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In winter, 1998, LLAD circulated a Call for Proposals soliciting brief
descriptions of potential articles for a special issue on Communications
Across the Engineering Curriculum.  If nothing else, the large number of
responses we received confirms that this topic is generating much current
interest, energy, and activity.  Most of the proposals focused on a particu-
lar instructional experiment, program, or strategy.  Other proposals took a
somewhat broader perspective, placing engineering issues into larger peda-
gogical, rhetorical, or social/professional contexts that would be of poten-
tial interest to educators outside the engineering curriculum as well as to
those who work within it.  With this mix of proposals, Sharon Quiroz and I
decided to organize this number of LLAD into two sections, the first de-
voted to full discussions of major issues and the second part containing
briefer, focused descriptions of particular programs and strategies.  After
selecting some of the most promising proposals for outside review, we
worked with the authors as they developed their ideas into articles.  We
hope that together, these contributions will stimulate your thinking about
language and learning in technical fields, illustrate the range of innovative
models for communications efforts across the engineering curriculum,
and inspire WAC/WID efforts in other areas as well.  This preface will
briefly frame the special topic and then preview the articles that follow.

Engineering writing
Since the mid-nineteenth century, as engineering training shifted

from apprenticeship experiences on the shop floor and construction site
to formal academic programs in the lecture hall and laboratory, the peda-
gogy and place of writing in the curriculum have been topics of debate,
frustration, and experimentation.  Throughout the years, opinion polls,
surveys, and anecdotal evidence have regularly attested to the impor-
tance of communications in engineering and to the writing deficiencies of
recent engineering graduates (recent surveys include Davis, Barnum,
Brillhart, Kimel, Pinelli, NSPE, Evans, Youra).  Two major factors have
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constrained writing instruction in this curriculum:  conventional patterns
of engineering education and the very nature of communications in engi-
neering.

Although engineering coursework has always offered many poten-
tial opportunities for communicating information, countervailing pressures
have often made writing instruction seem superfluous or simply impos-
sible to accommodate—pressures such as the sheer amount of informa-
tion in any engineering subject, lock-step course sequences in which
earlier offerings must cover material on which later courses depend, a
perception that writing (important though it may be) is really someone
else’s instructional business, and accreditation requirements that, tradi-
tionally, have mandated many details of course content.

In addition to such pressures, the situation of writing is, arguably,
more complicated in engineering than in most other academic fields.  Poised
between the pure sciences and industry, research and business, engi-
neers must communicate among diverse groups for a broad range of pur-
poses.

The engineer must not only speak the language of, say,
the physicist, but also, in certain instances, the language of
the industrial manager, the lawyer, of the foreman on a
construction site.  And the complexities of playing this
intermediate role are vitally apparent in the written products
of the engineer, the myriad letters, reports, contracts,
specifications, and proposals addressed to audiences with
varying interests and technical backgrounds.  Unlike the
physicist, whose professional writing is almost always
addressed to a community or, more often, a subcommunity of
other physicists, the engineer in “real life” is much more likely
to face complex rhetorical problems in translating information
from one community to another.  (Russell 120)

These rhetorical problems are further complicated because engineers must
communicate effectively not only in writing, but also in oral and visual
forms; they must convey information individually and collaboratively, in
hard copy and on-line, via phone and fax and face-to-face.

Historically, engineering communications has fallen between the
curricular cracks.  Responsibility for engineering students’ verbal literacy
has been scattered everywhere (dispersed among different colleges, pro-
grams, departments, and courses) but based nowhere in particular.  Al-
though such diffusion can weaken the potential benefits of concentrated
writing instruction, the unstable “ownership” of communications has led
to a range of instructional experiments of varying success—from English
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department courses (literature, composition, and later, technical communi-
cations), to “engineering English” classes within the technical college, to
collaborative approaches aimed at integrating writing and engineering,
either through separate but coordinated courses in each subject or through
writing assignments incorporated into technical classes and laboratories.
(For the history of relationships between engineering education, WAC,
and technical communications, see Connors, Russell 101-32,  Kynell).

