al., 2022). This body of scholarship asks us to move beyond multilingual disposi-
tions toward language where we still teach toward one assumed norm that is deemed
higher in societal value (Horner et al., 2011). Instead, the call is to move toward a
translingual disposition toward language in which multilingualism is considered the
norm and all communication is deemed an act of translation (Canagarajah, 2013;
Flores & Rosa, 2015; Horner et al., 2011).

This translingual disposition toward language informs the ideology of linguistic
justice. Mihut (2022) posits that linguistic justice both “exposes monolingual stan-
dards” and “actively integrates cross-cultural rhetorics and translingual writing in the
classroom” because both a “critique of monolingualism and integration of plurilin-
gual practices and theories are essential to centering and valorizing linguistically-rich
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practices” (p. 269). Baker-Bell (2020) adds that linguistic justice is a call for action,
not just ideas. Central to the framing of linguistic justice is that it is not just about
socially defined language barriers, but all marginalized language practices, includ-
ing Black language and identity (e.g., Baker-Bell, 2020), multilingual speakers (e.g,,
Mihut, 2020), Indigeneity (e.g., Preseley, 2022), and antiracism more broadly (e.g.,
Wang, 2022). Schreiber, et al. (2022) argue that linguistic justice work should move
us toward a more just society in which inclusivity and accessibility allow for all stu-
dents to grow and learn to amplify their own voices. They also mention that access
and inclusion efforts for multilingual students must also include an awareness of
ability and how racism and ableism are both parts of the restrictive, monolingual
ideologies.

While ableism has been less explored through the frame of linguistic justice, I will
turn here to the discussion of access in disability studies, as a comprehensive linguistic
justice framework needs to incorporate discussions of ability and because the work in
disability studies helps to make sense of what is missing in current WAC frameworks.
Similar to linguistic justice, disability justice “pushes past solely access, assimilation,
inclusion and equality, to justice and liberation” that is not simply a “kinder, gentler
oppressive system or only access to the current violent system we have” (Mingus,
2014, p. 109). Disability justice is calling for liberation of all people, across ability as
well as other social markers such as race (see also Berne et al., 2018; Konrad, 2021;
Ramp Your Voice, 2020; Simpkins, 2018; Sins Invalid, 2021; Yergeau, 2018).

As these scholars and activists argue, issues of disability justice often overlap
with issues of language, including accessible teaching practices, reading and writing
modalities, and linguistic differences including ASL and braille. Many members of
the disability community refer to the term “language justice” in discussions about the
need for including considerations of language in making spaces accessible and inclu-
sive. The activist organization Sins Invalid published a statement in 2021 outlining
the principles of language justice, stating “Language Justice means that everyone is
listened to and understood without hierarchy, stigma, or shame. It honors our right
to communicate our feelings and ideas, and demands we move in mutual respect
for all people regardless of whether or how they sign, speak, or otherwise convey
whats on their mind or in their heart.” This definition and their additional principles
highlight that the goals of language justice and linguistic justice are working toward
the same key principles, that language varieties should not be hierarchized, and we
ought to work toward greater inclusivity of both languages and the speakers of those
language varieties.

Dolmage (2017) uses the term retrofit as a spatial metaphor to describe how dis-
ability is often handled in society. An architectural retrofit is something like adding
a ramp entrance to the back of a building. The building was designed to be entered
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solely by stairs, so a more accessible ramp is retrofitted onto the building, often creat-
ing additional challenges such as separate entrances, creating a sense of othering for
users, and still not fitting the needs of every disabled person. Similarly, when we add
accommodations to a class, Dolmage argues that we are simply retrofitting the cur-
riculum, and essentially making the disability go away rather than truly planning for
all abilities while designing the curriculum.

