Languaging Across the Curriculum: Why
WAC Needs CLA (and Vice Versa)

SHAWNA SHAPIRO

In this article, I call for greater attention to “languaging across the curricu-
lum,” through the uptake of Critical Language Awareness (CLA) among
WAC scholars and practitioners. I first offer an extended definition of CLA,
highlighting three underpinning values —Access, Asset, and Agency—in
relation to language/literacy in the academy. After debunking some poten-
tial myths about CLA approaches, I go on to discuss what CLA has to offer
to WAC curricula and instruction, program design, and institutional advo-
cacy and collaboration. I illustrate these affordances using examples from
my own teaching repertoire, as well as from faculty and administrators at
other institutions, tying each example to the Access-Asset-Agency frame-
work. I conclude by discussing how CLA scholars might benefit from more
engagement with WAC theories and approaches, to extend the reach and
impact of their work.

Introduction

ver the past decade, an increasing number of scholar-practitioners have
called for more uptake of Critical Language Awareness (CLA) in writing/

composition studies. Extant literature includes models for CLA-oriented
curriculum design (e.g., Hankerson, 2022; Lorimer Leonard, 2021; Shapiro, 2022a),
assessment (e.g., Gere et al., 2021), and professional learning for instructors, teach-
ing assistants, and writing center staff in higher education settings (e.g., Britton &
Lorimer Leonard, 2020; Weaver, 2019). This work complements the growing body
of CLA scholarship centered on K-12 English/literacy curricula (e.g., Baker-Bell,
2013 and 2020; Godley & Reaser, 2018; Metz, 2021), and among world language
instructors (e.g., Blyth & Dalola, 2016; Loza & Beaudrie, 2021; Quan, 2021).
However, very little recent scholarship has considered the relevance of CLA to
Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) specifically. In this article, I consider what
CLA and WAC have to offer to each other conceptually, methodologically, and peda-
gogically. I argue that CLA offers insights, tools, and strategies that can help WAC
practitioners to conceptualize and work with what I call “Languaging Across the
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Curriculum.” By employing this framing of “languaging,” I intend to invoke the
notion of language as something we do—a dynamic process of meaning-making,
rather than a static entity that is passively “acquired” (Swain 20006; see also Gere et al.,
2021). This active, agentive understanding of language use is highly compatible with
many of the commonplaces in WAC scholarship, including the idea that academic
literacy is a powerful part of students’ socialization into scholarly and professional
discourse communities (Russell et al., 2009; Thaiss & Zawacki, 2022). Languaging,
in other words, is—or should be—central to WAC work.

Below, I provide an extended definition of CLA, drawing on my synthesis of
extant scholarship (Shapiro, 2022a). I then consider how CLA’s commitment to lin-
guistic access, asset, and agency can inform WAC work in classrooms, programs, and
institutions. Finally, I consider gaps in CLA scholarship and pedagogy that might be
addressed through greater dialogue and collaboration with WAC specialists.

What Is CLA?

The term “Ciritical Language Awareness” was first used by linguists and literacy schol-
ars in the United Kingdom in the late 1980s. These scholars shared a common goal:
to make explicit the “knowledge about language” that students and teachers needed
in order to be successful both at school and in society. Although the term “language
awareness’ had been in use for decades prior, the descriptor “critical” was added to
highlight the need for more attention to power dynamics in and around linguistic
attitudes, identities, and practices.

In the 1990s and early 2000s, CLA was taken up by practitioners of many geo-
graphic and educational contexts, ranging from secondary school literacy curricula in
South Africa (Janks, 1993; 2010), to English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classrooms
in Chile (Farias, 2005), to academic English programs in Hong Kong (Pennycook,
1994). In the United States, CLA was taken up by some education scholars as part
of conversations about inclusion and equity for Black/African American Language
speakers, within the context of the Students’ Right to Their Own Language (SRTOL)
movement (e.g., Alim, 2005; Baker-Bell, 2013; Smitherman, 1995; 2017).