Writing pedagogy within the engineering disciplines can be traced
back to the 1890s, when MIT initiated a “cooperative” method of instruc-
tion.  Various fields began requiring students to write technical papers in
upper-level courses, papers that were critiqued both by instructors from
English and from the technical discipline.  Coordination of this kind was
widely viewed as valuable and other institutions experimented with this
strategy.  In a different version of coordination, for example, at the Univer-
sity of Cincinnati, assignments in English composition classes included
topics devised by engineering professors.  In a textbook based on this
method, Clyde W. Park, English professor in Cincinnati’s engineering col-
lege explained that

No novelty is claimed for so obvious an idea as the linking of
certain phases of instruction in English with the written work
done by students in their technical courses.  The experience
of numerous colleges over a considerable period has proved
the essential soundness of the plan.  Instead of being classed
as an isolated subject, English has come to be regarded as an
integral part of the curriculum.  (vii)

This last claim was more of a local circumstance than national norm.
However, Park described a connection between writing and thinking that
remains the hallmark of WAC projects.  “The effort needed to produce a
clean-cut statement of his thought compels the student to do the sort of
thinking that is essential in the study of a technical subject” (xix).

Coordination efforts such as these were widely admired, yet often
problematic, given the artificial division of form and content, the uneasy
status of English instructors in engineering, and apparent difficulties in
bridging the “two cultures.”  By the late 1930s, interest in collaborative
efforts waned.  At the same time, the field of technical communications
courses emerged within English.  Ironically, tech comm evolved as a spe-
cialty separated from both literary study and engineering curricula even
though it developed primarily to serve the needs of engineering students.
In fact, “until the 1950’s technical writing and engineering writing were
synonymous” (Connors 330, 333).
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Over the past twenty years, several developments have contributed
to successes with WAC in engineering, including the institutionalization
of WAC/WID programs, the growth of technical communications as an
academic discipline, increasing uses of technologies in the field of compo-
sition, a renewed emphasis on the quality of undergraduate education in
engineering, and criteria and procedures for accrediting engineering pro-
grams.  (Because engineering is a profession as well as an academic major,
national accreditation standards strongly influence curricular decisions.
Over the past two decades, these standards explicitly supported a writing-
in-the-disciplines approach:  “Although specific course work requirements
serve as a foundation for [writing] competence, the development and
enhancement of writing skills must be demonstrated through student work
in engineering courses as well as other studies.”  Although recently re-
vised standards are less explicit about the means of instruction, they
include “an ability to communicate effectively” as one of eleven required
“outcomes” for all engineering programs [ABET])

Two strands of contemporary work with language in engineering
can be traced to historical antecedents.  One method involves communi-
cations within technical courses and often includes a language expert
who works with an engineering instructor on writing issues related to
assignments.  In the other approach, an English instructor teaches a stand-
alone writing class (typically in technical/professional communications,
although some programs only require a first-year composition course).  If
the first arrangement resembles a consulting model, the second could be
thought of as a sub-contracting approach.  Articles in the engineering
education literature include discussions of stand-alone courses or work-
shops for engineering students (Sullivan, Wilcox) and of integrating com-
munications (often in collaboration with a WAC specialist) either within
selected courses (most recently, Chalifoux, Waitz, Sullivan, Sharp) or across
an entire engineering program or department (Bakos, Hendricks, Ludlow).

Current research in several related areas has enhanced our under-
standing of engineering communications and has informed teaching prac-
tices.  Among these investigations are:

• Ethnographic studies of writing in non-academic settings, in-
cluding the engineering workplace (for example, Seltzer, Bazerman
and Paradis, Winsor, Odell, Duin, Paradis, Rymer). “WAC is not
only about writing to learn, it is also about writing to learn to
do—with others. . . studying the ways writing is used in work-
places. . . [C]onsulting with people in workplaces about how to
use writing more effectively and ethically, can expand our useful-
ness . . .” (Russell “Writing to Learn” 4)
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• Case studies of technical communications failures within bu-
reaucratic organizations (for example, Three Mile Island and the
Challenger disaster have received extensive analysis, including
Herndl, Vaughan)

• Studies of genre and conventionalized audience expectations
(for example: Swales, Bazerman, Berkenkotter; Killingsworth,
Freedman.  Several articles in Bazerman’s recent IEEE collection
on engineering genre specifically address teaching issues.)