I believe that too often we might be doing work of retrofitting and accommodat-
ing diversity in WAC as well. When we make arguments of how to develop strategies
for multilingual writers or other marginalized groups of students, we are retrofitting a
strategy for these particular students onto the existing curriculum rather than adjust-
ing the curriculum design itself. Like adding a ramp to a building, we are adding
additional avenues into the academy that often require extra effort such as working
to remove dialectal differences and style from people of marginalized identities. We
need to instead start from a curriculum that allows for access to all —a theoretical
understanding of writing that works toward linguistic justice for all students. Build-
ing from a basis that accounts for linguistic justice, we can instead design a theory
for WAC that already accounts for the diversity of our student body. Truly this has
implications for all of composition theory, but because WAC has power across the
campus, the consequences are much further reaching for us to be sure of working
toward linguistic justice in our work.

For a model for how to start to think about linguistic justice in WAC, I turn to
Writing Across Communities, or WAC?, as developed and theorized by Michelle
Hall Kells and Juan Guerra. Kells (2007) describes WAC? as “a cultural ecology
approach seek[ing] to cultivate critical awareness of the ways that literacy practices
are shaped by ever-shifting sets of economic, political, social, cultural, and linguis-
tic factors” (p. 93). WAC?is built from this cultural ecology approach, meaning it
resists culture-blind modes of discourse production, seeking ways to connect stu-
dents’ home communities to college literacy education. Thus, this approach builds
structures to support linguistic justice by cultivating critical literacy practices and
foregrounding student experience and knowledge. Kells has done this work through
incorporating voices of undergraduate and graduate students, faculty, staff, admin-
istrators, and community members into the discussion of what it really means to do
WAC on her campus.

In his book, Language, Culture, Identity and Citizenship in College Classrooms
and Communities, Guerra (2016) further discusses theories that shape the WAC?
approach. Guerra starts the book with a discussion of fluidity and fixity to show how
from his own experiences as a Latinx, multilingual academic, composition teaching
always must balance between the notion of giving students the skills to be fluid with
their language use, but also respond to a society that has fixed rules and expectations
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on how language usage is judged. This maps well onto Mihut’s (2022) definition of
linguistic justice work as exposing monolingual standards and integrating translin-
gual practices into the classroom. For Guerra, this means he teaches that this stan-
dard does exist, showing there is an existing fixity to how his voice has been judged
as a person of color, but that we also must move toward the fluidity that is pos-
sible in identity and voice, which is especially apparent in borderlands like Guerra’s
hometown.

Speaking specifically to WAC, Guerra (2016) describes how his theorization
relates to the writing across difference discussions (see Daniel et al., 2022) as these
discussions call for proponents to acknowledge the values of the linguistic, cultural,
and semiotic resources that students bring with them to a campus. WAC? draws
from these student resources by involving students themselves, as well as faculty, staff,
administrators, and community members, into developing WAC initiatives, work-
ing together to build cultural awareness rather than socialize new writers into exist-
ing dominant academic discourses. In practice, WAC? calls for more community
engaged classes and projects on campuses that require students to write the genres
relevant to communities outside of the university (Kells, 2007), thus better attuning
to the discourse practices of communities rather than solely traditional academic
discourses. Guerra (2016) states that the ultimate goal is always to find ways to con-
tribute to the cultivation of students as citizens in the making by integrating the
language and cultural practices from their communities of belonging and the tools
they acquire in the writing classroom each time they engage the challenges of every-
day living.

From discussions of linguistic justice and WAC?, I believe we have a stronger
model for why we do WAC work, or at least why I want to do WAC work. Through
teaching the fixity of disciplinary standards, we can provide access to disciplinary
discourse communities. Simultaneously, through exploring linguistic fluidity, we
can work with the discourse communities, including students, faculty, professionals,
and other community members, to move toward a more translingual disposition
toward their own language use to truly evolve with the increasing cultural diversity of
those discourse communities. Thus, this disposition toward WAC can aid students in
accessing the existing discourse communities while also working with those discourse
communities to be truly inclusive. Now with this foundation of why we do WAC, we
next need a model for how to enact this macro level change.

How to Do WAC

Much of WAC scholarship lists the different programming administrators do and
might describe specifically how they conducted one type of programming, providing
models for other administrators to determine effective strategies for taking on this
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role. While helpful for running similar events, these often focus more on micro level
decisions rather than macro level strategies. Thaiss and Porter’s (2010) study of WAC
programs across the United States shows that across the 1,338 responses, WAC pro-
grams most often offer faculty workshops, seminars, informal gatherings, and follow-
up meetings after workshops. Usually, these activities support a curricular require-
ment for students to write across disciplines in some sort of writing-intensive courses.