This decades-long history has resulted in many different definitions of CLA,
but most of them center on examining language through a social and political lens.
Here is my own working definition, which I have shared online at a CLA resource
hub T have been building (http://clacollective.org): “CLA is a mindset and a skill-
set for writing/literacy education with an emphasis on language, identity, privilege
and power.”

At the heart of CLA is a commitment to cultivating all students’ ability to make
informed choices as writers and language users—what I call rhetorical agency (Sha-
piro, 2022a). Part of cultivating agency, however, is promoting access—including
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demystifying academic discourses, genres, and ways of knowing (Janks, 2010). A
CLA approach to writing pedagogy is also committed to recognizing and draw-
ing upon the linguistic assets that all writers—even those who consider themselves
monolingual—bring to our classrooms and institutions (Lorimer Leonard, 2021). In
these ways, we equip all students to be rhetorical agents who can engage confidently
and skillfully in languaging across the curriculum.

This commitment to access, asset, and agency is informed by an ideological stance
that Pennycook (1997) calls critical pragmatism— a stance that recognizes the impor-
tance of teaching students what they need in order to communicate within the acad-
emy as it is today, while also working to promote a more just and inclusive academy
in the future (see also Ruecker & Shapiro, 2020). This “both/and” stance is particu-
larly important when it comes to standardized English: Many writing teachers and
administrators are aware of the harmful effect that dominant language ideologies
have on multilingual and multidialectal students; we are committed to challenging
those ideologies, in keeping with our commitment to anti-racism, equity, and inclu-
sion. Yet we also know that in most academic settings—as well as many civic and
professional ones—students are expected to comply with languaging norms that are
considered “mainstream” or “standard.” Thus, students from marginalized language
backgrounds may also experience harm if they are not provided with explicit instruc-
tion in and around those norms (e.g., Smitherman, 1995; Zawacki & Habib, 2014).

A CLA approach suggests that we—and our students—do not have to choose
between elevating or rejecting academic norms and linguistic standards. Rather, we
“work with the tensions” (Shapiro 2022a) around those norms and standards in the
writing classroom, so that students have the tools they need 6ot/ to use standard-
ized language conventions and to critique and even resist those conventions, when
they choose to do so. One of the best encapsulations of this “both/and” approach I
have ever heard was during an online talk given by Carmen Kynard, a writing stud-
ies scholar who specializes in African American rhetorical traditions (e.g., Kynard,
2007). Responding to a question about her stance on standardized English, Kynard
(2021) said: “I teach students how to play the game, but I also tell them ‘Don’t let
the game play you!”” (Kynard went on to trace this line to a lyric by the rapper Tupac
Shakur). This nuanced positioning on norms and standards is particularly important
within a WAC context, since WAC theories recognize the power of disciplinary (and
interdisciplinary) genre features, discourses, conventions, and ways of knowing as
part of students’ academic learning and socialization (Russell et al., 2009; Thaiss &
Zawacki, 2022).
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Misconceptions about CLA

Before further explaining what CLA has to offer to WAC, it is important to debunk
some potential misconceptions. First is that a CLA approach replaces explicit instruc-
tion in academic writing with disciplinary content from linguistics. Although it is
true that many CLA practitioners draw on linguistics—particularly the subfield of
sociolinguistics—as part of their curricula (e.g., Baker-Bell, 2020; Godley & Reaser,
2018; Hankerson, 2022), CLA-oriented writing pedagogy also provides explicit
instruction in writing, including experience with academic genres of writing (or
other professional or public genres, depending on the course objectives). But within
this CLA framework, we approach these genres as sites for linguistic and rhetorical
decision-making, rather than with the expectation of uncritical conformity to rules
and conventions (e.g., Britton & Lorimer Leonard, 2020; Lorimer Leonard, 2021).