• Attention to rhetorical dimensions of engineering (for example:
Herrington, Geisler, Winsor “Engineering,” Writing)

• Investigations of how writing assignments and feedback can
express methodological assumptions in engineering (for example:
Miller, Jones, Kalmbach)

As rhetoricians and WAC specialists continue investigating com-
munications in engineering and the professions, they must carefully avoid
the missionary position and instead cultivate a perspective of critical self-
consciousness about how they apply their insights into the discourses of
other professions.  “We must learn how to talk with the scientists and
practitioners in other disciplines who are threatened by or contemptuous
of the analysis we offer.  Otherwise, when we say “rhetoric,” they will hear
“your writing is all manipulation.”  When we say “social construction,”
they will hear “you’re all a bunch of frauds.”  When we say “ideology,”
they will think “political correctness.”  (Segal)  Back in the English class-
room, an appreciation of the ways in which technical fields use language
can inspire exciting curricular innovation.  For instance, Lovitt and Young
describe how “to liberate the report and the proposal from the scientific
and commercial disciplines to which we have consigned them, because
they are so useful for getting things done in all areas” (117).  They show
how reports and other functional forms can energize freshman comp and
demonstrate to students that writing is a form of social action.  Novice
writers learn that “[g]enre helps us generate knowledge, and . . . shape
how knowledge is defined, communicated, used and understood.  It is a
constraint and a heuristic; it is social and personal.  A close attention to
genre develops both cognitive and social skills” (124).  If writing instruc-
tors and WAC specialists engage in true dialogue with engineering edu-
cators and practitioners, they

will see what other disciplinary cultures have to offer and be
enabled by this insight to reach a consensus with the
inhabitants of other disciplines. . . . Interdisciplinary
conversations will reveal that standards considered universal
by many English teachers are actually local. . .  And these
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dialogues should demonstrate that some ideas in the teaching
of writing new to English departments have long been part of
other cultures on campus.  (Blair 386)

Preview
The contributions to this issue emerge from many dialogues.  We

are pleased that Earl Dowell accepted our invitation to set the stage for
this collection.  In his Introduction, Professor Dowell, Dean of Engineer-
ing at Duke University and Chair of the national Engineering Dean’s Coun-
cil, explains why engineers must write and speak effectively.  He briefly
discusses the diverse audiences that engineers must address, opportuni-
ties created by new communications technologies, potential roles of engi-
neering faculty in communications instruction, and new professional ac-
crediting criteria that affirm the need for communications instruction while
leaving open the specific ends and means.

The articles that follow the Introduction elaborate on some of its
themes.  Glenn Broadhead’s essay maps the various professional and
academic groups that have a stake in enhancing engineering students’
communications abilities.  Although these camps may vary at different
institutions, the disciplinary borders and occasional turf conflicts that the
essay describes will be familiar to most readers.  Taking a “bottom-up”
approach across disciplines, Broadhead and his engineering collaborator
use instructional technology to help civil engineering students with a
term paper.  Although the website they constructed supports a specific
assignment in a single technical course, this new resource can link many
different parties who have a stake in engineering students’ education in
writing.

In addition to writing for experts in their area, engineers must also
communicate across disciplinary boundaries, to other engineers in differ-
ent fields and to non-engineering audiences who have their own areas of
specialization.  Drawing upon the work of Cheryl Geisler and Dorothy
Winsor, Rolf Norgaard discerns an important paradox related to this rhe-
torical situation:  although engineering education largely focuses on mas-
tering domain content, professional expertise can be seen as highly rhe-
torical and constantly negotiated, as different specialists interact and com-
municate.  Norgaard explores the pedagogical and institutional implica-
tions of this perspective in relation to engineering curricula and to new
criteria by the Accrediting Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET)
for certifying professional programs.  The ABET 2000 standards (recently
renamed Engineering Criteria 2000, or EC 2000) embody a radical change
from former assessment procedures, a shift from centralization to local
control, from product to process.  The former method involved counting
up instructional hours and educational experiences within tightly defined
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categories.  Under the new criteria, individual programs must demonstrate
that they meet broad aims through a process that includes defining local
goals, measuring outcomes, and using that information to continuously
improve the curriculum.  As Dean Dowell notes, the open-ended quality of
these criteria create a challenge—a challenge that Norgaard sees as a
potential opportunity for collaboration among language specialists and
engineering educators.

Leslie Perelman offers a very different perspective on the rhetorical
dimensions of engineering communications by tracing the Classical roots
of contemporary humanistic and technical discourse (or, more precisely,
the discourse of engineering design).  To demonstrate how these tradi-
tions express themselves in a contemporary context, Perelman examines
the modes of analysis and argumentation required by two different col-
lege writing assignments, one from a philosophy class, the other in com-
puter engineering.  This analysis shows how an explicit understanding of
these rhetorical traditions can help bridge the “two cultures” while
demystifying the composing process for novice writers.