This study and other scholars (e.g., McLeod, 1987) have helped to name the typi-
cal events that encapsulate WAC work, and in doing so have provided models for the
complicated work of WAC administration. Nonetheless, I would argue that these
descriptions only start to skim the surface on how we really do WAC work. Naming
the various programing events and approaches gives a broad view, but a theory of
WAC administration would go further to describe how we could enact sustainable
macro level change. If we hope to create an ideological change toward linguistic jus-
tice across campus, we need a model for how to do WAC that answers questions of
how to enact a macro level change across an entire campus.

Offering the Departmental Model as How to Do WAC

The departmental model of WAC, or Writing Enriched Curriculum (WEC), is an
increasingly popular model of how to do WAC work in a way that has been shown to
enact macro level change on different campuses. The WEC model developed out of a
need to integrate writing assessment goals throughout the curriculum, truly affecting
the way writing is taught as a consistently developing skill and shifting the ideology
around writing education on a campus (Carter, 2021). Rather than writing intensive
models that are difficult to sustain and isolate writing instruction into specific courses
within the major (see Anson and Dannels in Cox et al., 2016; Holdstein, 2001;
White, 1990), WEC encourages a more scaffolded writing instruction by working
with all faculty within a department. In doing so, WEC is building a framework and
theory for how to do WAC work in a way that has greater uptake and is sustainable.

Flash (2021), who started the highly successful WEC program at University of
Minnesota, defines WEC, stating “In essence, WEC is a facilitated process designed
to support the integration of relevant writing and writing instruction into depart-
mental curricula and to increase the rate at which students’ writing meets local faculty
expectations” (p. 18). Flash (2021) states that the first step of WEC always involves
working with departments or programs to develop a writing plan based on faculty
discussions and locally collected data from that group. The writing plan includes
“characteristics of writing in the broad discipline, writing abilities expected of gradu-
ating majors, curricular address of expected writing abilities, methods and criteria
used to assess writing, and proposed activity and support” (p. 24). After building this
plan, the WAC administrator helps the department put it into action.
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As several practitioners attest, the conversations that occur in these faculty meet-
ings are key to the process and are often transformational for those involved (Anson,
2021; Luskey & Emery, 2021; Sheriff, 2021). These conversations help colleagues
learn from one another (Sheriff, 2021) and make tacit practices more explicit (Lus-
key & Emery, 2021). Anson (2021) describes how working with departments or pro-
grams as the locus for WAC work inspires faculty to focus on writing and to integrate
writing into their curriculum themselves.

The WEC approach truly makes macro changes because it is changing faculty
ideologies through these conversations, but also because it encourages vertical inte-
gration of writing. A vertical integration of writing instruction goes beyond individ-
ual classes, bridging first-year composition with courses taught throughout degrees,
with the goal to scaffold writing development (Anson, 2006; Hall, 2006). The WEC
model shows how this vertical integration can occur through an “ongoing cycle of
creating, implementing, and assessing undergraduate writing plans” (Flash, 2021,
p. 23). These writing plans put the responsibility of writing teaching on disciplinary
faculty while giving them the resources and support needed to follow through on
their goals.

WEC has been taken up in multiple contexts, and the book Writing-Enriched
Curricula includes twenty contributors from nine different schools with references
throughout to other institutions that have adopted the WEC model. I recently
attended the 2022 WEC Institute, hosted by Pamela Flash, Matt Luskey, Dan Emery,
and Heidi Solomonson from the University of Minnesota. The event was attended
by 225 participants from over 80 schools. As this institute showed, WEC has been
taken up throughout many programs, with even more showing interest in the model.
From attending presentations and engaging with conversations throughout the insti-
tute, I could tell that the WEC model looks different on various campuses, often
depending on financial and staffing affordances and constraints, but at its core each
of these programs are working toward the macro level work of engaging with full
departments to develop plans that include writing throughout degree programs.