A second common misconception is that CLA is a replacement for other
approaches—i.e., the next “new thing” in writing pedagogy. As noted earlier, CLA
is not “new” at all: Even before the term was taken up more widely, scholars in writ-
ing/literacy studies were calling for more attention to issues of language and power,
as reflected in CCCC/NCTE position statements about SRTOL (orig. 1974; see
also Smitherman, 1995) and on English-only/Official English legislation (National
Language Policy 1988). Moreover, the asset focus within CLA shares conceptual and
pedagogical overlap with translingual/translanguaging and plurilingual approaches,
in their commitment to drawing more fully on students’ linguistic repertoires, as a
means of resisting monolingual/standard language ideologies (Losey & Shuck, 2021;
Schreiber & Watson, 2018; Zhang-Wu et al., 2023). Finally, in recognizing the
relationship between linguistic and racial justice, CLA pedagogy meshes well with
a commitment to anti-racism in writing pedagogy (Baker-Bell, 2013; Hankerson,
2022) and assessment (e.g., Gere et al., 2021).

A third misconception is that CLA focuses primarily on language at the sentence
or paragraph level, overlooking the macro-level aspects of writing, such as rhetorical
approach, genre, and modality. Although CLA approaches often include micro-level
linguistic analysis, many iterations also deal with discourse at the macro-level, as part
of a critical literacy skillset (Janks, 2010). In other words, CLA pedagogy is additive,
rather than subtractive, giving us additional “tools in the toolbox” for attending to
language at all levels of discourse. Thus, it responds to calls for more cross-disciplin-
ary dialogue between rhetoric/writing studies and linguistics (e.g., Cox & Zawacki,
2011; Matsuda, 1999; Zawacki & Habib, 2014).

Finally, it is important to note that CLA has not been absent entirely from WAC
scholarship. There are a number of recent publications that make reference to CLA,
including Cavazos et al., (2018); Dilks & Dlayedwa (2015); Hebbard & Herndndez
(2020); and Sturk & Lindgren (2019). However, these are usually brief mentions,
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citing CLA only as part of the conceptual foundation, rather than as a pedagogical
approach in itself. Thus, there is potential for much greater integration of CLA into
WAC programs and policies. It is worth noting that there are more frequent refer-
ences to CLA within English for Academic Purposes (EAP) scholarship, mostly from
scholars outside the United States (Cf., Fang & Jiang, 2019; Koester, 2022; Shoecraft
et al., 2022). Yet as Chanock (2004) and Townsend et al. (2021) have discussed,
scholarly circles for WAC and EAP tend not to overlap, despite shared theoretical
orientations and pedagogical practices (see also Morrison et al., 2021). More uptake
of CLA among WAC scholars, therefore, would help not only to bridge the disciplin-
ary “division of labor” (Matsuda, 1999; Wang, 2022), between composition/writing
and TESOL/applied linguistics, but also to respond to the need for more global and
transnational perspectives in writing studies scholarship (e.g., Donahue, 2009; Mar-
tins, 2015). To further bolster my argument, I present below examples of how CLA’s
emphasis on linguistic Access, Asset, and Agency can enrich postsecondary writing
curricula, policies, and institutional advocacy and collaboration.

CLA and Writing Curricula

One way that CLA approaches promote access is by demystifying academic genres
and discourses, so that students understand how language works in the academy.
Some writing studies scholars such as Laura Aull (e.g., 2020) have used linguistics
frameworks to help increase instructors’ knowledge of the most prominent linguistic
features in various genres of academic writing, so that they, in turn, can make those
features more salient to students. Other curricular foci that fall under this “access”
umbrella include rhetorical grammar (e.g., Micciche, 2004; Salvatore, 2022), lan-
guage play (Gegg-Harrison, 2022; Tardy, 2021) and genre translation (Bergstrom,
2021). Engaging these topics increases students’ understanding the impact of other
writers’ linguistic choices, which in turn helps students to make more informed writ-
erly decisions themselves.