Like Perelman, Robert Irish focuses on the deliberative quality of
what he calls “engineering thinking.”  From the perspective of a language
consultant to engineering courses, Irish shows how two conceptual frame-
works—Benjamin Bloom’s structure of cognitive levels and William Perry’s
scheme of psychological development—can be used to develop success-
ful writing assignments that support problem-solving in engineering con-
texts.  By analyzing the design and evolution of particular writing assign-
ments, Irish demonstrates how the two models of cognitive growth and
intellectual development can be applied in creative, flexible ways that
challenge students to engage technical material at their own level of un-
derstanding and to push that understanding further.  The partnerships
between a language expert and engineering instructors described here
offer implicit models for other collaborations on writing in the disciplines.

Following the four lead articles, the second section of this special
issue presents four different approaches to enhancing engineering stu-
dents’ communications abilities and a fifth piece that outlines a process
for assessing and improving WAC/WID initiatives in engineering (and,
by extension, in other fields as well).  In contrast to work in other academic
disciplines, much of engineering activity results in a tangible product;
therefore, the curriculum in every engineering field includes substantial
design experience.  The first two Briefs show how engineering project
courses can give students opportunities to engage authentic audiences
both inside and outside of the classroom.  With the growth of “service
learning,” such projects often focus on a real client whose needs the
students must understand, and who, in turn, must understand how to use
the resulting product.  In these projects, writing, speaking, and visual
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communications are often part of an engineering process that includes
phases such as invention, design iteration, analysis, documentation,
implementation, feedback, and ongoing revision.

To connect writing and speaking with technical work in such a project,
W.J. Williamson and Philip Sweany at Michigan Tech teach two separate,
but parallel, “linked” courses in technical communications and in software
design.  As senior engineering students develop educational software for
a middle-school class, they use writing as a tool for design, documenta-
tion, and reporting on progress.  The instructors describe the planning,
coordination, and ongoing contact required to help this effort succeed.
Taking a different approach to “integration,” Barbara Shwom and her col-
leagues at Northwestern University team teach a single course that com-
bines writing and engineering.  First-year design students must address
several audiences, both in writing and orally—peers, engineering faculty
experts, and clients outside of the classroom who benefit from the design
projects these students produce.  Instructors of writing and engineering
share the planning, teaching, and coaching of student teams, while em-
phasizing conceptual similarities between the processes of writing and of
product development.

Rather than focus on a single writing-intensive class, Jeffrey Donnell
and his writing colleagues at Georgia Tech work at the department level,
with a sequence of undergraduate laboratory and design courses in me-
chanical engineering.  The authors drive a small wedge between form and
content by separating what they call “scribal skills” (grammar, sentence
structure, mechanics, organization) from rhetorical considerations (tech-
nical information in relation to audience concerns).  At the graduate level,
they teach genre by closely examining the conventional narratives that
professionals use for each of several typical situations.  Also working at
the department level, Pat McQueeney discusses collaboration between
the writing program and civil engineering at the University of Kansas.
The goal was to incorporate many modest opportunities for writing in
several courses at different stages of the curriculum.  McQueeney shows
how the process of developing a writing guide for this approach revealed
important disciplinary expectations and assumptions about language use;
at the same time, such a guide can have unintended effects if (and in light
of differing disciplinary cultures) it is viewed as an end in itself rather than
a resource to support ongoing instructional innovation.

The specific contours of any approach to communications instruc-
tion must necessarily emerge from local circumstances and resources.  But
regardless of the particular disciplines or strategies, WAC/WID efforts
must be reviewed and refined.  In engineering colleges, evaluation pres-
sures are especially strong because national accrediting standards man-
date that programs be reviewed regularly, on a six-year cycle, using a
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process that measures “outcomes” against explicitly defined goals.  Any-
one who works with communications in engineering will need to show
that their methods are effective by demonstrating precisely what students
achieve.  In this context, Barbara Olds and her colleagues at Colorado
School of Mines have developed a model to assess communications in-
struction within engineering curricula.  This model illustrates how to de-
fine goals and criteria, measure the outcomes, and continuously improve
the teaching/learning process.  A matrix provides both specific features
and general procedures for assessing initiatives in language and learning.