From the WEC model, we have a strong approach to answer how to enact macro
level change through WAC administration. A departmental model, which requires
facilitated conversation with faculty from entire departments to work with a WAC
expert to develop and enact a plan for writing in their discipline, has already been
successfully adapted to many different campuses and is truly affecting the ideologies
around writing on those campuses in macro level ways.

A Need for a New What Definition of WAC

The WEC model provides a successful model for how to integrate a macro level
change on campus, but it is missing a core attention to linguistic justice as why we
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are enacting the WEC structure. Similarly, WAC? provides a model for how to center
linguistic justice in WAC, but it is missing a description of how to institute this ideol-
ogy across campus in a sustainable manner. I now will build toward a definition of
what WAC is in an attempt to bridge these two models, describing WAC in a way
that will allow the departmental model then to be how we enact WAC and linguistic
justice as why.

Previous scholarship, of course, has explored what it is to do WAC work. WAC
scholarship often focuses on individual aspects of how to apply composition theory
to a new context, such as how to include greater attention to the writing process and
effective feedback practices in courses across the curriculum. Fewer pieces discuss
WAC more broadly, helping to define and theorize WAC as its own entity outside of
composition. In one such discussion of the entire movement, Thaiss (2001) focuses
on the ideas of shifting definitions of “good writing” across the curriculum, but the
piece does not discuss the work of a WAC administrator in relation to these shifting
ideals. Overviews of WAC such as McLeod’s (1987) and Anson’s (2015) describe
the composition theories that are fundamental for faculty who teach writing and
McLeod lists the ways that WAC administrators then do their work, but neither go
into theorizing the work of a WAC administrator. As Walvoord (1996) critiques,
WAC scholarship often describes the micro level choices of what to focus on in WAC
programming. There are fewer macro level discussions of the programming itself,
discussing topics such as how working with these faculty will affect broader curricu-
lar goals, create an ideological change on a campus, and truly affect students in the
long-term.

In an attempt to gather data to better define WAC, Thaiss and Porter’s (2010)
aforementioned survey on WAC programming resulted in 1,338 responses from

schools across the U.S. After analyzing the results on how programs directors defined
their work, Thaiss and Porter concluded that WAC can be defined as:

an initiative in an institution to assist teachers across disciplines in using stu-
dent writing as an instructional tool in their teaching. The program strives
to improve student learning and critical thinking through writing and to
help students learn the writing conventions of their disciplines. (p. 562)

The idea of needing complementary elements of both writing-to-learn (e.g. Carter
etal., 2007) and learning-to-write (e.g., Britton, et al., 1975; Emig, 1977; Forsman,
1985), throughout the curriculum pervades through much of WAC scholarship. We
also see in this definition that WAC is an initiative to support teachers throughout
the institution. I notice here that WAC is aimed at individual faculty rather than
changing larger curriculum or even directly affecting students or administrators,
again focusing on the micro changes more than the macro.
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New Definition of WAC

To work toward larger change on campuses, macro level change should be central to
the definition of WAC in a way that then leads us to the definitions I have already
discussed for how and why to do to WAC. I believe that WAC can both embody
the ideology of linguistic justice as modeled by the WAC? approach and follow the
departmental model of WEC in execution, but to do so, we must first find the simi-
larities between these two approaches to create a new definition of what WAC is.

While very different, the WEC and WAC? models have several key similarities.
First, both work toward macro changes at the university through affecting the ideolo-
gies around writing on campuses. WEC focuses more on vertical integration of writ-
ing and WAC? focuses more on shifting views of writing toward a cultural ecology
approach that encourages linguistic justice, but these both affect ideologies around
writing and are more complementary than at odds with one another. Also, in both
of these approaches, a greater attention is given to genre and audience, writing the
genres typical to disciplinary discourse communities and communities off campus
rather than focusing solely on typical academic writing genres.