Although I would argue that simply demystifying academic discourse is itself a
“critical” move, since mystification often maintains exclusion and inequality (Biz-
zell, 1982; Harwood & Hadley, 2004), there are some scholars who have taken this
approach a step further, engaging in more overt critique of the power dynamics in
and around academic writing conventions, and exploring the possibilities for rhetori-
cal resistance. Sarah Benesch’s (2001; 2009) Critical English for Academic Purposes
approach is one notable example (see also Ruecker & Shapiro, 2020), as is Schroeder
et al.’s 2002 edited collection on “alternative discourses in the academy.” This line of
scholarship opens up possibilities for more accessible and inclusive forms of commu-
nication within the academy.
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Within my own teaching repertoire, I offer an access-oriented linguistics and
writing course entitled “English Grammar: Concepts and Controversies,” which also
counts toward our minor in Education Studies (See Chapters 5 and 7 of Shapiro
[2022a], for more on this course). The first third of the course focuses on concepts
and skills for analyzing written syntax in English. Then, we begin delving into lin-
guistic controversies, exploring questions such as:

* What do particular writing conventions (e.g., use of passive voice in the
methods section of a scientific article; positionality statements written in
first-person “I”) reveal about the values and priorities of academic disci-
plines that use those conventions?

* How can academic discourse be exclusionary or alienating to readers?
What can make it more accessible and inclusive? And can we find examples
of these alternative discourses in public or scholarly writing?

* What judgments do we tend to make of writers based on their grammati-
cal choices—especially if there is non-standard/non-conventional language
use? When might those judgments be inaccurate or unfair?

This is just one of many courses I have designed that embody the “both/and” of criti-
cal pragmatism, as discussed earlier: Students learn the metalanguage and skills for
analyzing English syntax, but they also learn why judgements about people based on
grammatical “correctness” are often problematic and potentially harmful.

CLA curricula with an asset focus are centered more heavily on recognizing and
drawing on students’ linguistic repertoires, including their knowledge of other lan-
guages, dialects, registers, and styles. As noted earlier, translingual/translanguaging
and plurilingual scholarship offers many excellent examples of this asset orientation
(e.g., Horner & Tetreault, 2017; Losey & Shuck, 2021; Schreiber et al., 2021). How-
ever, CLA pedagogy also takes seriously the concerns some scholars have raised about
the dangers of an uncritical stance of linguistic “appreciation” without attention to
issues of power (e.g., Matsuda, 2014; Shapiro etal., 2016). Rossen-Knill & Hancock
(2021) have suggested that a “progressive agenda” for writing studies must attend
closely to issues of student agency—a position echoed by some translingual/pluri-
lingual scholars as well, especially when it comes to transgressive practices such as
codemeshing (Lorimer Leonard, 2014; Lu & Horner, 2013; Zhang-Wu et al., 2023).
A CLA approach thus invites deep inquiry into issues of writerly agency, centered on
questions such as:

* How do our implicit biases shape how we interpret the linguistic choices
of other writers—especially writers from language backgrounds different
from our own?
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* How do we decide when and how to draw on our linguistic repertoires—
particularly if the aim is to challenge dominant norms and conventions?

* What factors shape the level of risk writers are willing to take in their aca-
demic work?

* How might our privileges—or lack thereof—shape our rhetori-
cal decision-making?

One strand of CLA-informed scholarship that foregrounds both asset and
agency is the Black Linguistic Justice work spearheaded by April Baker-Bell, Carmen
Kynard, and others (see http://www.blacklanguagesyllabus.com/). This work is in
turn informed by the decades-long body of SRTOL scholarship referenced earlier
(e.g., Baker-Bell, 2013; Perryman-Clark, 2013; Smitherman, 1995; 2017).

Two of the undergraduate writing courses I teach employ this frame of “linguistic
justice,” but with a wider umbrella that makes space for the examination and use of
many language varieties—not just Black Language. One of these is an interdisciplin-
ary first-year seminar entitled “Language and Social Justice” (Shapiro, 2022b). The
other, which counts toward a minor in linguistics and is also an elective in our Educa-
tion Studies program, is entitled “The English Language in a Global Context” (Abe
& Shapiro, 2021; Shapiro, 2015). The final assignment for both of these courses is
called “Writing Beyond the Classroom”; it invites students to incorporate a diverse
range of languages, varieties, styles, and modalities into their writing. The one “rule,”
in fact, is that they must write for an audience outside our class, and in a genre that
has resonance beyond the academy. Examples of what students have done for this
project include:

* Doetry, short stories, and plays highlighting the complexities of language
and identity, linguistic prejudice, and other CLA topics

* Essays and spoken word pieces that incorporate multiple languages and/or
dialects, in a way that furthers the student’s rhetorical goals

* Informational websites, pamphlets, and posters about the benefits of
bilingualism, the dangers of linguistic profiling, and other linguistic jus-
tice issues

* Letters to family members, in which students talk about language loss, lin-
guistic marginalization, and other phenomena that they have experienced
at home or in school

Throughout the writing/creation process for these projects, students are asked to
reflect deeply on purpose, genre, audience, and style, including on how these factors
shape their macro and micro-level use of language.
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Rhetorical agency can also be centered in public writing and/or civic literacy proj-
ects (e.g., Guerra, 2016; Powell, 2004), in which students conduct in-depth analysis
of genres of communication, and of the communities in which those genres circulate.
Students then draw on this analysis in their rhetorical decision-making and reflec-
tion. Guerra (2016) has argued that this approach, which he calls “Writing Across
Communities,” is particularly valuable for promoting inclusion and sense of belong-
ing among students who have traditionally been linguistically and/or culturally mar-
ginalized within the academy.

My own iteration of this approach is a Writing in the Disciplines course called
“Narratives in the News Media,” in which students learn to use Critical Discourse
Analysis (CDA) methods to analyze the impact of linguistic choices in journalistic
writing. Students write in a variety of academic and public genres, including letters
to the editor. Their final project is a public-facing resource (e.g., poster, infographic,
video, prezi, etc.) that conveys something they have learned about critical media lit-
eracy to an audience of their peers. In the “Writer's Memo” that accompanies their
submission, students are required to articulate how their rhetorical choices in the
project reflected their understanding of genre and audience expectations.

A CLA-informed understanding of rhetorical agency also has important implica-
tions for our feedback and assessment practices. In her writing courses for STEM
(Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) majors at Oregon State Uni-
versity, Sarah Tinker Perrault invites students to choose from a range of assignment
options, in keeping with their writing goals. Perrault maintains a sustained dialogue
with students throughout the term, using shared documents that serve as writing/
research logs (Shapiro & Perrault, pending). When students submit drafts for feed-
back, Perrault encourages them to specify their needs and priorities. As the director
of her institution’s Writing Intensive Curriculum, Perrault also brings this focus on
rhetorical agency into the program’s curricular documents and teaching resources for
disciplinary writing.

CLA in Program Design

The Access-Asset-Agency framework can also inform policies at the programmatic
or even institutional level. As Michaud & Madsen Hardy argue in a 2023 case study
of CLA-informed writing program (re)design at the University of Boston, “A CLA
lens can help us unify our faculty’s varied, and valuable, perspectives on language
even as it allows us to make our stated commitment to justice concrete and practi-
cable” (p. 2). The authors go on to describe how they incorporated CLA into their
program’s public-facing “values statement,” working in tandem with their dean for
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI). The current statement now includes the fol-
lowing two passages:
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“In our classrooms, we aim to equip students with strategies to participate
in academic and non-academic discourse communities, acknowledging
that the norms of academic writing, and even language itself, are not static
or monolithic but constantly evolving. We recognize the communication
strengths of all learners and the value of multiple Englishes, especially in
ways that empower our multilingual students.”

“Recognizing that language can be both an instrument of oppression and a
tool for freedom and justice, we value how writing and rhetoric help us learn
how to listen, how to be heard, and how to change the conversation to cre-
ate a culture of empathy, inquiry, and creativity.”

The values of access and agency are particularly salient in the commitment to
“equip[ing] students with strategies” for participation in a range of discourse com-
munities and in the point that “writing and rhetoric help us learn how to listen, to
be heard, and....to create a culture of empathy, inquiry, and creativity.” The value
of asset, moreover, is reflected in the goal of “[r]ecognizing the communication
strengths of all learners and the value of multiple Englishes.” It is also noteworthy
that academic discourse is neither ignored nor reified, in the point that the “norms
of academic writing” are “constantly evolving.” These values are also echoed in the
recommended syllabus language provided to instructors in the program.