Post script
 This issue of LLAD is intended to contribute to several ongoing

conversations and to foster new exchanges.  You can add your voice to
the discussion in any of these ways:

• Sign onto the email list for engineering communications, at
<EngiComm@listserv.acns.nwu.edu>.

• Participate in the Special Interest Group (SIG) meeting on Writing
Across the Engineering Curriculum at the annual Conference on
College Composition and Communications (CCCC).  Current
projects include consulting with ABET (the engineering accred-
iting organization) on communications curricula and assessment
standards, and constructing a website for writing in engineering
(see below).

• Link and contribute to the engineering communications website
(still very much under construction), at <http://web.mit.edu/
odsue/wac_engineering/>.

• Respond to the articles in this issue of LLAD by writing to the
journal or contacting the authors (email addresses are provided
in the bios).  We look forward to hearing from you.

Works Cited

Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET). “Criteria
For Accrediting Engineering Programs” 1999. <http://www.abet.org/
eac/engineer.htm> (1 May 1999)

Bakos, Jack D. Jr.  “A Departmental Policy for Developing Communication
Skills of Undergraduate Engineers.”  Engineering Education (Novem-
ber 1986): 101-04.

Barnum, Carol, and Robert Fischer.  “Engineering Technologists as Writ-
ers:  Results of a Survey.”  Technical Communication 2 (1984): 9-11.

Bazerman, Charles.  Shaping Written Knowledge:  The Genre and Activity
of the Experimental Article in Science. Madison:  U of Wisconsin P,
1988.



10 Language and Learning Across the Disciplines

——.  “Special Issue on Engineering Genre.”  IEEE Transactions on Pro-
fessional Communication 42.1 (1999).

——, and James Paradis.  Textual Dynamics of the Professions.  Madison:
U of Wisconsin P, 1991.

Berkenkotter, Carol, and Thomas N. Huckin.  Genre Knowledge in Disci-
plinary Communication:  Cognition/Culture/Power.  Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum, 1995.

Blair, Catherine Pastore.  “Only One of the Voices:  Dialogic Writing Across
the Curriculum.”  College English 50.4 (1988): 388-95.

Brillhart, L.V., and M.B. Debs.  “A Survey of Writing and Technical Writing
Courses in Engineering Colleges.”  Engineering Education (Novem-
ber 1983): 100-113.

Chalifoux, Jean-Pierre, and Robert Vinet.  “Engineering Project Design and
Communication Skills.”  Engineering Education (February 1988): 308-
310.

Connors, Robert J.  “The Rise of Technical Writing Instruction in America.”
Journal of Technical Writing and Communication 12.4 (1982): 329-52.

Davis, Richard M.  “How Important Is Technical Writing?—A Survey of
the Opinions of Successful Engineers.”  Journal of Technical Writing
and Communication 8.3 (1978): 207-216.

Duin, Ann Hill, and Craig J. Hansen, eds.  Nonacademic Writing: Social
Theory and Technology.  Mahwah, NJ:  Lawrence Erlbaum, 1996.

Evans, D.L., et al.  “Attributes of Engineering Graduate and Their Impact
on Curriculum Design.”  Journal of Engineering Education (October
1993): 203-211.

Freedman, Aviva.  “Show and Tell?  The Role of Explicit Teaching in the
Learning of New Genres.”  Research in the Teaching of English 27
(1993): 222-51.

Geisler, Cheryl.  “The Relationship Between Language and Design in
Mechanical Engineering: Some Preliminary Observations.”  Technical
Communication 40.1 (1993): 173-6.

Hendricks, Robert W., and Eric Pappas.  “Advanced Engineering Commu-
nication:  An Integrated Writing and Communication Program for Ma-
terials Engineers.” Journal of Engineering Education (October 1996):
343-52.

Herndl, Carl G., Barbara Fennell, and Carolyn R. Miller.  “Understanding
Failures in Organizational Discourse:  The Accident at Three Mile Is-
land and the Shuttle Challenger Disaster.”  Textual Dynamics of the
Professions. Ed. Charles Bazerman and James Paradis.  Madison: U of
Wisconsin P, 1991.

Herrington, Anne.  “Writing in Academic Settings: A Study of the Con-
texts for Writing in Two College Chemical Engineering Courses.”  Re-
search in the Teaching of English 19.4 (1985): 331-59.