Another key similarity is that both WEC and WAC? have a pattern of being
referred to as grassroots endeavors, mainly because of the way both build WAC
efforts through collaborative methods where expertise and leadership is decentral-
ized. Both Guerra and Kells have referred to WAC? as a grassroots or social activist
movement. WAC? builds directly on scholarship of community engaged work and
centers bringing the voices of students, disciplinary faculty, and community mem-
bers together to make WAC goals for the campus. WEC can also be described as a
grassroots approach in the way it supports departmental faculty to collaboratively
create a writing plan with the WAC team. In the data gathering stage, WEC writing
plans also often involve gathering voices of students and community stakeholders.
Scafe and Eodice (2021) specifically elaborate on how the version of WEC on their
campus has been particularly like that of a grassroots, social activist organization
as they are starting with smaller conversations and actions as they build toward a
larger WEC structure with entire departments. In both WAC? and WEC, the WAC
administrator does not make decisions on the direction of writing on their own, nor
is there a need for higher administration within the university to design requirements
or regulate writing curriculum. Both approaches rely on building trust, collaborat-
ing with multiple stakeholders, and creating shared goals for future initiatives, all of
which harkens toward grassroots, activist approaches.

In 7he Activist WPA, Adler-Kassner (2008) argues for broadening the vision for
writing program administration (WPA) to include activist work. She believes that
all composition teachers and WPAs need to develop strategies for collective action
to shape the stories told about their work. To do so, she encourages WPAs to start
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by discussing the principles fundamental to their writing program and then decid-
ing to focus on a values-based, interests-based, or issues-based framework to guide
the transformational change that they hope to enact based upon those principles.
In doing so, Adler-Kassner argues that WPAs can build on these activist approaches
to work toward strategic action to create long-term plans, both on the organization
level and the level of individual institutions. I believe that many of these ideas of how
to make writing programs more activist are highly applicable to the ways that WAC
programs work to change institutional contexts, as we can see in the way that both
WAC? and WEC can be referred to as grassroots movements.

So, to redefine what WAC is in a way that can make room for a departmen-
tal model answer to how to do WAC and a linguistic justice answer to why we do
WAC, I believe we should fold in these ideas of activist WPA work, highlighting the
grassroots similarity between WAC? and WEC. I offer then the definition of WAC
as a grassroots movement that focuses on writing and communication skills as the
building blocks for an ideological shift in education practices. So, this leads us to
the following as a summary of previous working definitions of WAC I summarized
from the literature and my new definition of WAC I have been building through
this article.

Table 1. Comparison of previous definitions of WAC and my new theorization

Previous Working Definitions | New Theorization

and how descriptions and
therefore not discussed, or left
as a question of whether we are
being assimilationist in WAC.

What An initiative to aid faculty in A grassroots movement that focuses on
teaching writing as both a skill writing and communication skills as the
and mode of learning across all | building blocks for an ideological shift in
curriculum. education practices.

How Tends toward description of Using a collaborative approach within each
micro level change through departmental or programmatic unit on
efforts such as workshops, campus, facilitating conversations to build
trainings, Writing Intensive and enact a curricular plan based upon
courses, and overall changing shared interests and values within the
individual faculty through specific disciplinary contexts.
mainly voluntary events.

Why Either assumed in the what To enact linguistic justice through access

and inclusivity in discourse communities—
Access through teaching the fixity of
certain communication norms and
Inclusivity through shifting the ideologies
of these spaces toward fluidity in language
practices to reflect the diverse members of
those communities and the audiences of
their discourse.
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Thus, within this new what, how, and why definition of WAC, there is a frame-
work for macro change toward linguistic justice folded into the foundation of how
WAC is conceptualized. Instead of retrofitting strategies to work with additional
groups of students, this framework takes the necessary step to name linguistic justice
as fundamental to the core of WAC work. Thus, by doing so, scholars and activists
will center an attention to race, Indigeneity, ability, and other marginalized identities
throughout what it means to do WAC.

Enacting this Definition of WAC and Looking to the Future

In practice, this new definition of WAC might lead to a variety of practices on differ-
ent campuses, as suggested in the grassroots nature of the work. I hope that this defi-
nition inspires WAC practitioners to try out many new practices toward linguistic
justice and ideological change on their campuses, but I will briefly outline some ideas
here of how I could see this take form.