Of course, this language would have little impact if it were not accompanied by
other program changes informed by CLA. Some of the additional steps Michaud &
Madsen Hardy (2023) have taken in this regard include:

 Offering opportunities for sustained faculty development on CLA-
related topics

* Creating program lesson plans and other teaching resources to promote
critical conversations about language—including the “politics of standard
language” (p. 14) in the writing classroom

* Shifting placement policies for “ELL students” away from timed tests
toward a directed self-placement (DSP) tool that invites students to reflect
on their past experience with writing, including experiences of inclusion
and/or exclusion related to language difference

* Incorporating questions about linguistic diversity and language and power
into the hiring process for new faculty.

There are a number of other writing programs that have taken similar steps to inte-
grate CLA into their policies, resources, and procedures. Three that I have consulted
with directly are Bunker Hill Community College, Florida International University,
and George Mason University.
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CLA in Institution-Wide Work

The examples shared above help to highlight what CLA has to offer to the work we
do in and around writing programs. But from a WAC context, it is also important to
consider how CLA might serve us in our work with faculty, staff, and administrators
in other departments and programs. In my workshops with faculty/staft who are 7ot
specialists in writing/language, I have found a number of aspects of CLA to be reso-
nant, including the following, which I have again labeled with the values of Access,
Asset, and Agency:

* The idea that we can examine linguistic patterns and practices in academic
writing as an entryway to understanding the values and priorities of aca-
demic discourse communities (i.e., access)

* The recognition that all students have broad linguistic repertoires that we
can draw on through our course materials and assignments—not only by
inviting multiple codes into student writing, but also by broadening the
range of genres in our course materials and assignment options (i.., asset)

* The acknowledgement that we need to be both pragmatic and progres-
sive in our approach to language, including around issues of grammar/
style—for example, normalizing the idea of a “written accent” (asset and
agency; see Harris & Silva, 2003; Zawacki & Habib, 2014; see also https://
writtenaccents.gmu.edu/)

* 'The increased awareness of how our own language use—in syllabi, in class-
room discussion, in written feedback, etc.—can contribute to inclusion
and sense of belonging (i.e., access and agency; see Burke, 2023).

These same insights can be woven into training with writing center staff—partic-
ularly in helping tutors to employ culturally and linguistically responsive approaches
(e.g., Olson, 2013; Salem, 2016). During her time as the writing center director at
the University of Indianapolis, Jessica Bannon (2022) gave a conference presentation
outlining some ways she was experimenting with incorporating CLA into her profes-
sional development work with tutors. In her presentation slides, she notes that CLA
“offers strategies for changing our practices in order to resist harmful systems and
ideologies,” adding that this is particularly helpful in contextualizing conversations
about “appropriate” or “standard” language use. Bannon (2022) goes on to articulate
some of the key questions she engages with tutors, including:

* Why are some forms of language (e.g., “standard” English) privileged?
* Who has historically had the power to make such decisions?
* What are the implications of continuing to adhere to language standards?
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With increased awareness of this historical, political, and social context, Bannon
(2022) argues, tutors will be able to talk with clients in more nuanced ways about
linguistic choices and their impact on readers, so as to support rhetorical agency—a
helpful nuancing of the “directive versus non-directive” binary that has been heavily
debated within writing center studies scholarship (e.g., Olson, 2013; Salem, 2016).

At the broader level of institutions and professional organizations, Gere et al.
(2021) have discussed how CLA can help us to identify and resist harmful language
ideologies that have hindered justice in assessment standards, policies, and practices.
The authors illustrate the affordances of CLA by proposing changes to the “Conven-
tions” section of the 2011 Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing, which was
co-authored by members of the Council of Writing Program Administrators, the
National Council of Teachers of English, and the National Writing Project. Although
this document is primarily used within composition/first-year writing programs,
Gere et al.’s (2021) proposed changes, which emphasize the goal of helping students
to make “thoughtful, informed language choices,” with “an understanding of how
language is systematic, varied, and continually changing” (p. 395), could help to
make the Framework more relevant to WAC/WID contexts, in keeping with our col-
lective commitment to promoting students’ skillful languaging across the curriculum.