11Communication Across the Engineering Curriculum

Kalmbach, James R. “The Laboratory Reports of Engineering Students.”
Writing Across the Disciplines Research into Practice.  Ed. Art Young
and Toby Fulwiler.  Upper Montclair, NJ: Boynton Cook, 1986. 176-83.

Killingsworth, M. Jimmie, and Michael K. Gilbertson.  Signs, Genres, and
Communities in Technical Communication.  Amityville, NY:  Baywood,
1992.

Kimel, W.R., and M.E. Monsees. “Engineering Graduates:  How Good Are
They?”  Engineering Education 70:2 (1979): 210-12.

Kynell, Teresa C.  Writing in a Milieu of Utility:  The Move to Technical
Communication in American Engineering program 1850-1950.
Norwood, NJ: Ablex, 1996.

Lovitt, Carl R., and Art Young.  “Rethinking Genre in the First-Year Compo-
sition Course:  Helping Student Writers Get Things Done.”  Profession
1997.  NY: Modern Language Association, 1997. 113-25.

Ludlow, Douglas K., and Kirk H. Schultz. “Writing Across the Chemical
Engineering Curriculum at the University of North Dakota.” Journal of
Engineering Education (April 1994): 161-68.

National Society of Professional Engineers (NSPE).  “Report on Surveys
of Opinions by Engineering Deans and Employers of Engineering
Graduates on the First Professional Degree.”  NSPE Publication No.
3059.  NSPE: Alexandria, VA, 1992.

Odell, Lee, and Dixie Goswami.”  Writing in Nonacademic Settings.  NY:
Guilford, 1985.

Park, Clyde W.  English Applied in Technical Writing.  NY: F.S. Crofts,
1926.

Pinelli, Thomas E. et al., “Technical Communications in Aeronautics:  Re-
sults of an Exploratory Study.” NASA Technical Memorandum 101625.
Hampton, VA: Langley Research Center, 1989.

Russell, David R.  Writing in the Academic Disciplines, 1870-1990.
Carbondale: Southern Illinois UP, 1991.

——.  “Writing to Learn to Do: WAC, WAW, WAW—Wow!”  Language
and Learning Across the Disciplines 2.2 (1997): 3-8.

Rymer, Jone.  “Scientific Composing Processes:  How Eminent Scientists
Write Journal Articles.”  Writing in Academic Disciplines. Ed. David A.
Jolliffe.  Norwood, NJ:  Ablex, 1998. 211-50.

Segal, Judy, et al. “The Researcher as Missionary: Problems with Rhetoric
and Reform in the Disciplines.”  College Composition and Communi-
cation 50.1 (1998): 71-90.

Seltzer, Jack.  “The Composing Processes of an Engineer.”  College Com-
position and Communication 34.2 (1983): 178-87.

Sharp, Julie E., et al.  “Four Effective Writing Strategies for Engineering
Classes.” Journal of Engineering Education (January 1999): 53-7.

Sullivan, Ralda M.  “Teaching Technical Communication to Undergradu-
ates.”  Chemical Engineering Education (Winter 1986): 32-35.



12 Language and Learning Across the Disciplines

Swales, John.  Genre Analysis:  English in Academic and Research Set-
tings.  Cambridge:  Cambridge UP, 1990.

Vaughan, Diane.  The Challenger Launch Decision.  Chicago:  U of Chi-
cago P, 1996.

Waitz, Ian A., and Edward C. Barrett.  “Integrated Teaching of Experimen-
tal and Communication Skills to Undergraduate Aerospace Engineer-
ing Students.”  Journal of Engineering Education (July 1997): 255-62.

Wilcox, Sidney W.  “Communication Courses for Engineering Students.”
Engineering Education (April 1980): 750-752.

Winsor, Dorothy A. “Engineering Writing/Writing Engineering.”  College
Composition and Communication 41.1 (1990): 58-70.

Winsor, Dorothy A.  Writing Like an Engineer:  A Rhetorical Education.
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1996.

Youra, Steven and Christine McGuiness.  “Survey of 1100 Cornell Univer-
sity Engineering Graduates, 1940-1992.” (unpubl.), 1994.

Steven Youra directs the Engineering Communications Program at Cornell
University, where he teaches technical communications and works with
writing across the curriculum.  He has published articles in such journals
as Computers and Composition, Journal of Technical Writing and Com-
munication, Film Criticism, and PMLA.  His recent exploits include run-
ning the Boston Marathon.  Email  <sjy3@cornell.edu>