First, this new framing would mean that we are leaning into the concepts of an
activist framework throughout WAC efforts. Broadly, I would suggest that WAC
administrators continue to explore the work of activist groups, especially those active
in the communities near their campuses, and find ways to collaborate with these
groups when appropriate and to emulate their practices to create similar impacts
for marginalized community members on campus. WAC administrators can also
draw from practices typical to community engaged research in composition to find
practices for how to engage with faculty, staff, students, and community members
to explore writing practices together and create collaborative goals toward linguistic
justice and writing curriculum (for a non-exhaustive list, see Crabtree & Sapp, 2005;
Hachelaf & Parks, 2018; Jackson & DeLaune, 2018; Rousculp, 2014; Smith & Kan-
nen, 2015).

A large part of grassroots efforts involves first finding allies. Many experienced
WAC administrators might have a ready list of their strongest supporters. I would
also suggest brainstorming who you would like to be your allies on and off campus,
including faculty, staff, or students, and then networking with them. In meetings
with potential allies, I have had the greatest success in asking a lot of questions to
learn about the work and goals of others while also honestly sharing my own goals
and values. I also find it helpful to have a tangible next step by the end of the discus-
sion so both parties know how to build on the discussion.

I am still just starting to explore what this new definition of WAC means for my
work, and I hope to publish more on that in the future, but for now I can share that
I have started to find my allies and work with them. In working toward the depart-
mental model, I have tried to find allies that will help me make moves to work with
entire departments. To center linguistic justice through the way I do WAC, I share
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what linguistic justice means to me and ask how this might work alongside social
justice efforts already occurring in the department in every conversation I have. In
following an activist framework, the goal is to find an established group that will
come together for a conversation to discuss and name shared values, interests, or
issues among members of the department or other unit. The next step is to then work
alongside this group to create interventions that will help them reach their goals. By
starting with a shared understanding of values, interests, or issues in the department
related to both writing and social and linguistic justice, every effort to act upon these
can be influenced by this mutual understanding. Essentially, naming values, interests,
or issues shared within the entire departmental unit can then lead you to developing
catered WAC programming that intersects linguistic justice and writing in a way that
forwards the goals of the group you are working with rather than developing generic
programming that might or might not meet the needs of specific faculty.

I could see this grassroots activist approach working along a spectrum to fit dif-
ferent campus environments, working with entire departments or smaller groups on
a campus. In the manner of activism, the WAC administrator’s role would always be
that of a grassroots organizer, not telling departments or other units what they value,
but facilitating their discussions to bring forward their various ideals and pointing
them to resources to expand their knowledge and interventions that would enact
their values.

Writing this article is partially a selfish endeavor, as I specifically created a defi-
nition for WAC that helps describe and set up the type of work that I want to do
in my career. Thus, I fully believe there are other equally valid definitions of WAC
that could describe the work that others wish to do in their careers. However, what
I offer here has significant implications for the field. First, if we are working against
assimilationist framings of WAC, we need to better define why we are doing WAC
before naming the how and what of our programs; otherwise we are simply retrofit-
ting new strategies on top of a non-accessible framework. I believe that the WAC?
approach offers a strong why foundation for doing this, but in the nature of this
cultural ecology approach, each individual program will have to consider what this
might mean for their specific communities on and around their campuses. Second,
the departmental WEC approach is a highly sustainable way to enact macro change
on campuses, but it should build upon a strong definition of why this change needs
to occur through an attention to linguistic justice. And finally, successful composi-
tion programming broadly, and WAC programming specifically, can follow activist
approaches to enact grassroots change across campuses. By naming WAC as activist
and grassroots in nature, we can focus on both how we are doing work by comparing
it to activist organizing and why we are doing our work as activism implies naming
the social change toward which we are working.
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I hope that by carefully naming both a how and a why, this definition of WAC
can help us reach toward true change toward linguistic justice. By framing WAC as a
grassroots, activist effort that works with departments toward access and inclusivity
in their discourse communities, the goal and process to do macro level change on a
campus is defined in a way that will provide direction for WAC administration that
sustainably works toward linguistic justice. As with any theory, I hope that others will
build on these ideas and test them out to see how we can each reach our loftiest goals
for true ideological change through our work.
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