Vice Versa: Why CLA Needs WAC

Thus far, I have focused on how WAC scholars and practitioners can benefit from
integrating CLA into their work. To conclude this article, I wish to discuss the
reverse—what CLA scholarship has to gain from greater dialogue with WAC. First,
WAC specialists can help CLA practitioners to think through ways to sustain and
expand their institutional impact, (e.g., Cox et al., 2018; Palmquist et al., 2020). For
example, CLA scholars might draw inspiration from some of the institutional map-
ping work done by WAC scholars (e.g., Thaiss & Porter, 2010), to describe where
CLA work is—or could be—happening at postsecondary institutions (see also Cox
etal., 2018). Engaging with WAC approaches could also help CLA scholars to iden-
tify potential allies and collaborators: McPherron & An (2023), for example, have
suggested that ethnic studies programs are particularly conducive to CLA-oriented
inquiry, as exemplified by their case study of an Asian American Studies course in
which students studied the “linguistics landscapes” in their local community (see
Carr, 2019, for more on linguistic landscapes research). Business is another field
where CLA might be particularly well received, since business communication often
involves complex power dynamics, especially when working across geographic, cul-
tural, and linguistic borders (e.g., Koester, 2022; Weninger & Kan, 2013). WAC
scholarship can also help CLA specialists to think through the most effective ways to
work with co-curricular entities such as writing centers (Pemberton, 1995; Robinson
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& Hall, 2013), to promote critical conversations about languaging across the cur-
riculum (see Schreiber et al. [2021]for a few case studies of writing centers serving
this function). Thus, more engagement with WAC theories, models, and methods
could help CLA scholars to leverage the assets and opportunities across their institu-
tions and in their larger communities.

WAC scholarship can also contribute insights that would be helpful to world
language programs. A number of postsecondary Spanish instructors have taken up
CLA in their curricula in recent years, in part as a way to be more inclusive of heri-
tage speakers, who may have grown up hearing and/or using Spanish colloquially
but may not have learned the conventions of “standardized” or “academic” Spanish
(e.g., Holguin Mendoza, 2018; Loza & Beaudrie, 2021; Quan, 2021). Students in
CLA-oriented Spanish classes often investigate the ideologies and power structures
that frame some varieties of Spanish (e.g., Spanglish) as “incorrect” or “inappropri-
ate.” These investigations promote an asset orientation toward heritage speakers,
while also expanding all students’ access to knowledge about language variation and
linguistic attitudes in the Spanish-speaking world. Yet within this growing body of
scholarship on CLA approaches to Spanish instruction, writing is given minimal
attention; when it is discussed, the focus tends to be on sentence-level issues such as
error correction (e.g., Seijas & Spino, 2023). Greater uptake of WAC frameworks
and approaches could help to broaden the conversation, so that teachers of Spanish
(and other world languages) are better equipped to build rhetorical awareness and
agency for all of their student writers, including heritage learners (Cavazos et al.,
2018; Lorimer Leonard, 2021).

There are a number of other areas shared interest among WAC and CLA scholars
that could be explored collaboratively. These include questions such as:

* How can we articulate the features of academic discourse and genre con-
ventions in a way that is generative rather than prescriptive?

* Where do public and multimodal genres of writing fit within academic
writing curricula?

* How can we ensure that the threads of writing and language are not
lost in institution-wide discussions about diversity, equity, inclusion,
and anti-racism?

I hope I have demonstrated the promise CLA holds as a resource for promoting
linguistic access, asset, and agency in and around postsecondary writing instruction.
strongly believe that greater uptake of CLA within WAC work—and vice versa—can
build our own agency as teachers, administrators, scholars, and advocates. Engaging
with both areas of scholarship can equip us for sustained dialogue and collaborative
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action that supports powerful languaging among student writers within and across
academic disciplines.
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